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INTRODUCTION 

The European Semester is a cycle for the coordination of economic, social and fiscal policies in the 
European Union. It is part of the European Union's economic governance framework. It allows EU 
Member States to discuss their economic and budgetary plans and monitor progress throughout 
the year.  

While the European Semester process has evolved over the years, political ownership of the 
decisions taken under the Semester cycles (at both EU and national levels) could still improve; this 
would ensure greater legitimacy and effectiveness of the economic governance framework. 

According the Commission Annual Sustainable Growth Strategy ‘Economic governance and 
democratic accountability must go hand in hand. The European Parliament should have a stronger 
voice on the EU economic governance. To this end, the Commission will engage in a dialogue with 
the European Parliament on how to make this operational going forward. As a first step, Members 
of the Commission in charge of economic matters will come to the European Parliament before each 
key stage in the European Semester cycle. This enhanced democratic accountability of the European 
Semester should help to enhance ownership and therefore reform implementation. More broadly, 
the Commission will continue the dialogue with Member States, and invites the Member States to 
involve national parliaments, social partners and all other relevant stakeholders.‘  

The Lisbon Treaty has empowered national parliaments to “contribute actively to the good 
functioning of the Union” (Art. 12 TEU). The European Parliament and national parliaments play an 
increasing role in this process, according to their respective competence. Parliamentary scrutiny is 
necessary to guarantee the legitimacy and effectiveness of the whole economic governance 
framework.  

This third edition of the background reader on the European Semester, 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 European Semester from 
a parliamentary perspective.  

 
Economic Governance Support Unit (EGOV) 

European Parliament 

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52019DC0650&from=EN
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Economic Dialogue with the European 
Commission on the 2020 European 
Semester Cycle 
ECON/EMPL on 27 January 2020 

Vice-President Dombrovskis and Commissioners Schmit and Gentiloni have been invited to an 
Economic Dialogue on the launch of the 2020 European Semester, in line with the relevant EU law. 
This briefing note covers the main elements of the 2020 European Semester Package proposed by 
the Commission. It gives an overview of the implementation of the previous Semester Cycles and of 
the on-going work to strengthen the governance and the resilience of Economic and Monetary 
Union. Further information is available in separate briefings on the implementation of the Stability 
and Growth Pact and on the Commission opinions on the 2020 Draft Budgetary Plans. 

1. The 2020 Semester Package 
The so called Autumn package, published by the Commission on 17 December 2019, marks the 
beginning of the new Semester cycle for economic policy coordination. Through it, the Commission 
sets out general economic priorities for the EU and provides EU countries with policy guidance for 
2020. The package is composed of the following elements:  

• The Annual Sustainable Growth Strategy (ASGS): in this report the Commission outlines the 
general economic priorities for the EU and offers policy guidance to EU governments for the 
following year. The Commission guidance for 2020 is built around 3 inter-connected strands: 
investment, structural reforms and fiscal consolidation (see below chapter 2). The European 
Parliament adopts a resolution each year addressing the Commission proposals. The 
Commission report is accompanied by a report assessing the functioning of the single market 
(the Single Market performance report);  

• The Alert Mechanism report (AMR): the alert mechanism is a screening device, based on a 
scoreboard of indicators, which identifies countries that may be affected by macroeconomic 
imbalances and for which the Commission will undertake further in-depth reviews. It launches 
the annual round of the macroeconomic imbalances procedure (see below chapter 3); 

• The Joint Employment report (JER): this report analyses the employment and social situation in 
Europe and the policy responses of national governments (see below chapter 4);  

• The draft euro area recommendation (EAR): in its draft recommendation (for a Council 
recommendation), the Commission provides tailored advice to euro area Member States on 

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/committees/en/econ/economic-governance.html?tab=Economic%20Dialogues
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/IDAN/2018/497746/IPOL_IDA(2018)497746_EN.pdf
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/IDAN/2018/497746/IPOL_IDA(2018)497746_EN.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/IDAN/2020/645705/IPOL_IDA(2020)645705_EN.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/publications/2020-european-semester-autumn-package_en
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52019SC0444&from=EN
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:L:2011:306:0025:0032:en:PDF
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issues relevant for the functioning of the euro area (see below chapter 5). It covers topics such 
as the policies related to investments in digital and green transition, Capital Markets Union and 
Banking Union and to the completion of the Economic and Monetary Union, notably, enhancing 
its democratic accountability;  

• The Commission's opinion on Draft Budgetary Plans (DBPs) for euro area countries: the 
Commission assesses in these reports how much draft national budget plans for the coming 
year comply with the requirements of the SGP (see separate briefing).  

Further reading:  

• The European Semester for economic policy coordination: a reflection paper 
• Country-Specific Recommendations - An overview  
• How to further strengthen the European Semester 

Box 1: Council European Semester timeline  

• In January 2020, two Council formations (ECOFIN and EPSCO) discuss the AMR and the ECOFIN Council adopts 
conclusions on the AMR in February; 
• On 18-19 February 2020 the European Parliament hosts the European Parliamentary Week with representatives from 
national parliaments. The meetings include the European Semester Conference and the Inter-parliamentary Conference 
on Stability, Economic Coordination and Governance in the EU; 
• In February 2020, the Commission publishes the annual Country reports, including their status with respect to the 
MIP;  
• In March and May 2020, the ECOFIN Council discusses the implementation of the Country Specific Recommendations 
(CSRs), drawing on the AMR and the Country reports; 
• In April 2020, the European Council discusses the economic situation, endorses the EAR and provides guidance to 
Member States for their 2020 National Reform Programmes and Stability or Convergence Programmes; 
• In May, the Commission presents its proposals for the 2020 CSRs; 
• In June, the various Council Committees (EFC, EPC, EMCO and SPC) will conduct preparatory work on the CSRs, and 
the ECOFIN Council draws conclusions on the MIP and on the IDRs and approves the Council opinions on the CSRs; 
• In June, the European Council discusses and endorses the CSRs; 
• In July, the ECOFIN Council formally adopts the CSRs. 

Box 2: Review of the Semester  

Based on a report by the two preparatory bodies of the ECOFIN Council (the Economic and Financial Committee and the 
Economic Policy Committee), on 10 October 2019 the ECOFIN Council took stock of the 'European Semester 2019'. The 
exchange of views among ministers focused in particular on:  

• the main new features introduced in the 2019 European Semester exercise, namely the cross-country 
focus on investment in the country-specific recommendations, as well as the fact that the CSRs 
addressed issues related to aggressive tax planning and anti-money laundering;  

• the future of the European Semester and the need to ensure that the Semester remains focused on 
key challenges;  

• the importance of improving the degree of implementation of CSRs and of national ownership of the 
reforms. 

The main legal texts related to the European Semester include a review clause that requires the Commission to assess the 
effectiveness and the progress in ensuring closer coordination of economic policies and sustained convergence of 
economic performances. The review process is expected to start in early February 2020.  

Speaking at the press conference following the Eurogroup January 2020 meeting, Commissioner Gentiloni reiterated that 
the Commission will be soon launching a review of the “six pack” and of the “two pack”, with consultations of the various 
stakeholders and proposals being put forward during summer 2020. The Commissioner underlined that the objective 
would be to make the rules simpler and to find consensus on how to facilitate investments and how to define what “green” 
is. The Commissioner also mentioned that the Commission is looking at different options to make green investing easier, 
but not focusing only on whether some rules may or may not apply. 

 

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/IDAN/2020/645705/IPOL_IDA(2020)645705_EN.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/STUD/2019/624440/IPOL_STU(2019)624440_EN.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/BRIE/2018/624404/IPOL_BRI(2018)624404_EN.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/ATAG/2017/614484/IPOL_ATA(2017)614484_EN.pdf
https://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-12642-2019-INIT/en/pdf
https://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-15261-2019-INIT/en/pdf
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/relnatparl/en/high-level-conferences/european-parliamentary-week.html
https://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-12465-2019-INIT/en/pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/41185/st12896-en19.pdf
https://newsroom.consilium.europa.eu/events/20200120-eurogroup-meeting-january-2020/126586-4-press-conference-part-4-q-a-20200120
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2. The Annual Sustainable Growth Strategy 
The Annual Sustainable Growth Strategy 2020 (ASGS) sets out the Commission priorities for a new 
growth model respectful of the limitations on natural resources and that ensures job creation and 
prosperity. Following on President von der Leyen political guidelines, the priorities set out in the 
ASGS are centred on “An economy that works for the people”.  

During the previous Commission, the Annual Growth Survey (AGS) emphasized the 'virtuous 
triangle' of boosting investment, pursuing structural reforms and ensuring responsible fiscal policies 
is delivering results. 

Figure 1. The main objectives of AGS and ASGS  

Annual Growth Survey (AGS) Annual Sustainability Growth Strategy (ASGS) 

“virtuous triangle” of  
1) Boosting investment,  
2) Pursuing structural reforms and  
3) Ensuring responsible fiscal policies 

“four complementary dimensions” of 
1) Environment 
2) Productivity  
3) Stability  
4) Fairness 

Source: EGOV based on AGS and ASGS 

At the heart of the new EU growth strategy as proposed by the Commission, are four 
complementary dimensions:  

Environment: our efforts should focus on leading the transition to a nature-friendly and climate 
neutral continent by 2050, while ensuring that everyone can take advantage of the opportunities 
that this will bring along. Circular economy, renewable energy, energy-efficient buildings and low-
emission transport should introduce growth opportunities and provide a foundation for a new more 
sustainable and competitive economic model. Funding for achieving environmental sustainability 
should come from several sources, both public and private. On the public financing side, significant 
contributions should come from the InvestEU, the European Investment Bank (EIB) and increasing 
revenues from the EU emissions trading system. 

Productivity: by developing new technologies and sustainable solutions, Europe can be at the 
forefront of future economic growth and become a global leader in an increasingly digitalised world, 
including in key areas for its technological sovereignty such as cybersecurity, artificial intelligence 
and 5G. Digital technologies are essential for increasing productivity and can substantially 
contribute to green economy. “Europe needs a strong in industrial base ... to be able to produce 
domestically the technologies it needs to stay at the forefront of global competition [and it] ... also needs 
to remain technologically sovereign by investing in innovative technologies ... to allow data sharing and 
data usage. [These] ... are major drivers for innovation that can help us to find solutions to societal 
challenges, from health to farming and food production, from security to manufacturing”. Completion 
of Capital Markets Union will be crucial for ensuring sufficient funding for innovation, job creation 
and growth. As well as, reforms and far reaching investment in education and skills development 
should be ensured. 

Stability: the Union needs to complete its EMU to ensure that all economic tools are ready and 
available should there be a significant adverse economic shock. Ensuring macroeconomic stability 
in the EU should be achieves through several venues as well. First, by better coordination of national 
fiscal policies and full respect of the SGP (given the window of opportunity provided by low interest 
rate environment, countries with high public debt levels should put their public debt on a 
downward path to reduce vulnerability to shocks, while countries with favourable budgetary 
situation should support growth by boosting investment and productive spending). Efforts for 
improving the quality of public finances should be made on both the revenue and the expenditure 

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52019DC0650&from=EN
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52018DC0770&from=EN
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sides. Second, by completing Banking and Capital Markets Unions (some of the remaining issues 
that should be addressed are EDIS, non-performing loans, bank- sovereign nexus, insolvency laws, 
further financial integration). It is also crucial that the financial system is made more resilient to cyber 
and climate change threats. Lastly, by strengthening the international role of the euro. 

Fairness: the new economic agenda must ensure that the transition is fair and inclusive and puts 
people first. It must pay particular attention to the regions, industries and workers who will have to 
make the largest transitions. The European Pillar of Social Rights remains one of the top EU’s 
priorities. Improving inclusiveness and quality of education, stepping up reforms to address all 
forms of irregular employment, promoting transitions towards open-ended full-time contracts, 
ensuring fair wage, closing gender employment rate and pay gap, and promoting effective work-
life balance policies are several topics among the important policy objectives. Furthermore, to 
strengthen “fairness” axe, both tax systems should be reviewed and optimised to strengthen 
incentives for labour market participation, increase fairness and transparency and ensure financial 
sustainability; and tax evasion, tax avoidance and aggressive taxation practices should be tackled. 

According to the ASGS 2020, “economic governance and democratic accountability must go hand 
in hand. The European Parliament should have a stronger voice on the EU economic governance. To this 
end, the Commission will engage in a dialogue with the European Parliament on how to make this 
operational going forward. As a first step, Members of the Commission in charge of economic matters 
will come to the European Parliament before each key stage in the European Semester cycle. This 
enhanced democratic accountability of the European Semester should help to enhance ownership and 
therefore reform implementation. More broadly, the Commission will continue the dialogue with 
Member States, and invites the Member States to involve national parliaments, social partners and all 
other relevant stakeholders.” 

The ECON and BUDG Committees of the EP are working on an own-initiative report on the ASGS 
2020. The draft report, together with related information, is available here. 

  

https://ec.europa.eu/commission/priorities/deeper-and-fairer-economic-and-monetary-union/european-pillar-social-rights_en
https://oeil.secure.europarl.europa.eu/oeil/popups/ficheprocedure.do?lang=en&reference=2019/2211(INI)
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3. The Alert Mechanism Report 
The 2020 Alert Mechanism Report initiates the ninth annual round of the Macroeconomic Imbalance 
Procedure (MIP). 

The Commission notes that the EU economy is still in an expansionary phase, even if expansion is 
weakening: in 2019, growth is estimated at 1,4% in the EU and 1,1% in the euro area, implying a 
deceleration compared with 2% and 1,9% in 2018 respectively. For 2020, GDP is forecast to grow by 
1,2% and the euro area.  

The Commission points to some risks of macroeconomic imbalances, namely related to current 
accounts and external positions, increased labour costs and house prices. On current accounts and 
external positions in the euro area, the Commission notes “In the current economic context, rebalancing 
in the euro area of both current account deficits and surpluses is pressing and would be beneficial for all 
Member States.” 

On the basis of an economic reading of the “MIP scoreboard” (see Figure 2 below and Annex 2) and its 
auxiliary indicators, the Commission identified 13 Member States for which it will undertake in-depth 
reviews, namely Greece, Cyprus and Italy (that were experiencing excessive macroeconomic 
imbalances during the 2019 cycle), as well as Bulgaria, France, Germany, Cyprus, Ireland, the 
Netherlands, Portugal, Romania, Spain and Sweden (that were experiencing macroeconomic 
imbalances during the 2019 cycle). These detailed reviews will be published in February 2020, 
together with the “Country reports”: the Commission will then assess which Member States are to be 
considered as experiencing macroeconomic balances, and therefore submitted to specific 
monitoring.  

Figure 2. MIP scoreboard - Member States with values beyond the thresholds 

 
Source: EGOV based on 2020 Alert Mechanism Report, values for 2018.  

From the MIP's inception until the 2015 round, an increasing number of countries had been 
classified as having excessive imbalances, but the trend seems to be reversed in the latest rounds. 
More specifically, the number of Member States:  

• subject to an in-depth review (IDR) increased from 12 to 19 between 2012 and 2016, 
declined to 12 in 2018, was 13 in 2019 and stabilised at 13 in the context of the 2020 
European Semester cycle; 

• considered as experiencing imbalances rose from 12 to 16 between 2012 and 2015, fell to 

Euro Area Member States

External imbalances indicators
CA Current Account Balance as % of GDP, 3 years average
NIP Net International Investment Position as % of GDP
RER Real Effective Exchange Rate with HICP deflators, 3 year % change

BE EXP Export Market Shares, 5 years % change
DE ULC Nominal Unit Labour Cost, 3 years % change

BG BE IE
IE DK EL Internal imbalances
EL IE ES HOU Change in deflated House Prices, 1 year % change 
ES ES FR CRE Private Sector credit Flow as % of GDP
HR BG FR HR PRD Private Sector Debt as % of GDP
CY CZ CZ CY IT GGD General Government Debt as % of GDP

DK LV BE EE IE LU CY TFSL Total Financial Sector Liabil ities, 1 year % change
DE HU CZ LV LV NL HU EL
CY PL DE LT HU PT AT ES Employment indicators
MT PT EE HU NL FI PT HR UNE Unemployment rate, 3 year average
NL RO LT RO PT SE SI IT ES ACT Activity rate % of total population (age 15-64), 3 years change in pp
UK SK UK SE SK SI UK UK FI CY HR LTU Long Term Unemployment Rate (age 15-74), 3 years change in pp
CA NIP RER EXP ULC HOU CRE PRD GGD TFSL UNE ACT LTU YUN YUN Youth Unemployment Rate (age 15-24), 3 years change in pp

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?qid=1578392070452&uri=CELEX%3A52019DC0651
https://ec.europa.eu/info/business-economy-euro/economic-and-fiscal-policy-coordination/eu-economic-governance-monitoring-prevention-correction/macroeconomic-imbalance-procedure/specific-monitoring_en
https://ec.europa.eu/info/business-economy-euro/economic-and-fiscal-policy-coordination/eu-economic-governance-monitoring-prevention-correction/macroeconomic-imbalance-procedure/specific-monitoring_en
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?qid=1578392070452&uri=CELEX%3A52019DC0651
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11 in 2018 and 10 in 2019; 

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

The Commission has not yet proposed to open the Excessive Imbalance Procedure. 

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. With regard 
to the implementation of the CSRs legally underpinned by the MIP, Figure 3 below shows the 
implementation rate of MIP-specific CSRs. The percentage of CSRs showing limited/no progress 
decreased in 2018, after a continuous increase from 2014 to 2018. The percentage of CSRs showing 
full/substantial progress also increased to 6 in 2018, compared to none in 20171.  

Figure 3. Implementation of CSRs based on MIP (2012-2018) 

 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 

 

       Total MIP-CSRs 36 56 66 57 45 35 32 

Member States  12 13 14 16 13 12 11 

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. 

Further reading: 

• Implementation of the Macroeconomic Imbalance Procedure: State of play 

• Member States with Excessive Macroeconomic Imbalances 

• Implementation of Country-Specific Recommendations under the MIP 
 

  

                                                             
1 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. 
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http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/STUD/2019/634401/IPOL_STU(2019)634401_EN.pdf
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/IDAN/2016/497739/IPOL_IDA(2016)497739_EN.pdf
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/BRIE/2018/602083/IPOL_BRI(2018)602083_EN.pdf
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/ATAG/2015/542650/IPOL_ATA(2015)542650_EN.pdf
http://www.imf.org/external/pubs/ft/survey/so/2016/RES040616A.htm
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4. The Draft Joint Employment Report  
In the Joint Employment Report (JER) published on 17 December 2019, the Commission provides an 
overview of key employment and social developments in Europe and individual Member States. The 
report focuses on the recent developments, reform actions2 and performance in relation to the 
Social Scoreboard3 (see Annex 3). 

Overall, the EU is making progress in improving labour market and social trends, as 9 out of the 14 
headline indicators were positive in 2018 and the remaining 54 remained stable or recorded only a 
slight negative development compared to the previous year. Moreover, for more than half of 
headline indicators, convergence was observed among Member States. Despite positive progress 
and the window of opportunity created by the economic recovery to step up labour market and 
social reforms, all Member States (except the Netherlands) still face challenges, as at least one of the 
headline indicators is significantly below the EU average, or is experiencing a negative trend (14 
Member States have at least one headline indicator in the “critical situation” category and “net 
earnings of a single worker earning the average wage” is the indicator posing the most challenges). 

On 14 January 2020, the Commission presented to the Parliament its roadmap on a Social Europe 
for a Just Transition. The communication describes the multiple challenges Europe is facing: climate 
action, digitalisation and demographic change, and puts forward relevant initiatives. The aim is to 
take advantage of the opportunities that these provide: Europe needs an ambitious social policy, 
moving forward by facilitating a broad discussion with all EU countries, regions, and partners on 
how to deliver progress at EU, national, regional and local level. It includes a public consultation 
(which will be open until November 2020) to prepare the way for an Action Plan to further 
implement the European Pillar of Social Rights.  

On the same day, the Commission launched the first-stage consultation on the possible “actions” to 
address the challenges of achieving fair minimum wages in the EU. The consultation requests social 
partners to voice their options, in particular whether EU action is needed to address the adequacy 
and coverage of minimum wages among Member States; the need to promote collective bargaining 
in setting minimum wages; or the need to ensure that there are clear national mechanisms for the 
adjustment of statutory minimum wages. It will also examine whether the social partners want to 
take up the subject in full or only certain aspects, in order to negotiate a collective agreement. The 
objective of the Commission is to ensure that the principle of a minimum wage is as “inclusive as 
possible” on the one hand, and to ensure that the mechanism for setting the minimum wage is 
operational on the other.  

  

                                                             
2 Such reform actions are measured against Guidelines for the Employment Policies of the Member States, namely, on the 
following 4 Guidelines: boosting demand for labour, enhancing labour supply and improving access to employment, skills 
and competences, enhancing the functioning of labour markets and the effectiveness of social dialogue, and promoting 
equal opportunities for all, fostering social inclusion and combatting poverty.  
3 The Social Scoreboard was set up to monitor progress under the European Pillar of Social Rights in three areas: i) equal 
opportunities and access to the labour market, ii) fair working conditions, and iii) social protection and inclusion 
4 Referring to early leavers from education or training, gender employment gap, impact of social transfers on poverty 
reduction, income quintile share ratio and self-reported unmet needs for medical care.  

https://ec.europa.eu/info/publications/2020-european-semester-joint-employment-report_en
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/european-pillar-of-social-rights/indicators/social-scoreboard-indicators
https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/en/fs_20_49
https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/en/fs_20_49
https://ec.europa.eu/social/main.jsp?catId=1487
https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/en/fs_20_51
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=uriserv:OJ.L_.2019.185.01.0044.01.ENG&toc=OJ:L:2019:185:TOC#ntr4-L_2019185EN.01004401-E0004
https://ec.europa.eu/commission/priorities/deeper-and-fairer-economic-and-monetary-union/european-pillar-social-rights_en
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5. The draft euro area recommendation 

This section first addresses the main elements of the Commission proposal for a euro area 
recommendation (EAR) and then presents an assessment of the follow up of the 2019 EAR by the 
relevant institutions. 

The draft EAR (together with a Staff Working Document - SWD) was published on 17 December 2019 
as part of the Autumn Package.  

The 2020 draft EAR reflects the Commission priorities for the euro area, along four policy areas 
(similarly to the 2019 EAR): 

• Structural reforms: product, services and labour markets (recommendations 1 and 3); 

• Fiscal policies (recommendation 2); 

• Financial sector/Banking Union (recommendation 4); 

• Deepening of the Economic and Monetary Union (EMU) (recommendation 5).  

Compared to the 2019 EAR as adopted by Council, the 2020 draft EAR is longer and provide more 
granular policy orientations. On these more granular policy orientations, one can highlight: 

• A call for enhancing democratic accountability of the EMU (EAR 5)5; 

• An alert that Member States need to be attentive to the economic outlook and stand ready 
to deliver a supportive fiscal stance at the aggregate level (respecting the SGP and national 
specific circumstances and avoiding pro-cyclicality) (EAR 2)6;  

• Strong emphasis on digital and environmental challenges, in line with the President Ursula 
von den Leyen political guidelines, and a concern to ensure that social policies take these 
dimensions into account (in particular in EAR 3);  

• Different focus on the Capital Markets Union: insofar the current project seems to be 
finalised, the Commission proposes in the EAR to “renew efforts” to complete the Capital Markets Union7 
(EAR 4).  

In accordance with the Council “European Semester 2020 roadmap” and the draft Council agendas, 
the draft EAR has been submitted for an exchange of views among Ministers in the January meeting 
(Eurogroup and Ecofin). In February, the Council preparatory bodies will discuss and possibly modify 
the Commission proposals for submission to the EG and ECOFIN on 17/18 February. The draft EAR 
will be then presented to the March European Council for endorsement and final adoption by a later 
Council.  

Follow up of the 2019 euro area recommendation 

Most of the actions covered by the EAR need implementation at national level (in particular, the EAR 
covering fiscal and structural issues) even if such national actions are to be coordinated by the 

                                                             
5 Although such reference is not fully clear, recital 16 of the draft EAR refers: “Additionally, the move towards 
intergovernmental solutions has not been matched by appropriate accountability at EU level. Therefore, improvements in the 
governance of the euro area bodies would be instrumental to increase democratic accountability.”. Likewise, the SWD 
accompanying the draft EAR states “it would also be important to integrate the intergovernmental agreements into Union law 
and under the European Parliament’s oversight”.  
6 The SWD helps clarifying the Commission concerns here. Looking at the economic outlook, the Commission points out 
that Member States may be required to pursue expansionary discretionary fiscal policies. The Commission recalls the 
European Economic Recovery Plan and favourably assesses its impacts to counteract the effects of the 2007/2008 
economic, financial and sovereign crisis. Nevertheless, the Commission highlights that such actions need to be “timely, 
targeted and temporary” and, in the draft EAR, further conditions expansionary measures to their compliance with the 
SGP, country specific circumstances and avoiding pro-cyclicality. 
7 In that regard, the Commission proposals are aligned with the Council conclusions on CMU, adopted in December 2019, 
and follow up on the Commission mandate for a High Level Forum on CMU.  

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52019DC0652&from=EN
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52019SC0631&from=EN
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=OJ:C:2019:136:FULL&from=EN
https://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-12642-2019-INIT/en/pdf
https://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-15261-2019-INIT/en/pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/meetings/eurogroup/2020/01/20/
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/meetings/ecofin/2020/01/21/
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52019DC0652&from=EN
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52019SC0631&from=EN
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52019SC0631&from=EN
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-14815-2019-INIT/en/pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/publications/cmu-high-level-forum_en
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Eurogroup (EG) within the EMU economic governance framework8. As proxies to understand what 
is done at European level, one can look at (a) the publicly available information on EG discussions 
and (b) Commission’s analysis.  

To evaluate the follow up of the EAR 2019 by the EG, an indirect instrument is constituted by the 
summaries and conclusions of the debates held in the EG and addressing the four policy areas 
covered by the EAR. Following the Euro Summits of December 2017 and June 2018, the subjects 
discussed in the EG meetings during 2019 (as it was the case in 2018) concentrated on moving 
forward issues such as the deepening of the EMU and the Banking Union (the latter with less 
emphasis than in 2018). In particular, one can note that: 

• Deepening of the EMU was discussed in almost all EG meetings, with the involvement of 
non-euro area Member States, as it was the case in 2018; 

• the euro area fiscal policies were often discussed and referred to in the EG and Ministers 
affirmed their readiness to take measures if risks to the downside materialise; 

• Ministers held thematic discussions (with the assistance of expert notes and speakers) on 
topics related to housing markets and their impact on macroeconomic stability, quality of 
public finances, competitiveness developments, inequality in the euro area and investment in 
innovation and research; 

• No information was found on whether the EG discussed issuers related to taxation or 
composition of fiscal revenues (although taxation is, nevertheless, focused in 2019 EAR 2 and 
3).  

The Commission provided in its SWD accompanying the 2020 EAR a qualitative assessment of the 
implementation of the 2019 EAR9. The Commission concludes that:  

• Some progress was achieved on reforms aimed to increase potential growth, 
competitiveness and productivity (namely with progress in the areas of research and 
innovation). In network industries and sustainability, reform progress has been slower; most 
Member States improved their business environment scores, but large differences remain and 
no significant improvement in quality of public finances could be identified; 

• Progress has stalled on the fiscal recommendation; the Commission considers there 
continues to be lack of differentiation in Member State’s fiscal policies; 

• The labour market and social situation continues to improve, but challenges remain, namely 
in relation to labour market segmentation and in-work poverty;  

• Resilience of the financial sector has improved through a number of actions (the backstop 
to the Single Resolution Fund, work on the European Deposit Insurance Scheme, etc), but 
further progress is needed, namely on reduction of non-financial corporates debt levels; 

• Progress was slow on deepening the EMU, in particular in what concerns a euro area wide 
stabilisation function and euro area governance, thus hindering the international role of the 
euro.  

The Commission also signals that the 2021 SWD on the EAR will provide a more complete review of 
progress in implementing the EAR, based on a methodology to be elaborated and discussed with 

                                                             
8 In fact, the EA recommendations include, after the recitals and preceding the recommendations themselves, a sentence 
stating that the Council recommends “EA Member States take action within the Eurogoup, individually and collectively, (...)”. 
This is a clear mandate for Member States to reflect the EA recommendations in their economic policies, to consider them 
as a matter of common concern and pointing to a coordination and monitoring role by the Eurogroup. 
9 The assessment is based on reforms undertaken at national and European levels and takes into account policy outcomes 
at euro level and available assessments at country level. If a specific recommendation is addressed to a number of Member 
States, only those addressees are considered for the purpose of assessing implementation.  

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52019SC0631&from=EN
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the euro area Member States and institutions in the relevant committees. The review would provide 
an overview of progress for the EA as a whole in implementing previous year’s EAR.  

One may note that in the proposed governance framework for the budgetary instrument for 
competitiveness and convergence (BICC) that the Commission put forward in July 2019, it is 
foreseen that the Commission will annually assess the implementation of the specific EAR10 setting 
out the strategic orientations on the reform and investment priorities for the euro area.  

Further reading: 

• Recommendations on the economic policy of the euro area under the European Semester 

  

                                                             
10 See article 4(2) of the proposed regulation.  

https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/regulation-governance-framework-budgetary-instrument-convergence-and-competitiveness-euro-area_en.pdf
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/IDAN/2019/624429/IPOL_IDA(2019)624429_EN.pdf
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6. Implementation of the Country Specific Recommendations during 
the past years  
Country-Specific Recommendations (CSRs) provide guidance to EU Member States on 
macroeconomic, budgetary and structural policies, in accordance with Articles 121 and 148 of the 
Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union (TFEU). These recommendations, issued within 
the framework of the European Semester for economic policy coordination since 2011, are aimed at 
boosting economic growth and job creation, while maintaining sound public finances and 
preventing excessive macroeconomic imbalances.  

As a rule, the Council is expected to follow the Commission proposal for CSRs or explain its position 
publicly (“comply or explain” principle). After being endorsed by the European Council and formally 
adopted by the ECOFIN Council, CSRs are to be taken into account by Member States in the process 
of national decision making.  

On 9 July 2019, the Council (ECOFIN) adopted its 2019 recommendations and opinions on the 
member states' economic, employment and fiscal policies. For the first time and following Greece's 
exit from its third economic adjustment programme in August 2018, the 2019 CSRs are addressed 
to all 28 member states. The Council did very limited modifications to the draft 2019 CSRS as 
proposed by the Commission (see separate EGOV table). This may reflect uncontroversial analyses 
of the economic challenges of the respective Member States, a close consultation of the respective 
Member States authorities during the preparatory stage, and/or that the annual recommendations 
due to their generic nature have attracted less political attention over time. 

The Commission underlined in its proposals for 2019 CSRs the need for both a stronger reform 
momentum and the prioritisation of reforms aimed at sustainable and inclusive growth. This 
includes increasing the impact and scale of innovation and ensuring the quality and labour market 
relevance of skills. Fostering social inclusion and social protection, protecting and promoting 
investment, and raising the quality of public finances are key to smoothen the impact of slower 
growth on employment and inequality. The 2019 CSRs place particular focus on facilitating 
investment and all Member States received an investment-related recommendation. 

Table 1. CSRs - some stylized facts 

European 
Semester 

Total number 
of CSRs 

Number of 
Member States 

Minimum number of CSRs 
per Member State 

Maximum number of CSRs per 
Member State 

2012 138 23 4 DE, SE 8 ES 

2013 141 23 3 DK 9 ES, SI 

2014 157 26 3 DK 8 ES, HR, IT, PT, RO, SI 

2015 102 26 1 SE 6 FR, HR, IT 

2016 89 27 1 SE 5 FR, HR, IT, CY, PT 

2017 78 27 1 DK, SE 5 HR, CY 

2018 73 27 1 DK, SE 5 CY 

2019 97 28 2 DK, DE, EL, UK 5 CY, IT, RO 

Source: EGOV based on CRS as adopted by the Council.  

As indicated by Figure 4, EU Member States made at least some progress on about 39% of the 
recommendations under the 2018 European Semester (as compared to 50% under the 2017 
Semester cycle). Euro area Member States have had, taken together, a weaker implementation 
record than non-euro area Member States (this conclusion does not necessarily hold at individual 
country level). 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/business-economy-euro/economic-and-fiscal-policy-coordination/eu-economic-governance-monitoring-prevention-correction/european-semester/european-semester-timeline/eu-country-specific-recommendations_en
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/HTML/?uri=CELEX:12012E/TXT&from=EN
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2019/07/09/economic-employment-and-fiscal-policies-2019-country-specific-recommendations/
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/IDAN/2018/624416/IPOL_IDA(2018)624416_EN.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/ATAG/2018/614500/IPOL_ATA(2018)614500_EN.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/ATAG/2018/614500/IPOL_ATA(2018)614500_EN.pdf
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Figure 4. Implementation of the 2018 Country Specific Recommendations 

 
Source: EGOV calculations based on the Commission Country Reports (February 2019). Notes: Where 
applicable, this overall assessment does not include an assessment of compliance with the SGP.  

Further reading: 

• Country-Specific Recommendations for 2018 and 2019 - A tabular comparison and an 
overview of implementation - August 2019 

• Country-Specific Recommendations for 2019: A comparison of Commission and Council 
texts (‘comply or explain’ principle) - August 2019 

 

  

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/STUD/2018/614522/IPOL_STU(2018)614522_EN.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/publications/2019-european-semester-country-reports_en
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/STUD/2019/634401/IPOL_STU(2019)634401_EN.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/STUD/2019/634401/IPOL_STU(2019)634401_EN.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/IDAN/2019/634377/IPOL_IDA(2019)634377_EN.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/IDAN/2019/634377/IPOL_IDA(2019)634377_EN.pdf
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7. The EU Green Deal and the EU2020 Strategy for growth and jobs 
The “Green Deal” and its financing 

Commission President von der Leyen announced the “European Green Deal” as one of her political 
priorities, laying the foundations for a climate-neutral European Union economy by 2050: it will gear 
towards green and sustainable growth, and be based on the three pillars of sustainable 
development as understood by the UN: the environmental pillar, the economic pillar and the social 
pillar. The announcement was complemented by a roadmap, according to which a proposal on a 
European climate law will be introduced by March 2020, to enshrine in a legal text the objective of 
climate neutrality by 2050.  

The European Investment Bank (EIB) modified its lending strategy with the launch of its ambitious 
new climate strategy and Energy Lending Policy in November 2019. Ahead of the UN COP25 Climate 
Change Conference in Madrid 2-16 December 2019, the European Parliament had adopted a 
resolution declaring a climate and environmental emergency in Europe and globally.  

Making the European Union to become the first climate-neutral bloc in the world by 2050 requires 
significant investment from both the EU and the national public sector, as well as the private sector. 
In January 2020, the Commission presented the following proposals:  

• The ‘Investment Plan for a Sustainable Europe’, which aims to mobilise public investment 
and help to unlock private funds through the EU financial instruments, notably InvestEU, which 
would lead to at least €1 trillion of investments; 

• The Just Transition Mechanism, which aims to provide targeted support to help mobilise at 
least €100 billion over the period 2021-2027 in the most affected regions, to alleviate the socio-
economic impact of the transition.  

On January 2020, the EP adopted a resolution on the European Green Deal. 

The EU 2020 Strategy for growth and jobs: where do we stand? 

On 17 June 2010, the European Council adopted the EU2020 strategy, which followed the Lisbon 
strategy, and put forward 3 mutually reinforcing priorities: 

• Smart growth: developing an economy based on knowledge and innovation.  

• Sustainable growth: promoting a more resource efficient, greener and more competitive 
economy.  

• Inclusive growth: fostering a high-employment economy delivering social and territorial 
cohesion.  

The strategy emphasised a smart, sustainable and inclusive growth as a way to strengthen EU 
economy and prepare its structure for possible challenges. The EU adopted 8 targets in the following 
five thematic areas: employment; education; poverty and social exclusion; climate change and 
energy; and R&D and innovation. The EU2020 strategy was also integrated in the European 
Semester. The objectives are measured against Member State specific targets, whose achievement 
was expected by the end of 2020. As the strategy is approaching its conclusion, and despite 
considerable progress, some of the headline indicators remain far away from their targets and there 
is high dispersion among Member States. 

 

 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/european-green-deal-communication-annex-roadmap_en.pdf
https://www.eib.org/en/press/all/2019-313-eu-bank-launches-ambitious-new-climate-strategy-and-energy-lending-policy.htm
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/doceo/document/TA-9-2019-0078_EN.html
https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/en/fs_20_48
https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/en/fs_20_39
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/news/en/press-room/20200109IPR69902/parliament-supports-european-green-deal-and-pushes-for-even-higher-ambitions
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/europe-2020-indicators/europe-2020-strategy/overview
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php/Glossary:Lisbon_Strategy
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php/Glossary:Lisbon_Strategy
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/europe-2020-indicators/europe-2020-strategy/headline-indicators-scoreboard
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/documents/4411192/4411431/Europe_2020_Targets.pdf
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Source: EGOV based on Eurostat. 

Over the decade since the launch of the strategy, the EU has managed to reach employment, 
greenhouse emission and higher education headline indicator targets (targets respectively: 75% 
of the population aged 20-64 should be employed; greenhouse gas emissions should be reduced 
by 20% compared to 1990; and at least 40% of 30-34 years old should have completed a tertiary 
or equivalent education) and is also well on track with the renewable energy, energy efficiency 
and early school leavers targets (targets respectively: the share of renewable energy sources in 
final energy consumption should reach 20%; energy efficiency should improve by 20%; and share 
of early school leavers should be under 10%). Nevertheless, considerable progress is still needed 
for fighting poverty and social exclusion and stimulating investment in research and innovation 
(targets in respective order: number of people in the risk of poverty or social exclusion should be 
reduced by at least 20 million and 3% of the EU’s GDP should be invested in R&D).  

See Annex 1 for information on the EU Member States progress towards the EU 2020 Strategy 
indicators. 

  

Figure 5. Number of EU2020 
strategy individual targets 
achieved by Member States 

Figure 6. EU 2020 headline indicators 
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https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/europe-2020-indicators/europe-2020-strategy/headline-indicators-scoreboard
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8. Strengthening the governance and the resilience of EMU 
The deepening of the Economic and Monetary Union has been progressing on the basis of the 
orientations set since December 2017 by the Euro Summit, and evolving ever since. Progress was 
based on discussions at the Eurogroup (mostly working in inclusive format, with Finance Ministers 
of all the EU Member States). Three specific areas have been addressed: completion of the Banking 
Union, reform of the European Stability Mechanism (ESM) and the establishment of a budgetary 
instrument for the euro area. These points are further developed below.  

Completion of the Banking Union 

Completing the Banking Union has been a continuous endeavour during the last Juncker 
Commission, and various stakeholders have been contributing to the debate. In recent papers, e.g. 
the Annual Sustainable Growth Strategy 2020, the new Commission reiterates that concern.  

During 2019, the Eurogroup mostly discussed the outcome of deliberations of the so called “High 
Level Working Group on EDIS” (HLWG), set up by the Eurogroup following its December 2018 
meeting. After an initial report in June 2019, the Chair of the HLWG on EDIS reported back to 
Eurogroup in December 2019 through a letter that sets out a programme for actions in the various 
dimensions necessary for a fully-fledged Banking Union (i.e. full implementation of EDIS with loss 
coverage; diversification of banks’ portfolios of sovereign exposures; significant reduction of banks 
non-performing loans (NPLs) and its appropriate monitoring; well integrated banking sector 
operating efficiently and safely across borders; appropriate crisis management framework). Based 
on previous discussions, the work plan foresees a preparatory and negotiating phase and an 
implementation phase. The first two could last from 2019 to 2024, and the implementation phase 
going further. In the preparatory and negotiating phases, the work will continue on the set-up and 
features of EDIS, on bank’s sovereign exposures, on the crisis management framework and on 
financial integration. Ministers have mandated the HLWG to continue working and report back by 
June 2020.  

Reform of the European Stability Mechanism 

In June 2019, the Eurogroup reached a broad agreement on revising the text of the ESM treaty, 
covering issues such as the common backstop for bank resolution, the precautionary instruments 
and debt sustainability, as well as institutional aspects, including the cooperation between the ESM 
and the European Commission (within and outside financial assistance programmes). Later, in their 
December meeting, Ministers reached an agreement in principle, subject to national procedures, on 
the package of draft documents related to the ESM reform: those relating to the common backstop 
to the Single Resolution Fund11, those relating to the amendments to the ESM precautionary 
financing instruments and those on the terms of reference and explanatory note of single limb 
Collective Action Clauses (CACs) to be introduced by the 1st of January 202212.  Ministers greeted 
the agreement reached between the Commission and ESM on their future cooperation 
arrangements and the finalisation of a working document on a common methodology on debt 
sustainability analysis.  

A Budgetary Instrument for the euro area  

The Budgetary Instrument for Convergence and Competitiveness” (BICC) is a proposed budgetary 
tool aimed at financing structural reforms and public investments in euro area Member States, 

                                                             
11 Ministers agreed on a Backstop Guideline and three Board of Governors resolutions (one determining the nominal cap 
and setting out the provisions on the permanence of the legal framework; a resolution granting the backstop facility and 
determining the key financial terms and conditions thereof and for the termination of the backstop facility; a third 
resolution confirming that that the Direct Recapitalisation Instrument (DRI) of the ESM will be cancelled at the time the 
common backstop is introduced). One additional guideline on pricing policy is also available.  
12 The PEG letter notes, nevertheless, that the legal status of such terms of reference are to be clarified ahead of signing 
the ESM treaty amendment.  

https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/meetings/euro-summit/2017/12/15/
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52019DC0650&from=EN
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/37506/20181203-summing-up-letter-eurogroup-inclusive.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/39768/190606-hlwg-chair-report.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/41644/2019-12-03-letter-from-the-hlwg-chair-to-the-peg.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/41643/20191205-letter-president-of-the-eurogroup-to-cm.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/meetings/eurogroup/2019/06/13/
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2019/06/15/economic-and-monetary-union-eurogroup-agrees-term-sheet-on-euro-area-budgetary-instrument-and-revised-esm-treaty/
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/39772/revised-esm-treaty-2.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/41643/20191205-letter-president-of-the-eurogroup-to-cm.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/41672/20191206-draft-precautionary-guideline.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/41672/20191206-draft-precautionary-guideline.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/41668/20191206-draft-backstop-guideline.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/41669/20191206-draft-bog-resolution-1-nominal-cap.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/41670/20191206-draft-bog-resolution-2-key-financial-terms.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/41671/20191206-draft-bog-resolution-3-annulment-of-the-dri.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/41671/20191206-draft-bog-resolution-3-annulment-of-the-dri.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/41673/20191206-draft-pricing-guideline.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/41643/20191205-letter-president-of-the-eurogroup-to-cm.pdf
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strengthening potential growth of their economies and the resilience of the single currency against 
economic shocks. The general features of the BICC were agreed by the Eurogroup in October 2019 
and compiled in a BICC term sheet that details the (1) governance; (2) financing and (3) funds 
allocation and modulation. Previously, in June, the Eurogroup had already agreed on general 
principles, key features, financing and governance.  

According to currently available information, the BICC will be part of the EU budget, under 
discussion in the context of the Multiannual Financial Framework (MFF) proposed by the 
Commission in May 2018. More specifically, it will be integrated into the Commission proposals for 
a Reform Support Programme. It will be interlinked with and within the European Semester for 
economic policy coordination. Following up on the agreements at the June 2019 Eurogroup and 
Euro Leaders’ requests for codifying the BICC governance framework in an “additional act”, in July 
2019 the Commission put forward a legislative proposal for a regulation on a governance framework 
for BICC, which would secure the euro area Member States autonomous decision.  

In parallel with the BICC, Ministers also discussed a possible instrument for the non-euro area 
Member States (the Convergence and Reform Instrument (CRI)), to support the convergence of non-
euro area Member States towards the euro area, by providing financial support for structural 
reforms. It is aimed at non euro area countries with structural challenges, as evidenced by income 
per capita below the euro area average. 

The Finnish Presidency MFF negotiating box foresees limited amounts available for BICC and CRI.  

 
Further reading: 

• The European Stability Mechanism: Main Features, Instruments and Accountability 
• The 2019 proposed amendments to the Treaty establishing the European Stability Mechanism 
• What do we know about the BICC today? 

 

 

https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2019/10/10/term-sheet-on-the-budgetary-instrument-for-convergence-and-competitiveness-bicc/
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2019/06/14/term-sheet-on-the-budgetary-instrument-for-convergence-and-competitiveness/
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/regulation-governance-framework-budgetary-instrument-convergence-and-competitiveness-euro-area_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/regulation-governance-framework-budgetary-instrument-convergence-and-competitiveness-euro-area_en.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/41008/091019_eurogroup-president-letter.pdf
https://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-14518-2019-REV-1/en/pdf
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/BRIE/2014/497755/IPOL-ECON_NT(2014)497755_EN.pdf
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/IDAN/2019/634357/IPOL_IDA(2019)634357_EN.pdf
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/BRIE/2019/634359/IPOL_BRI(2019)634359_EN.pdf
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Annex 1: Member State's progress towards the EU2020 targets 

  Employment rate R&D Target Greenhouse Gas Emissions¹ Renewable Energy 

  (% of population aged 20 to 64) (% of GDP) (1990 = 100) (% of final energy consumption) 

Member states 2016 2017 2018 Target: > 2016 2017 2018 Target: > 2016 2017 2018 Target: < 2016 2017 2018 Target: > 
EU (28 Countries) 71.1 72.2 73.2 75 2.04 2.06 2,12 3 78,11 77,81 78,34 80 17.0 17.5 n.a. 20 

Belgium 67.7 68.5 69.7 73.2 2.55 2.58 2,76 3 81,18 80,28 79,73 85 8.6 9.1 n.a. 13 
Bulgaria 67.7 71.3 72.4 76 0.78 0.75 0,75 1.5 60,68 58,23 60,53 120 18.8 18.7 n.a. 16 

Czech Republic 76.7 78.5 79.9 75 1.68 1.79 1,93 1 64,8 65,81 65,31 109 14.9 14.8 n.a. 13 
Denmark 77.4 76.9 78.2 80 3.10 3.05 3,03 3 70,45 73,53 70,51 80 32.6 35.8 n.a. 30 
Germany 78.6 79.2 79.9 77 2.92 3.02 3,13 3 73,77 74,23 74,1 86 14.9 15.5 n.a. 18 
Estonia 76.6 78.7 79.5 76 1.25 1.29 1,4 3 45,09 48,85 51,95 111 28.6 29.2 n.a. 25 
Ireland 71.4 73 74.1 69 1.19 1.05 1,15 2 109,3 113,06 112,94 80 9.3 10.7 n.a. 16 
Greece 56.2 57.8 59.5 70 0.99 1.13 1,18 1.2 93,02 89,78 93,64 96 15.1 16.3 n.a. 18 
Spain 63.9 65.5 67 74 1.19 1.20 1,24 2 119,97 116,69 121,83 90 17.4 17.5 n.a. 20 

France 70 70.6 71.3 75 2.25 2.19 2,2 3 85,75 85,84 86,59 86 15.9 16.3 n.a. 23 
Croatia 61.4 63.6 65.2 62.9 0.86 0.86 0,97 1.4 76,04 76,53 78,72 111 28.3 27.3 n.a. 20 

Italy 61.6 62.3 63 67 1.37 1.35 1,39 1.53 84,99 84,76 84,08 87 17.4 18.3 n.a. 17 
Cyprus 68.7 70.8 73.9 75 0.53 0.56 0,55 0.5 141,72 150,57 155,67 95 9.3 9.9 n.a. 13 
Latvia 73.2 74.8 76.8 73 0.44 0.51 0,64 1.5 43,75 43,97 44,32 117 37.1 39.0 n.a. 40 

Lithuania 75.2 76 77.8 72.8 0.84 0.89 0,88 1.9 42,07 42,12 42,66 115 25.6 25.8 n.a. 23 
Luxembourg 70.7 71.5 72.1 73 1.30 1.26 1,21 2.3 88,6 87,88 90,78 80 5.4 6.4 n.a. 11 

Hungary 71.5 73.3 74.4 75 1.20 1.35 1,53 1.8 65,12 65,58 68,49 110 14.3 13.3 n.a. 13 
Malta 71.1 73 75 70 0.57 0.54 0,55 2 110,38 98,76 112,23 105 6.2 7.2 n.a. 10 

Netherlands 77.1 78 79.2 80 2.00 1.99 2,16 2.5 91,67 91,72 90,93 84 5.9 6.6 n.a. 14 
Austria 74.8 75.4 76.2 77 3.13 3.16 3,17 3.76 101,86 102,98 106,23 84 33.0 32.6 n.a. 34 
Poland 69.3 70.9 72.2 71 0.96 1.03 1,21 1.7 82,6 84,45 87,65 114 11.3 10.9 n.a. 15 

Portugal 70.6 73.4 75.4 75 1.28 1.33 1,35 2.7 116,98 114,37 122,8 101 28.4 28.1 n.a. 31 
Romania 66.3 68.8 69.9 70 0.48 0.50 0,51 2 47,09 46,27 46,13 119 25.0 24.5 n.a. 24 
Slovenia 70.1 73.4 75.4 75 2.01 1.86 1,95 3 90,4 94,94 93,79 104 21.3 21.5 n.a. 25 
Slovakia 69.8 71.1 72.4 72 0.79 0.88 0,84 1.2 56,91 57,62 59,22 113 12.0 11.5 n.a. 14 
Finland 73.4 74.2 76.3 78 2.74 2.76 2,75 4 79,04 83,08 79,52 84 39.0 41.0 n.a. 38 
Sweden 81.2 81.8 82.6 80 3.27 3.40 3,31 4 76,6 76,39 76,32 83 53.8 54.5 n.a. 49 

United Kingdom 77.5 78.2 78.7 n.n.t. 1.68 1.66 1,71 n.n.t. 66,87 63,84 62,41 84 9.2 10.2 n.a. 15 

Source: Eurostat 2020 indicators (extraction date: 09/01/2020), Europe 2020 Targets by the Commission; n.n.t. = no national target, or national target differently specified. 

  

http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/europe-2020-indicators/europe-2020-strategy/headline-indicators-scoreboard
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/documents/4411192/4411431/Europe_2020_Targets.pdf
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  Energy Efficiency² Early School Leaving Tertiary Education Poverty/Social exclusion³ 

  
(Primary energy consumption - in Mtoe) (% pop aged 18-24 with at most lower 

secondary) 
(% of pop aged 30-34 with tertiary educ. 

attainment) 
(people at risk of poverty or social exclusion, 

 in thousands)   
Member states 2016 2017 2018 Target: < 2016 2017 2018 Target: < 2016 2017 2018 Target: > 2016 2017 2018 Target: < 

EU (28 Countries) 1546,94 1561,59 n.a. 1,483 10,7 10,6 10,6 10 39,2 39,9 40,7 40 118065 112925 110235 96,070 
Belgium 49,27 49,12 n.a. 43.7 8,8 8,9 8,6 9.5 45,6 45,9 47,6 47 2335 2296 2250 1,814 
Bulgaria 17,68 18,33 n.a. 16.9 13,8 12,7 12,7 11 33,8 32,8 33,7 36 2890 2767 2315 3,161 

Czech Republic 40,05 40,36 n.a. 39.6 6,6 6,7 6,2 5.5 32,8 34,2 33,7 32 1375 1267 1264 1,466 
Denmark 17,38 17,74 n.a. 17.4 7,2 8,8 10,2 10 47,7 48,8 49,1 40 951 980 997 865 
Germany 297,69 298,31 n.a. 276.6 10,3 10,1 10,3 10 33,2 34 34,9 42 16035 15516 15253 n.a 
Estonia 5,89 5,64 n.a. 6.5 10,9 10,8 11,3 9.5 45,4 48,4 47,2 40 318 305 318 255 
Ireland 14,62 14,41 n.a. 13.9 6 5 5 8 54,6 54,5 56,3 60 1160 1088 1023 850 
Greece 22,84 23,12 n.a. 24.7 6,2 6 4,7 10 42,7 43,7 44,3 32 3789 3702 3349 2,596 
Spain 119,23 125,63 n.a. 119.8 19 18,3 17,9 15 40,1 41,2 42,4 44 12827 12236 12047 9,386 

France 240,24 239,52 n.a. 219.9 8,8 8,9 8,9 9.5 43,6 44,3 46,2 50 11463 10717 11045 9,482 
Croatia 8,05 8,33 n.a. 11.15 2,8 3,1 3,3 4 29,3 28,7 34,1 35 1159 1085 1008 1,220 

Italy 147,97 148,95 n.a. 158 13,8 14 14,5 16 26,2 26,9 27,8 26 18137 17407 16441 12,882 
Cyprus 2,42 2,52 n.a. 2.2 7,6 8,5 7,8 10 53,4 55,9 57,1 46 234 215 206 154 
Latvia 4,29 4,47 n.a. 5.4 10 8,6 8,3 10 42,8 43,8 42,7 34 554 544 543 619 

Lithuania 6,04 6,16 n.a. 6.5 4,8 5,4 4,6 9 58,7 58 57,6 48.7 871 843 794 740 
Luxembourg 4,15 4,3 n.a. 4.5 5,5 7,3 6,3 10 54,6 52,7 56,2 66 114 126 126 65 

Hungary 23,74 24,48 n.a. 24.1 12,4 12,5 12,5 10 33 32,1 33,7 34 2541 2465 1887 2,344 
Malta 0,71 0,81 n.a. 0.7 19,2 17,7 17,4 10 32 33,5 34,7 33 90 87 89 74 

Netherlands 64,83 64,54 n.a. 60.7 8 7,1 7,3 8 45,7 47,9 49,4 40 2797 2864 2833 2,332 
Austria 31,71 32,55 n.a. 31.5 6,9 7,4 7,3 9.5 40,1 40,8 40,7 38 1542 1563 1512 1,464 
Poland 94,83 99,11 n.a. 96.4 5,2 5 4,8 4.5 44,6 45,7 45,7 45 8221 7273 6976 9,991 

Portugal 21,76 22,79 n.a. 22.5 14 12,6 11,8 10 34,6 33,5 33,5 40 2595 2399 2223 2,557 
Romania 30,62 32,37 n.a. 43 18,5 18,1 16,4 11.3 25,6 26,3 24,6 26.7 7694 7040 6360 8,535 
Slovenia 6,54 6,64 n.a. 7.3 4,9 4,3 4,2 5 44,2 46,4 42,7 40 371 345 326 321 
Slovakia 15,37 16,15 n.a. 16.4 7,4 9,3 8,6 6 31,5 34,3 37,7 40 950 856 872 941 
Finland 32,34 31,93 n.a. 35.9 7,9 8,2 8,3 8 46,1 44,6 44,2 42 896 849 894 770 
Sweden 46,9 46,48 n.a. 43.4 7,4 7,7 7,5 7 51 51,3 51,8 45 1799 1765 1822 n.a. 

United Kingdom 179,8 176,82 n.a. 177.6 11,2 10,6 10,7 n.n.t. 48,1 48,2 48,8 n.n.t. 14359 14325 15465 n.a. 
1 The EU as a whole aims to reduce GHG emissions by 20 % compared to 1990 levels; hence, the index for EU28 uses 1990 as its base year. The Member State targets, set out in the Commission Decision 406/2009, covering only 
sectors not included in the EU Emissions Trading System (EU ETS), are relative to 2005 levels. Thus, the index for emissions from these sectors uses 2005 as its base year. Moreover, these national targets are presented in terms  
of an index rather than percentage deviation from the 2005 target as specified in the above-mentioned Commission Decision. By 2020, the national targets will collectively deliver a reduction of around 10 % in total EU emissions 
from the non-EU ETS sectors and a 21 % reduction in emissions for the sectors covered by the EU ETS, both compared to 2005 levels. This will accomplish the overall emission reduction goal of a 20 % cut below 1990 levels by 
2020. 2 Member States have set indicative national targets based on different indicators translated into absolute levels of primary energy consumption in million tonnes of oil equivalent (Mtoe); 3 Note that there is a break in the 
time series in 2014; 4 Most of the Member States have set national targets based on a reduction in the number of people living in poverty or social exclusions, in most cases compared to 2008 levels; some Member States, whose 
target is not included in this column, have set national targets based on different indicators related to the reduction in poverty/social exclusion, e.g. reduction in long-term unemployment for Germany, reduction in the at risk 
poverty rate after social transfers for Estonia, reduction to a certain absolute number of persons at risk of poverty and social exclusion for Croatia and Finland, reduction to well below 14% the percentage of women and men 
aged 20-64 not in the labour force, long-term unemployed or on long-term sick leave for Sweden, reduction of the child poverty for UK. 

http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32009D0406&from=EN
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Annex 2: The 2020 MIP scoreboard for the identification of possible macro-economic imbalances (reference year 2018) 
 External imbalances and competitiveness Internal imbalances Employment Indicators 

Year 
2018 

Current 
Account 
Balance 
% of GDP 

3 year average 

Net 
International 
Investment 

Position 
% of GDP 

Real Effective 
Exchange 
Rate with 

HICP deflator 
3 year % 
change 

Export 
Market 
Shares 
5 year 

% change 

Nominal ULC 
(2010=100) 

3 year % 
change 

House Prices 
index 

deflated 
1 year % 
change 

Private 
Sector Credit 

Flow 
% of GDP 

Private 
Sector Debt, 
consolidated 

% of GDP 

General 
Government 
Gross Debt 

% of GDP 

Unemployme
nt rate 

3 year average 

Total 
Financial 

Sector 
Liabilities, 

non-
consolidated 

1 year % 
change 

Activity rate 
% of total 

pop. aged 15-
64 

3 year change 

Long term 
unemployme

nt rate 
% of active 

pop. aged 15-
74 

3 year change 

Youth 
unemployme

nt rate 
% of active 

pop. aged 15-
24 

3 year change 

Thresholds -4/+6% -35% 
±5% (EA) 

±11% (non-
EA) 

-6% +9% (EA) 
12% (non-EA) +6% 14% 133% 60% 10% 16.5% -0.2 pp 0.5 pp 2 pp 

BE 0.3 41.3 6.9 -1.5 3.7 1.0 0.8 178.5 100.0 7.0 -2.9 1.0 -1.5 -6.3 
BG 4.0 -35.2 3.9 13.4 18.3 4.5 3.9 95.0 22.3 6.3 6.8 2.2 -2.6 -8.9 
CZ 1.2 -23.5 11.0 11.9 13.5 6.1p 5.3 70.7 32.6 3.0 7.4 2.6 -1.7 -5.9 
DK 7.5 48.5 2.6 -1.5 1.6 3.5 3.5 198.3 34.2 5.6 -4.1 0.9 -0.6 -1.6 
DE 8.0 62.0 5.3 3.1 5.6 5.1 6.5 102.1 61.9 3.8 2.0 1.0 -0.6 -1.0 
EE 2.1 -27.7 7.7 0.7 14.3 2.1 3.7 101.5 8.4 6.0 6.9 2.4 -1.1 -1.2 
IE 2.3 -165.0 2.3 77.4 -2.8 8.3 -7.8 223.2 63.6 7.0 5.1 0.8 -3.2 -6.4 
EL -2.2 -143.3 3.6 6.8 1.4 1.3e -1.1 115.3 181.2 21.5 -5.0 0.4 -4.6 -9.9 
ES 2.6 -80.4 4.1 4.6 0.7 5.3 0.4 133.5 97.6 17.4 -2.2 -0.6 -5.0 -14.0 
FR -0.6 -16.4 4.5 -0.2 2.4 1.5 7.9 148.9 98.4 9.5 1.6 0.6 -0.8 -3.9 
HR 2.4 -57.9 4.2 22.9 -2.1 4.6 2.3 93.9 74.8 10.9 4.6 -0.6 -6.8 -19.0 
IT 2.6 -4.7 3.3 0.3 2.7 -1.6 1.6 107.0 134.8 11.2 -0.1 1.6 -0.7 -8.1 
CY -4.6 -120.8 1.8 16.6 -0.4 0.2 8.4 282.6 100.6 10.8 0.3 1.1 -4.1 -12.6 
LV 0.6 -49.0 4.9 8.6 14.7 6.6 -0.2 70.3 36.4 8.6 -3.0 2.0 -1.4 -4.1 
LT -0.1 -31.0 6.4 3.5 16.5 4.6 4.3 56.4 34.1 7.1 8.2 3.2 -1.9 -5.2 
LU 4.9 59.8 3.3 16.7 7.9 4.9 -0.5 306.5 21.0 5.8 -2.0 0.2 -0.5 -2.5 
HU 2.1 -52.0 2.0 8.4 12.4 10.9 4.3 69.3 70.2 4.3 -9.2 3.3 -1.7 -7.1 
MT 8.9 62.7 4.9 24.0 3.3 5.1 7.5 129.2 45.8 4.1 2.3 5.9 -1.3 -2.5 
NL 9.9 70.7 3.2 1.7 3.0 7.4 4.5 241.6 52.4 4.9 -3.3 0.7 -1.6 -4.1 
AT 2.2 3.7 4.8 3.9 4.7 2.5 3.9 121.0 74.0 5.5 1.7 1.3 -0.3 -1.2 
PL -0.5 -55.8 0.1 25.7 8.0 4.9 3.4 76.1 48.9 5.0 3.0 2.0 -2.0 -9.1 
PT 0.9 -105.6 3.1 9.4 5.3 8.9 0.8 155.4 122.2 9.1 0.5 1.7 -4.1 -11.7 
RO -3.3 -44.1 -0.7 23.7 29.6 1.8 1.9 47.4 35.0 5.0 3.3 1.7 -1.2 -5.5 
SI 5.5 -18.9 2.0 20.4 6.1 7.4 1.3 72.8 70.4 6.6 4.1 3.2 -2.5 -7.5 
SK -2.4 -68.1 2.5 3.2 10.9 5.0 2.0 90.9 49.4 8.1 8.9 1.5 -3.5 -11.6 
FI -1.4 -2.0 3.0 -3.0 -2.6 -0.2 1.6 142.1 59.0 8.3 19.9 2.1 -0.7 -5.4 
SE 2.8 10.3 -4.0 -6.3 7.6 -3.0 9.0 200.0 38.8 6.6 -2.9 1.0 -0.4 -3.0 
UK -4.3 -10.5 -13.0 -3.7 7.9 0.7 4.4 163.3 85.9 4.4 -0.8 1.0 -0.5 -3.3 

Source: 2020 AMR. Boxes shaded in grey indicate values outside the threshold. A dedicated Eurostat website presents the latest available figure 

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/DOC/?uri=CELEX:52019DC0651&from=EN
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/macroeconomic-imbalances-procedure
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Annex 3: The Social Indicators Scoreboard 
 

  Equal opportunities and access to the labour market Dynamic labour markets and fair working conditions Public support / Social protection and inclusion 

  
Early leavers 

from 
education 

and training 

Gender 
employment 

gap 
Income 

quintile ratio 

At risk of 
poverty or 

social 
exclusion 

Youth NEET 
rate 

Employment 
rate 

Unemployme
nt rate 

Long-term 
unemployme

nt rate 

Real GDHI 
per capita  

(2008 = 100) 

Net earnings 
of a full-time 
single worker 
earning AW 

Impact of 
social 

transfers on 
poverty 

reduction 

Children 
aged less 

than 3 years 
in formal 
childcare 

Self-reported 
unmet need 
for medical 

care 

Individuals' 
level of 

digital skills 

Year 2018 2018 2018 2018 2018 2018 2018 2018 2017 2018 2018 2018 2018 2017 

Best 
performers 

EL, HR, IE, 
LT, PL, SI FI, LV, SE, SK  CZ, FI, SI, SK CZ, SI, SK CZ, DE, LU CZ, DE, EE, 

SE CZ   BG, PL, RO AT, DE, IE, 
LU, NL, UK HU, IE  BE, ES, LU   FI, LU, NL, SE 

Better than 
average CZ, LU BE, DK, EE, 

FR, PT, SI 

AT, BE, DK, 
EL, FR, IE, 
MT, NL, PL, 

PT, SE 

AT, DE, DK, 
FI, FR, HU, 
MT, NL, PL, 

SE 

DK, LV, MT, 
SE, SK 

CY, DK, FI, 
LT, LV, MT, 

NL, PT, SI, UK 

DE, HU, MT, 
NL, PL, PT, 

RO, UK 

AT, CY, CZ, 
DE, DK, EE, 
HR, HU, LU, 
MT, NL, PL, 
PT, SE, UK 

DK, EE, HU, 
LT, SE, SK 

BE, DK, FI, 
FR, SE 

BE, CZ, FR, 
NL, PL, SI 

EL, FR, PT, 
SE, SI 

AT, CZ, DE, 
ES, HU, IE, 
LU, MT, NL 

AT, CZ, DE, 
MT, UK 

On average 
AT, BE, CY, 
DE, FI, FR, 
LV, NL, SK, 

UK 

BG, DE, ES, 
HR, IE, LU, 

NL, UK 
CY, EE, HR, 

HU 
BE, CY, IE, 

LU, PT 
BE, FI, FR, 
HU, IE, LT, 

PL, PT 

AT, BG, FR, 
HU, IE, LU, 

PL, SK 

AT, BE, BG, 
DK, EE, FI, IE, 

LT, LU, LV, 
SE, SI, SK 

BE, BG, FI, 
FR, IE, LT, LV, 

RO, SI, SK 

BE, CZ, DE, 
FI, FR, IE, LU, 

LV, NL, PT, 
SI, UK 

IT, MT CY, DE, LU, 
MT, NL, SK 

CY, DE, EE, 
FI, IE, IT, LV, 

UK 

BE, BG, CY, 
DK, FR, HR, 

IT, LT, PL, PT, 
SE, SI, SK 

BE, EE, ES, 
FR, LT, SI, SK 

Good but to 
monitor 

 LT   AT, NL, SI          DK, FI DK, NL   DK 

Weak but 
improving RO MT BG, ES BG, EL, RO CY, HR  CY, EL, ES, 

HR EL, ES   BG, EE, HU, 
LT, LV BG, EL  BG EL CY 

To watch BG, DK, EE, 
HU, PT, SE 

AT, CY, CZ, 
HU, PL, SK 

DE, IT, LU, 
UK 

EE, ES, HR, 
IT, UK EE, ES, UK  BE, RO FR  AT, ES CZ, EL, ES, 

HR, PL, PT, SI 
BE, CZ, EE, 
HR, PT, UK 

AT, HR, HU, 
LT, MT FI, RO, UK EL, HU, IE, 

LV, PL, PT 

Critical 
situations ES, IT, MT EL, IT, RO LT, LV, RO LT, LV BG, EL, IT, 

RO EL, ES, HR, IT IT  IT CY, EL, IT RO, SK ES, IT, LT, LV, 
RO 

CZ, PL, RO, 
SK EE, LV BG, HR, R 

Source: 2020 Joint Employment Report, European Commission. 

 

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/resource.html?uri=cellar:3951d3a7-2177-11ea-95ab-01aa75ed71a1.0003.02/DOC_1&format=PDF
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IN-DEPTH ANALYSIS 

Economic Dialogue with the Commission 
on the 2020 Draft Budgetary Plans 
ECON on 27 January 2020 

Vice-president Dombrovskis and Commissioner Gentiloni have been invited to an Economic Dialogue 
on the European Commission Opinions on the 2020 Draft Budgetary Plans of the Euro Area Member 
States. The Dialogue is based on Articles 7 and 15 of EU Regulation 473/2013. 

 

In accordance with Regulation 473/2013, euro 
area Member States which are not subject to a 
macro-economic adjustment programme shall sub-
mit annually their Draft Budgetary Plan (DBP) for 
the forthcoming year to the European Commission 
(COM) and the Eurogroup by 15 October. All 18 
euro area Member States submitted their 2020 
DBPs in October 2019 (Austria, Belgium, Portugal 
and Spain submitted DBPs with the assumption of 
no-policy changes, due to the ongoing government 
formation processes; Portugal submitted its 
updated DBP in January 2020). On the basis of its 
autumn 2019 forecast, the COM issued on 
20 November 2019 its Opinions on all of them (see 
also COM overall assessment) and on 15 January 
2020 on the updated DBP of Portugal.  

This year, no DBP shows particularly serious non-
compliance with the requirements of the SGP for 
2020. The DBPs of nine Member States – Germany, 
Ireland, Greece, Cyprus, Lithuania, Luxembourg, 
Malta, the Netherlands and Austria – are assessed to 
be compliant with the SGP; two Member States – 
Estonia and Latvia – are broadly compliant and for eight Member States – Belgium, Spain, France, 
Italy, Portugal, Slovenia, Slovakia and Finland – the plans pose a risk of non-compliance with the 
SGP next year.  

The differences between the current COM opinions to the ones of the previous year are: (1) Italy 
moved from being a “particular serious case of non-compliance” to “risk of non-compliance”; (2) 

Box 1: Autumn Budgetary Surveillance 

The objective of submitting DBPs to the COM 
and the Eurogroup is to enable an enhanced 
monitoring of national budgetary policies 
in the euro area and ensure that the national 
budgets are consistent with the economic 
policy recommendation issued in the context 
of the SGP and the European Semester for 
economic policy coordination.  
This autumn surveillance of the DBPs is 
complementary and linked to other EU 
economic governance procedures i.e.: 
(1) The COM assesses in its DBP Opinions the 
extent to which Member States have 
implemented the Country-Specific 
Recommendations, in particular the 
compliance with their   Medium-Term 
Objective (MTO) or with the adjustment path 
towards it;  
(2) For Member States subject to the Excessive 
Deficit Procedure (EDP), the COM assesses the 
compliance with the latest EDP 
recommendation. 
 

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/BRIE/2015/528782/IPOL_BRI(2015)528782_EN.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/business-economy-euro/economic-and-fiscal-policy-coordination/eu-economic-governance-monitoring-prevention-correction/stability-and-growth-pact/annual-draft-budgetary-plans-dbps-euro-area-countries/draft-budgetary-plans-2020_en#finland
https://ec.europa.eu/info/business-economy-euro/economic-and-fiscal-policy-coordination/eu-economic-governance-monitoring-prevention-correction/stability-and-growth-pact/annual-draft-budgetary-plans-dbps-euro-area-countries/draft-budgetary-plans-2020_en#finland
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/2020_dbp_update_pt_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/business-economy-euro/economic-performance-and-forecasts/economic-forecasts/autumn-2019-economic-forecast-challenging-road-ahead_en
https://ec.europa.eu/info/business-economy-euro/economic-and-fiscal-policy-coordination/eu-economic-governance-monitoring-prevention-correction/stability-and-growth-pact/annual-draft-budgetary-plans-dbps-euro-area-countries/draft-budgetary-plans-2020_en#finland
hhttps://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/comm_chapeau_201119.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/commission_opinion_on_the_updated_2020_draft_budgetary_plan_of_portugal_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/commission_opinion_on_the_updated_2020_draft_budgetary_plan_of_portugal_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/business-economy-euro/economic-and-fiscal-policy-coordination/eu-economic-governance-monitoring-prevention-correction/european-semester/european-semester-timeline/eu-country-specific-recommendations_en
https://ec.europa.eu/info/business-economy-euro/economic-and-fiscal-policy-coordination/eu-economic-governance-monitoring-prevention-correction/european-semester/european-semester-timeline/eu-country-specific-recommendations_en
https://ec.europa.eu/info/business-economy-euro/economic-and-fiscal-policy-coordination/eu-economic-governance-monitoring-prevention-correction/european-semester/european-semester-timeline/eu-country-specific-recommendations_en
https://ec.europa.eu/info/business-economy-euro/economic-and-fiscal-policy-coordination/eu-economic-governance-monitoring-prevention-correction/european-semester/european-semester-timeline/eu-country-specific-recommendations_en
https://ec.europa.eu/info/business-economy-euro/economic-and-fiscal-policy-coordination/eu-economic-governance-monitoring-prevention-correction/european-semester/european-semester-timeline/eu-country-specific-recommendations_en
https://ec.europa.eu/info/business-economy-euro/economic-and-fiscal-policy-coordination/eu-economic-governance-monitoring-prevention-correction/european-semester/european-semester-timeline/eu-country-specific-recommendations_en
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Slovakia moved from “broadly compliant” to 
“risk of non-compliance” and Finland moved 
from “compliance” to “risk of non-compliance”; 
in a nutshell: compared to the opinions issued 
end of 2018, one country improved and two 
countries worsened. 

The COM assessments of “risk of non-
compliance” are mainly based on the following 
grounds (see Annex 1 for more details): While 
Belgium, Italy, Spain, France, Finland and 
Slovaka are assesessed to have significant 
deviations both with regard to the required 
adjustment in the structural balance as with the 
expenditure benchmark, for Slovenia and 
Portugal the risks of non-compliance are based 
on significant deviations with regard to the 
expenditure benchmark only. As regards the 
debt rule, the COM assesses non-compliance for 
Belgium, Spain, France and Italy. Slovenia, 
Finland and Slovaka are projected to have debt-
to-GDP ratios below the Treaty reference value 
(60% of GDP) and are therefore compliant with 
that rule. Portugal, whose debt is much above 
the reference value “is projected to make 
sufficient progress towards compliance with the 
debt reduction benchmark in 2019 and the debt re-
duction benchmark is projected to be met in 2020”. 

When finalising the opinions, the COM sent let-
ters to Belgium, Spain, France, Italy, Portugal and 
Finland asking them for further clarification or 
requesting measures that would ensure 
compliance. In these letters, the COM noted that 
in 2020 these countries seem to be at risk of 
significant deviation from both the fiscal effort 
and the maximum growth of primary govern-
ment expenditure as required in the Council 
recommendations of July 2019. Furthermore, 
the COM indicaded to Belgium, France and Italy 
that the projections in their DBPs do not ensure 
compliance with the debt reduction benchmark 
in 2020. France, Italy and Finland replied to these letters. France and Finland acknowledged the 
significant deviations and argued that they are justified due to structural reforms; Italy presented 
inter alia its own calculations according to which the deviation would not be significant. 

On 4 December 2019, the Eurogroup discussed the COM opinions on the 2020 DBPs of euro area 
Member States and published a statement, in which: 
 It takes notes of the COM assessments of the 2020 DBPs and reiterates them. 
 It expresses the opinion that “the euro area economy is facing an elevated level of 

uncertainty. If downside risks were to materialise, fiscal responses should be 
differentiated, taking into account country-specific circumstances and avoiding pro-
cyclicality to the extent possible. The Eurogroup stands ready to co-ordinate.”  

Box 2: Entry into force of the debt reduction 
benchmark 

EU Regulation 1467/97 stipulates that the debt 
reduction benchmark (which is relevant for 
countries with public debt above 60% of GDP) is 
applicable after a transition period of three years 
from the correction of the excessive deficit, if the 
country was in an EDP at the entry in force of the 
regulation (i.e. on 8 November 2011). Member 
States within the transition period have to 
comply with a so-called Minimum Linear 
Structural Adjustment (defined on p. 12 of current 
Code of Conduct on the SGP implementation and 
on pages 49-50 of the 2019 Vademecum on the 
SGP). The state of play is as follows: 

- Finland (not in EDP on 8/11/2011): the debt rule is 
applicable without transition period since the entry 
in force of the regulation. 

For the following countries, transition periods 
exist(ed), since they were in EDP on 8 November 
2011: 

- Germany and Malta: expiration of the transition 
period in the end of 2014. 

- Italy: expiration of the transition period in the end 
of 2015. 

- Belgium, Austria and the Netherlands: expiration 
of the transition period in the end of 2016. 

- Ireland, Cyprus and Slovenia: the transition 
periods expired in the end of 2018.  

- Portugal and Greece: expiration of the transition 
period end of 2019.  

- Croatia, which entered the EU after the entry in to 
force of the regulation and whose deficit is not any 
more excessive since 2016, the debt rule is 
applicable without a transition period. 

- France (deficit not excessive since 2017): the 
transition period will expire end of 2020.  

- Spain (deficit not excessive since 2018): the 
transition period will expire end of 2021. 

 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/business-economy-euro/economic-and-fiscal-policy-coordination/eu-economic-governance-monitoring-prevention-correction/stability-and-growth-pact/annual-draft-budgetary-plans-dbps-euro-area-countries/draft-budgetary-plans-2020_en#finland
https://ec.europa.eu/info/business-economy-euro/economic-and-fiscal-policy-coordination/eu-economic-governance-monitoring-prevention-correction/stability-and-growth-pact/annual-draft-budgetary-plans-dbps-euro-area-countries/draft-budgetary-plans-2020_en#finland
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/letter_be.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/letter_es.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/letter_fr.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/letter_it.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/letter_pt.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/letter_to_mr_t_saarenheimo_on_the_dbp_for_2020.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/lettre_de_reponse_du_ministre_le_maire_1.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/finland_letter_to_mr_buti_16.10.19.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/finland_letter_to_mr_buti_16.10.19.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/business-economy-euro/economic-and-fiscal-policy-coordination/eu-economic-governance-monitoring-prevention-correction/stability-and-growth-pact/annual-draft-budgetary-plans-dbps-euro-area-countries/draft-budgetary-plans-2020_en#finland
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2019/12/04/eurogroup-statement-on-the-draft-budgetary-plans-for-2020/
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=CONSLEG:1997R1467:20111213:EN:PDF
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-9344-2017-INIT/en/pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/ip101_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/ip101_en.pdf
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 It states that ‘there is still a need to rebuild fiscal buffers in Member States that have not 
reached their Medium-Term Budgetary Objectives (MTO). The Eurogroup reiterates that 
a slow pace of debt reduction from high levels in a number of Member States remains a 
matter for concern and should be decisively addressed, including by making use of windfall 
gains from low interest rates. In this context, the continued fiscal expansion or limited 
structural fiscal adjustment expected in some Member States in 2020 is worrying, in 
particular when coupled with high medium-term sustainability risks. The Eurogroup recalls 
in this context that the focus on sufficient debt reduction and the adjustment towards the 
MTO are an integral part of the SGP.  

 It welcomes that, as invited, some Member States with a favourable budgetary situation 
have made use of it and plan to use it further to boost investment and growth, while 
preserving the long-term sustainability of public finances.”  

On 20 January 2020, the Eurogroup discussed the COM opinion of 15 January 2020 on the updated 
2020 DBP of Portugal. In its related statement, the Eurogroup took note of the COM assessment that 
the DBP of Portugal might result in a significant deviation from the adjustment path towards its 
MTO. However, it also noted that “Portugal’s MTO is within reach and Portugal continues to comply 
with the debt rule.” It invited Portugal to consider in a timely manner the necessary additional 
measures to address the risks identified by the COM. 

The adjustment requirements under the SGP are set in structural terms, especially in the preventive 
arm.13 Table 1 overleaf shows the changes in the structural balances as forecast by the COM and the 
structural efforts recommended by the Council under the preventive arm of SGP. While this 
comparison indicates that Germany, Estonia, Ireland, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Malta and the 
Netherlands are in line with the recommended effort by the Council, it does not prima facie mean 
that the other countries would be in breach of the respective Council recommendations. The 
assessment of compliance includes other aspects than the change in the structural balance, such 
as: the magnitude of deviations, bottom-up assessments of individual measures, compliance 
with expenditure benchmarks, change in the primary structural balance (structural balances 
adjusted by interest payments) and relevant factors such as the implementation of reforms with 
a positive impact on the growth potential.  

When comparing the Commission autumn 2019 forecast with the figures included in the 2020 
DBPs, one notes that Member States are in general more optimistic than the Commission. For 2019, 
significant differences between Member States’ and Commission forecasts occur notably for (1) the 
structural budget balance for Slovenia and Italy and (2) the public debt for Belgium, Greece and 
Cyprus. For 2020, significant differences occur notably for (1) the public debt for Cyprus, Ireland, 
Belgium, Spain, Latvia, Italy and Greece and (2) the structural balance for Slovakia, Italy, Spain, 
Slovenia and the Netherlands. A separate EGOV note provides details on these comparisons. 

  

                                                             
13 For more information on the methodology, see EGOV briefings “Structural Budget Balances in EU Member States - November 2019” 
and “Potential Output Estimates and their Role in the EU Fiscal Policy Surveillance” 

https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2020/01/20/eurogroup-statement-on-the-updated-draft-budgetary-plan-of-portugal-for-2020/?utm_source=dsms-auto&utm_medium=email&utm_campaign=Eurogroup+statement+on+the+updated+draft+budgetary+plan+of+Portugal+for+2020
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/BRIE/2019/624435/IPOL_BRI(2019)624435_EN.pdf
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/thinktank/en/document.html?reference=IPOL_BRI(2017)587388
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/BRIE/2016/574407/IPOL_BRI(2016)574407_EN.pdf
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Table 1: Structural efforts and commitments under the SGP in 2019 and 2020 

Sources: 2019 SCPs, COM assessments of 2019 SCPs and 2019 CSRs for the level of the MTOs (minimum MTO calclulated by the COM for 
the UK); SDP for Hungary and Romania;  COM autumn 2019 forecast for the projected structural budget balances. Notes: In the case a 
Member State does not have a quantitative fiscal effort request for 2019 and/or 2020, it is indicated in the table as being “in line with its 
MTO” (this may cover cases (1) where the actual structural budget balance is above the target or (2) below the target due to temporar 
flexibility or (3) only with a minor deviation below the target). This table does not prejudge the assessment an overall compliance 
assessment by the COM, which follows an EU methodology that takes into account more aspects than the change in the structural balance. 
For Greece, “not applicable (n.a.)” reflects that the country was in 2018 not subject to CSRs and that the 2019 fiscal CSR for Greece states: 
“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”; the post programme commitments include a primary suplus 
target of 3.5% of GDP;  according the the COM autumn 2019 forecast, Greece has a primary balance of 4.3% in 2019 and 3.7% in 2020.  

 

Another EGOV note provides an overview of the role played by independent national fiscal 
bodies in the preparations of national public budgets. Key findings are: (1) all euro area Member 
States have one or several operational independent fiscal bodies in place; (2) all the macro-
economic forecast underlying the 2020 DBPs have been produced or endorsed by these 
independent fiscal bodies (in 6 euro area countries, the forecasts were produced by the 
independent bodies while in 12 euro area countries, the forecasts were endorsed by the 
independent bodies).  
 

  
In 2019  

(based on 2018 
CSRs) 

In 2020 
(based on 2019 

CSRs) 

In 2019 In 2020 

pp sbp pp sbp 

BE 0.0 sbp 0.6 pp 0.6 pp -0.3 pp -2.1 sbp -0.3 pp -2.4 sbp 

DE -0.5 sbp In line with its MTO In line with its MTO -0.3 pp  1.1 sbp -0.4 pp  0.7 sbp  

EE -0.5 sbp 0.6 pp 0.6 pp  0.6 pp  -1.6 sbp 0.7 pp  -0.9 sbp  

IE -0.5 sbp 0.1 pp In line with its MTO  -0.2 pp -0.8 sbp 0.5 pp  -0.3 sbp  

EL 0.25 sbp n.a. n.a.  -2.1 pp 3.0 sbp -1.2 pp 1.8 sbp 

ES 0.0 sbp 0.65 pp 0.65 pp -0.2 pp -3.1 sbp -0.1 pp -3.2 sbp 

FR -0.4 sbp 0.6 pp 0.6 pp 0.0 pp -2.7 sbp 0.1 pp  -2.6 sbp  

IT 0.5 sbp 0.6 pp 0.6 pp  0.2 pp  -2.2 sbp -0.3 pp  -2.5 sbp  

CY 0.0 sbp In line with its MTO In line with its MTO -0.2 pp  1.7 sbp -1.1 pp   0.6 sbp 

LV -1.0 sbp 0.4 pp 0.5 pp 0.3 pp  -1.6 sbp 0.5 pp  -1.1 sbp 

LT -1.0 sbp In line with its MTO In line with its MTO -0.8 pp  -1.6 sbp 0.7 pp  -0.9 sbp 

LU 0.5 sbp In line with its MTO In line with its MTO  -0.4 pp  1.6 sbp -0.8 pp  0.8 sbp 

MT 0.0 sbp In line with its MTO In line with its MTO -0.3 pp  0.5 sbp  0.3 pp  0.8 sbp 

NL -0.5 sbp In line with its MTO In line with its MTO -0.2 pp  0.7 sbp -0.5 pp  0.2 sbp  

AT -0.5 sbp 0.3 pp In line with its MTO 0.3 pp 0.0 sbp 0.0 pp  0.0 sbp 

PT 0.0 sbp 0.6 pp 0.5 pp 0.2 pp  -0.4 sbp 0.0 pp  -0.4 sbp 

SI -0.25 sbp 0.65 pp 0.5 pp -0.3 pp  -1.0 sbp 0.1 pp   -0.9 sbp 

SK -1.0 sbp 0.5 pp 0.3 pp 0.1 pp  -1.6 sbp -0.2 pp   -1.8 sbp 

FI -0.5 sbp -0.2 pp 0.5 pp -0.4 pp  -1.4 sbp -0.2 pp  -1.6 sbp 

BG -1.0 sbp In line with its MTO In line with its MTO -0.8 pp  1.0 sbp -0.4 pp   0.6 sbp 

CZ -0.75 sbp In line with its MTO In line with its MTO -0.8 pp -0.3 sbp -0.1 pp  -0.4 sbp 

DK -0.5 sbp In line with its MTO In line with its MTO 1.1 pp  2.1 sbp -0.7 pp  1.4 sbp 

HR -1.0 sbp In line with its MTO In line with its MTO -0.5 pp  -0.8 sbp -0.2 pp   -1.0 sbp 

HU -1.0 sbp 1.0 pp 0.75 pp 0.5 pp  -3.3 sbp 1.2 pp  -2.1 sbp 

PL -1.0 sbp 0.6 pp 0.6 pp -0.8 pp  -2.2 sbp 0.3 pp   -1.9 sbp 

RO -1.0 sbp 1.0 pp 0.75 pp -0.8 pp  -3.5 sbp -0.9 pp   -4.4 sbp 

SE -1.0 sbp In line with its MTO In line with its MTO -0.1 pp  0.2 sbp  0.2 pp 0.4 sbp 

UK -0.50 sbp 0.6 pp 0.6 pp 0.2 pp -2.4 sbp -0.1 pp  -2.5 sbp 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/business-economy-euro/economic-and-fiscal-policy-coordination/eu-economic-governance-monitoring-prevention-correction/european-semester/european-semester-timeline/national-reform-programmes-and-stability-convergence-programmes/2019-european-semester_en
https://ec.europa.eu/info/business-economy-euro/economic-and-fiscal-policy-coordination/eu-economic-governance-monitoring-prevention-correction/stability-and-growth-pact/stability-and-convergence-programmes/assessment-programmes-2018_en
https://ec.europa.eu/info/publications/2019-european-semester-country-specific-recommendations-council_en
https://ec.europa.eu/info/business-economy-euro/economic-and-fiscal-policy-coordination/eu-economic-governance-monitoring-prevention-correction/stability-and-growth-pact/preventive-arm/significant-deviation-procedure_en
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/ecfin_forecast_autumn_2019_statist_annex_en.pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-9344-2017-INIT/en/pdf
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/IDAN/2018/497746/IPOL_IDA(2018)497746_EN.pdf
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The European Court of Auditors has recently published 
a report that assesses whether the EU requirements for 
national budgetary frameworks are adequate and well 
implemented. It focuses on the EU fiscal rules and the as-
sessments of compliance carried out by independent 
national fiscal bodies, the Commission and the European 
Fiscal Board.  The European Fiscal Board had published 
in August 2019, upon request of the then Commission 
President Juncker, its Assessment of the EU fiscal rules, 
with a focus on the “six and two pack” legislation. (See 
Box 7). 

Upcoming reviews of the key legislation: The ‘six pack’ 
and ‘two pack’ regulations require the Commission to 
prepare periodic reports to evaluate their application. 
These assessments take place every five years and aim to 
evaluate, inter alia, the effectiveness of the regulations 
and the progress made to ensure closer coordination of 
economic and fiscal policies and the sustained 
convergence of economic and fiscal performance. The 
next review was due by December 2019 but, owing to 
delays to the confirmation of the newly established 
Commission, is now expected to take place in February 
2020. 
 

Further readings: 
 Implementation of the Stability and Growth 

Pact - January 2020 
 The role of independent fiscal bodies - state 

of play - January 2020 
 Structural budget balances in EU Member 

States – November 2019 
 Public finances in Euro Area Member States: 

selected indicators - November 2019 
 The advisory European Fiscal Board - 

November 2019 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Annexes: 

1.  Overview of the European Commission’s opinions on 2020 DBPs of countries at risk of 
non-compliance with the Stability and Growth Pact 
2. Fiscal sustainability indicators  
3. Key macroeconomic indicators 
 

 
 

Box 3: - Recent institutional assessments of 
EU fiscal rules 

The European Court of Auditors published in 
December 2019 a report entitled “EU 
requirements for national budgetary frameworks: 
need to further strengthen them and to better 
monitor their application on EU fiscal 
governance”. The report identified a risk of 
divergence between the Commission’s and the 
Independent Fiscal Institutions’ assessments, 
which could reduce the effectiveness of the EU 
fiscal framework. According to the report, a major 
reason is that that the Commission makes 
“extensive use of its margin of discretion when 
assessing compliance with the EU fiscal rules (i.e. 
compliance with the adjustment path towards the 
MTO)”. It recommended that the COM reviews EU 
requirements for national budgetary frameworks, 
enhances its assessments of how Member States 
implement these requirements, improves co-
operation with Independent Fiscal Institutions 
and strengthens the European Fiscal Board. The 
Commission accepted all but one 
recommendations, namely on the strengthening 
of the European Fiscal Board, since it considers 
that it is analytically and functionally 
independent. 

In its report of August 2019, entitled “Assessment 
of EU fiscal rules - with a focus on the six and two-
pack legislation”1, the European Fiscal Board 
analysed Member States’ compliance with the 
various fiscal rules in place within the EU. It 
concluded that compliance had been mixed. The 
2019 Annual report of the EFB (of October 2019) 
focused on implementation of the fiscal rules in 
the 2018 surveillance cycle (ending with 
Commission assessments of implementation in 
February 2019). It highlighted that the 
Commission established some new elements of 
flexibility and discretion which made for a couple 
of countries (Italy, Slovenia, Latvia, Portugal, 
Slovakia and Belgium) the Commission’s 
assessments more lenient. 
 

https://www.eca.europa.eu/Lists/ECADocuments/SR19_22/SR_Fiscal_Stability_EN.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/2019-09-10-assessment-of-eu-fiscal-rules_en.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/IDAN/2018/497746/IPOL_IDA(2018)497746_EN.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/IDAN/2018/497746/IPOL_IDA(2018)497746_EN.pdf
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/STUD/2020/634368/IPOL_IDA(2020)634368_EN.pdf
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/STUD/2020/634368/IPOL_IDA(2020)634368_EN.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/BRIE/2017/587388/IPOL_BRI(2017)587388_EN.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/BRIE/2017/587388/IPOL_BRI(2017)587388_EN.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/BRIE/2018/624406/IPOL_BRI(2018)624406_EN.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/BRIE/2018/624406/IPOL_BRI(2018)624406_EN.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/BRIE/2017/542674/IPOL_BRI(2017)542674_EN.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/BRIE/2017/542674/IPOL_BRI(2017)542674_EN.pdf
https://www.eca.europa.eu/Lists/ECADocuments/SR19_22/SR_Fiscal_Stability_EN.pdf
https://www.eca.europa.eu/Lists/ECADocuments/SR19_22/SR_Fiscal_Stability_EN.pdf
https://www.eca.europa.eu/Lists/ECADocuments/SR19_22/SR_Fiscal_Stability_EN.pdf
https://www.eca.europa.eu/Lists/ECADocuments/SR19_22/SR_Fiscal_Stability_EN.pdf
https://www.eca.europa.eu/Lists/ECADocuments/SR19_22/SR_Fiscal_Stability_EN.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/2019-09-10-assessment-of-eu-fiscal-rules_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/2019-09-10-assessment-of-eu-fiscal-rules_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/2019-09-10-assessment-of-eu-fiscal-rules_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/2019-efb-annual-report_en.pdf
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Annex 1: Overview of the European Commission’s opinions on 2020 DBPs of countries at risk 
of non-compliance with the Stability and Growth Pact 

 

The following table summarises the European Commission’s (COM) opinions on the 2020 Draft Budgetary Plans (DBP) which are judged to be at 
risk of non-compliance with the Stability and Growth Pact (SGP). Please note that the current Council recommendations under the SGP are available 
in a separate EGOV briefing “Implementation of the SGP”. 
 
According to the categories used by the COM, “risk of non-compliance” means: 
 

• Under the Excessive Deficit Procedure (EDP): The COM forecast, if confirmed ex post, could lead to the stepping up of the EDP as the fiscal 
effort is not projected to be delivered and the nominal target of below 3 % is expected to be missed. 

 
• Under the preventive arm of SGP: The COM projects a significant deviation from the required adjustment path towards the MTO and/or non-

compliance with the debt reduction benchmark, if applicable. 
 

The COM opinions include assessments of fiscal effort/effective action, which follow a methodology agreed by Council and the COM. The last update 
of the methodology was published in May 2017. In accordance with this methodology, all relevant data used by the COM, including data on the 
yields of discretionary fiscal measures, are shared with the Member States in a timely manner, enabling them to replicate the calculation underlying 
the COM's assessments and recommendations. Furthermore, the "terms of reference" specify in detail the “top down” and “bottom up” approaches 
used in the assessment of effective action by the COM. 

http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-9344-2017-INIT/en/pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/BRIE/2014/497746/IPOL-ECON_NT(2014)497746_EN.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/economy_finance/economic_governance/sgp/pdf/coc/code_of_conduct_en.pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-9344-2017-INIT/en/pdf
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Table: Overview of the COM opinions on 2020 DBP of countries with overall risks of non-compliance with the SGP 
 

 

Overall compliance with current Council 
recommendations under SGP 

Detailes of the Commission assessments as regards compliance with current Council SGP-
recommendations 

Overall compliance with the fiscal-structural 
part of the Council CSRs 

2019 2020 

Euro area Member States subject to an EDP (corrective arm of the SGP) 

 Member States subject to EDP: compliance with nominal target and/or fiscal effort as requested by Council EDP- recommendations 

No euro area Member State is currently subject to an EDP 

Euro area Member States subject to the preventive arm of the SGP 

 Member States subject to the preventive arm: compliance with MTO (or adjustment path towards MTO), the expenditure benchmark and with the (transitional) debt rule as 
requested by the relevant Council CSR-recommendation 

Be
lg

iu
m

 

“Overall, while acknowledging the no-policy-
change nature of its  projections, the 
Commission is of the opinion that the DBP of 
Belgium is at risk of non-compliance with 
the provisions of the SGP.” (p. 3) 

“In particular, the COM projects a risk of 
significant deviation from the required 
adjustment towards the MTO in 2019 and 
2020. (...)The COM invites the authorities to 
take the necessary measures within the 
national budgetary process to ensure that the 
2020 budget will be compliant with the SGP 
(...)”. (p. 3) 

“The DBP Plan indicates a gap to the expenditure 
benchmark of 0.8% of GDP in 2019, pointing to a 
risk of significant deviation in 2019. The structural 
balance points to a risk of some deviation in 2019 (gap 
of 0.4% of GDP).” (p.2) 
 
“Taking into account the positive impact of revenue 
windfalls on the structural balance, the overall 
assessment points to a risk of significant deviation 
from the recommended adjustment path towards 
the MTO in 2019. The Commission 2019 autumn 
forecast confirms this conclusion.” (p. 2) 

 “The DBP indicates a gap to the expenditure benchmark 
of 1.5% of GDP in 2019 and of 1.1% of GDP on average 
over 2019 and 2020 taken together, pointing to a risk of 
a significant deviation in 2020.” (p.2) 
 
“The structural balance also points to a risk of significant 
deviation from the recommended structural adjustment 
in 2020 (gap of 0.8% of GDP) and on average over 2019 
and 2020 taken together (gap of 0.6% of GDP). Those 
conclusions are confirmed by the Commission 2019 autumn 
forecast.” (p.2) 

 

Assessment of compliance with the debt rule: “As its public debt, at 100% of GDP in 2018, exceeds the 60% of GDP reference value of the Treaty, Belgium also needs 
to comply with the debt reduction benchmark.” (p. 1) (...) It should be noted that compared to the DBP, the Commission 2019 autumn forecast uses more recent 
and upwardly revised data for nominal GDP in 2018, which contributed to a lower projection of the debt-to-GDP ratio.The DBP does not include sufficient information 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/c2019_9101_en_act_part1_v4.pdf
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to assess compliance with the debt reduction benchmark. Based on the Commission 2019 autumn forecast, the debt reduction benchmark is not projected 
to be met in 2019 and 2020, with gaps of 1.5% and 2.7% of GDP respectively.” (p. 3)   

 

Assessment of compliance with the fiscal structural-part of the 2019 CSR: “The Commission is also of the opinion that Belgium has made limited progress with 
regard to the structural part of the fiscal recommendations contained in the Council Recommendation of 9 July 2019 in the context of the European Semester 
and thus invites the authorities to accelerate progress.” (p. 3) 

Sp
ai

n 

“Overall, while acknowledging the no-policy-
change nature of its projections, the 
Commission is of the opinion that the DBP of 
Spain is at risk of non-compliance with the 
provisions of the SGP. 

In particular, the Commission projects a risk of 
significant deviation from the required 
adjustment path to the medium-term 
budgetary objective. Moreover, Spain is 
not expected to make sufficient progress 
towards compliance with the debt 
reduction benchmark in 2019 and 2020. 
The Commission invites the authorities to take 
the necessary measures within the national 
budgetary process to ensure that the 2020 
budget will be compliant with the SGP.”(p. 4) 

“According to the information provided in the DBP, the 
growth rate of government expenditure, net of 
discretionary revenue measures, will in 2019 exceed 
the applicable expenditure benchmark rate, leading 
to a deviation of 0.8% of GDP. The DBP points to an 
improvement in the (recalculated) structural 
balance of 0.1% of GDP, implying a deviation from 
the recommended improvement of 0.6% of GDP. 
Thus, both indicators point to a risk of significant 
deviation in 2019. 
This conclusion is confirmed based on the 
Commission 2019 autumn forecast, which points to 
even wider gaps of 1.2% of GDP regarding the 
expenditure benchmark and 0.9% of GDP regarding 
the improvement in the structural balance.” (p. 3) 

 “The DBP indicates a deviation of 1.0% of GDP in 2020, 
and of 0.9% of GDP on average over 2019 and 2020 
taken together, from the expenditure benchmark. The 
DBP points to an improvement in the (recalculated) 
structural balance of 0.1% of GDP, implying a deviation 
from the recommended improvement of 0.6% of GDP in 
2020 and on average over 2019 and 2020 taken 
together. Thus, both indicators point to a risk of significant 
deviation in 2020 based on the no-policy-change DBP.” (p. 3) 

“This conclusion is confirmed based on the Commission 
2019 autumn forecast, which points to even wider gaps 
of 1.2% of GDP regarding the expenditure benchmark 
and 0.8% of GDP regarding the improvement in the 
structural balance (with two-year average deviations of 
1.2% and 0.8%, respectively).” (p. 3) 

 

Assessment of compliance with the debt rule:   “The DBP indicates that the government debt-to-GDP ratio will decline from 97.6% in 2018 to 95.9% in 2019 and to 
94.6% in 2020, below the Commission's projection of 96.6% for 2020. The DBP does not include sufficient information to assess compliance with the transitional debt 
rule. According to the Commission 2019 autumn forecast, Spain is not expected to make sufficient progress towards compliance with the debt reduction 
benchmark in 2019 and 2020, which would require an improvement of the structural balance of 0.5% and 1.0% of GDP in 2019 and 2020, respectively.” (p.3) 

 

Assessment of compliance with the fiscal structural-part of the 2019 CSR: “The Commission is also of the opinion that Spain has made limited progress with regard 
to the structural part of the fiscal recommendations contained in the Council Recommendation of 9 July 2019 in the context of the European Semester. It thus 
invites the authorities to accelerate progress.” (p. 4) 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/c-2019-9105_en_act_part1_v3.pdf
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It
al

y 
“Overall, the Commission is of the opinion that 
the DBP of Italy is at risk of non-compliance 
with the provisions of the SGP.” (p. 5) 

“In particular, the Commission projects a risk 
of significant deviation from the required 
adjustment towards the medium-term 
budgetary objective for 2019 and 2020. 
Moreover, Italy is not projected to comply 
with the debt reduction benchmark in 2019 
and 2020. The Commission invites the 
authorities to take the necessary measures 
within the national budgetary process to 
ensure that the 2020 budget will be compliant 
with the Stability and Growth Pact.”  (p. 5) 

 “Based on the DBP, the expenditure benchmark points 
to a risk of a significant deviation both in 2019 (gap of 
0.7 % of GDP) and over 2018 and 2019 taken together 
(gap of 0.7 % of GDP per year, on average). The 
structural balance pillar points to a risk of some deviation 
over one year (gap of 0.3 % of GDP) and to a risk of a 
significant deviation over 2018 and 2019 taken together 
(gap of 0.3 % per year, on average). An overall 
assessment based on the government plans points to 
a risk of significant deviation from the adjustment 
path towards the MTO recommended by the Council 
for 2019.” (p. 4) 

“In case the budgetary impact of the extraordinary 
maintenance programme for the road network and the 
prevention plan to secure the national territory against 
hydrogeological risks were taken into account for 2019, the 
expenditure benchmark would point to the risk of 
significant deviation and the structural balance to the 
risk of some deviation from the adjustment path towards 
the MTO in 2019.” (p. 4) 

“Based on the Commission forecast, the expenditure 
benchmark points to a risk of a significant deviation 
both in 2019 (gap of 0.7 % of GDP) and over 2018 and 
2019 taken together (gap of 0.7 % of GDP per year, on 
average). The structural balance pillar points to a risk of 
some deviation over one year (gap of 0.4 % of GDP) and 
to a risk of a significant deviation over 2018 and 2019 
taken together (gap of 0.4 % per year, on average). An 
overall assessment based on the Commission forecast 
points to a risk of significant deviation from the 
adjustment path towards the medium-term budgetary 
objective in 2019. That conclusion would not change 
even if the budgetary impact of the extraordinary 
maintenance programme for the road network and 

 “Based on the DBP, the expenditure benchmark points 
to a risk of a significant deviation both in 2020 (gap of 
1.0 % of GDP) and over 2019 and 2020 taken together 
(gap of 0.8 % of GDP per year, on average), as the 
growth rate of government expenditure, net of 
discretionary revenue measures and one-offs, will exceed 
that recommended by the Council. The structural 
balance pillar also points to a risk of significant 
deviation both over one year (gap of 0.7 % of GDP) and 
over 2019 and 2020 taken together (gap of 0.5 % per 
year, on average). (p. 4) 

“An overall assessment based on the government plans 
points to a risk of significant deviation from the 
adjustment path towards the medium-term budgetary 
objective in 2020. That conclusion would not change even 
if the budgetary impact of the extraordinary maintenance 
programme for the road network and the prevention plan 
to secure the national territory against hydrogeological 
risks were taken into account for 2019 and for 2020. Based 
on the Commission forecast, the expenditure 
benchmark points to a risk of a significant deviation 
both in 2020 (gap of 1.0 % of GDP) and over 2019 and 
2020 taken together (gap of 0.9 % of GDP per year, on 
average). The structural balance pillar points to a risk 
of significant deviation both over one year (gap of 0.9 
% of GDP) and over 2019 and 2020 taken together 
(gap of 0.6 % per year, on average).” (p. 4-5) 

“An overall assessment based on the Commission forecast 
points to a risk of significant deviation from the 
adjustment path towards the medium-term budgetary 
objective recommended in 2020. That conclusion 
would not change even if the budgetary impact of the 
extraordinary maintenance programme for the road 
network and the prevention plan to secure the 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/c2019_9110_en_act_part1_v3.pdf
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the prevention plan to secure the national territory 
against hydrogeological risks were taken into account 
for 2019.” (p. 4) 

 

national territory against hydrogeological risks were 
taken into account for 2019 and for 2020.” (p. 4-5) 

 

Assessment of compliance with the debt rule:   “The DBP indicates that the government debt-to-GDP ratio, after increasing from 134.8 % in 2018 to 135.7 % in 2019, 
will decrease to 135.2 % in 2020, mainly thanks to sustained nominal GDP growth and declining interest spending. Italy is not projected to comply with the debt 
reduction benchmark in 2019 and 2020. That conclusion is confirmed based on the Commission 2019 autumn forecast, which expects that Italy's debt-to-GDP 
ratio will increase from 134.8 % in 2018 to 136.2 % in 2019 and 136.8 % in 2020, resulting in gaps from the debt reduction benchmark of 8.8% and 8.6% of 
GDP respectively.” (p. 5)  

 

Assessment of complaince with the fiscal structural-part of the 2019 CSR: “The Commission is also of the opinion that Italy has made some progress with regard to 
the structural part of the fiscal recommendations contained in the Council Recommendation of 9 July 2019 in the context of the European Semester and 
invites the authorities to make further progress.” (p. 5) 

Fr
an

ce
 

“Overall, the Commission is of the opinion that 
the DBP of France is at risk of non-
compliance with the provisions of the 
Stability and Growth Pact.” (pp. 4-5) 

“In particular, the Commission projects a risk 
of significant deviation from the required 
adjustment towards the medium-term 
budgetary objective for 2019 and 2020. 
Moreover, France is not projected to make 
sufficient progress towards compliance 
with the debt reduction benchmark either 
in 2019 or in 2020. Therefore, the 
Commission invites the authorities to take the 
necessary measures within the national 
budgetary process to ensure that the 2020 
budget will be compliant with the Stability and 
Growth (...).” (p. 5) 

 

“According to the data in the DBP, the nominal growth 
rate of government expenditure, net of discretionary 
revenue measures and one-offs shows a gap of 0.7% of 
GDP with respect to the expenditure benchmark, 
which points to a significant deviation from that 
requirement. Likewise, the gap with respect to the 
required adjustment in the structural balance 
amounts to 0.6% of GDP, also pointing to a significant 
deviation.” (p. 4) 

“The Commission 2019 autumn forecast confirms 
these conclusions, showing a slightly larger gap of 
0.8% of GDP with respect to the expenditure 
benchmark in 2019.” (p. 4) 

 “According to the data in the DBP, the nominal growth rate 
of government expenditure, net of discretionary revenue 
measures and one-offs shows a gap of 0.7% of GDP with 
respect to the expenditure benchmark, thereby pointing 
to a significant deviation from the requirement. The gap 
with respect to the required adjustment in the structural 
balance amounts to 0.6% of GDP, also pointing to a 
significant deviation. For 2019 and 2020 taken together, 
the same conclusion holds, unveiling a gap with respect to 
the expenditure benchmark and to the required adjustment 
in the structural balance of the same magnitude on average.  

“Those conclusions are confirmed by the Commission 2019 
autumn forecast, which points to gaps with respect to the 
expenditure benchmark of 0.8% of GDP for 2020 alone 
and on average for 2019 and 2020 taken together. The 
gap with respect to the required adjustment in the 
structural balance amounts to of 0.5% and 0.6% of GDP 
for 2020 alone and on average for 2019 and 2020 taken 
together, respectively.” (p. 4) 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/c-2019-9108_en_act_part1_v3.pdf
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Assessment of compliance with the debt rule:   “The DBP indicates that government debt will decrease marginally from 98.8% in 2019 to 98.7% of GDP in 2020, slightly 
below the Commission’s projection of 98.9% of GDP for both years. The DBP does not include sufficient information to assess compliance with the transitional debt 
rule based on the forecast and estimates of the government. Based on the Commission 2019 autumn forecast, France is not projected to make sufficient progress 
towards compliance with the debt reduction benchmark in 2019 and 2020, with gaps of 1.0% and 1.9% of GDP, respectively.” (p. 4) 

 

Assessment of compliance with the fiscal structural-part of the 2019 CSR: “The Commission is also of the opinion that France has made limited progress with regard 
to the structural part of the fiscal recommendations contained in the Council Recommendation of 9 July 2019 in the context of the European Semester and 
thus invites the authorities to accelerate progress.” (p. 5) 

Po
rt

ug
al

 

“Overall, the Commission is of the opinion that 
the updated DBP of Portugal is at risk of non-
compliance with the provisions of the 
Stability and Growth Pact.” (p. 4) 

“(...) the Commission projects a risk of 
significant deviation from the required 
adjustment towards the medium-term 
budgetary objective in 2019 and 2020, 
based on an overall assessment of the two 
pillars. At the same time, Portugal is projected 
to make sufficient progress towards 
compliance with the debt reduction 
benchmark in 2019 and the debt reduction 
benchmark is projected to be met in 2020. The 
Commission invites the authorities to take the 
necessary measures within the national 
budgetary process to ensure that the 2020 
budget will be compliant with the Stability and 
Growth Pact.” (p. 4-5) 

“Based on the updated DBP, the expenditure benchmark 
pillar points to a risk of significant deviation (gap of 
1.3% of GDP) in 2019, while the structural balance 
pillar points to a risk of some deviation (gap of 0.5% 
of GDP). The fiscal effort based on the expenditure 
benchmark pillar is negatively impacted by lower 
underlying potential growth, while the fiscal effort based 
on the structural balance pillar is positively impacted by 
revenue windfalls and declining interest expenditure. 
Based on the updated DBP, an overall assessment 
confirms a risk of significant deviation from the 
requirements in 2019, and over 2018 and 2019 taken 
together. That risk of significant deviation in 2019, 
and over 2018 and 2019 taken together, is 
confirmed by an overall assessment based on the 
Commission ad-hoc forecast.” (pp. 4-5) 

 “The structural balance in the updated DBP as recalculated 
by the Commission using the commonly agreed 
methodology is estimated at a structural deficit of 0.2% of 
GDP in 2020 and, therefore, considered to be close to the 
medium-term budgetary objective, taking into account the 
allowance linked to unusual events for which a temporary 
deviation is granted. Thus, the assessment based on the 
updated DBP indicates a risk of some deviation from the 
recommended structural adjustment in 2020. At the 
same time, the expenditure benchmark pillar points to a 
risk of significant deviation from the requirement in 
2020 (gap of 0.7% of GDP).” (p. 4) 

“Based on the Commission ad-hoc forecast, the structural 
balance will be slightly more distant from the medium-term 
budgetary objective in 2020, compared with the structural 
balance in the updated DBP as recalculated by the 
Commission, and can therefore not be considered close to it. 
The expenditure benchmark pillar points to a risk of 
significant deviation (gap of 0.8% of GDP) in 2020, while 
the structural balance pillar points to a risk of some 
deviation (gap of 0.2% of GDP).” (p.4) 

 

Assessment of compliance with the debt rule:   “The updated DBP indicates that the public debt-to-GDP ratio will decline from 118.9% in 2019, to 116.2% in 2020, 
below the projected 116.7% in the Commission ad-hoc forecast. Based on the Commission ad-hoc forecast, Portugal is projected to make sufficient progress 
towards compliance with the debt reduction benchmark in 2019 and the debt reduction benchmark is projected to be met in 2020.” (p. 4) 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/commission_opinion_on_the_updated_2020_draft_budgetary_plan_of_portugal_en.pdf
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Assessment of compliance with the fiscal structural-part of the 2019 CSR: “The Commission is also of the opinion that Portugal has made limited progress with 
regard to the structural part of the fiscal recommendations contained in the Council Recommendation of 9 July 2019 in the context of the European Semester 
and thus invites the authorities to accelerate progress.” (p. 5) 

Sl
ov

en
ia

  

“Overall, the Commission is of the opinion that 
the DBP of Slovenia is at risk of non-com-
pliance with the provisions of the SGP.” (p. 
3) 

“While the Commission projects a risk of 
some deviation from the adjustment path 
towards the medium-term budgetary 
objective recommended by the Council in 
2020, there is a risk of significant deviation 
taking 2019 and 2020 together. However, 
the high degree of uncertainty surrounding 
the output gap estimates could imply that 
Slovenia may be closer to its medium-term 
budgetary objective in 2020, pointing to 
broad compliance. This will be taken into 
account if confirmed ex post. The Commission 
invites the authorities to take the necessary 
measures within the national budgetary 
process to ensure that the 2020 budget will be 
compliant with the SGP.” (p. 3) 

“According to the DBP, the expenditure benchmark 
shows a gap of 0.2% of GDP, pointing to some devi-
ation, whereas the (recalculated) structural balance 
indicates a risk of significant deviation (gap of 0.7% 
of GDP). As the structural balance is negatively affected 
by large revenue shortfalls, the expenditure benchmark 
is considered to give a more accurate picture of the 
planned fiscal effort. The overall assessment based on 
the DBP thus points to a risk of some deviation from the 
recommended adjustment in 2019. However, for 2018 
and 2019 taken together, the expenditure 
benchmark indicates a risk of significant deviation 
from the recommended adjustment (average gap of 
0.6% of GDP). “ (p. 3) 

“Based on the Commission 2019 autumn forecast, both 
pillars indicate a risk of significant deviation in 2019 
(gaps of 1.3% and 0.9% of GDP based on the 
expenditure benchmark and the structural balance, 
respectively). The overall assessment confirms this 
conclusion.” (p. 2-3) 

“In 2020, for Slovenia to comply with the requirements of the 
preventive arm, the nominal growth rate of government 
expenditure, net of discretionary revenue measures and one-
offs, should not exceed 4.0%, corresponding to an annual 
structural adjustment of 0.5% of GDP. “ (p. 3) 

“As in 2019, the expenditure benchmark is considered to 
give a more accurate picture of the fiscal effort. Based on 
the DBP, the expenditure benchmark points to 
compliance both in 2020 and over 2019 and 2020 taken 
together. According to the Commission 2019 autumn 
forecast, both the expenditure benchmark and the structural 
balance point to a risk of some deviation in 2020 (gaps of 
0.2% and 0.5% of GDP, respectively) and a risk of 
significant deviation over 2019 and 2020 taken together 
(average gaps of 0.8% and 0.7% of GDP, respectively).” (p. 3) 

Assessment of compliance with the debt rule:   “The DBP indicates that government debt-to-GDP ratio will decline from 70.4% in 2018 to 66.3% in 2019 and 62.1% in 
2020, slightly below the Commission's projections. The DBP does not include sufficient information to assess compliance with the debt reduction benchmark. Based 
on the Commission 2019 autumn forecast, the debt reduction benchmark is projected to be met in both 2019 and 2020.” 

Assessment of complaince with the fiscal structural-part of the 2019 CSR: “The Commission is also of the opinion that Slovenia has made limited progress with 
regard to the structural part of the fiscal recommendations contained in the Council Recommendation of 9 July 2019 in the context of the European Semester 
and thus invites the authorities to accelerate progress.” (p. 3) 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/c2019_9117_en_act_part1_v4.pdf
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Sl
ov

ak
ia

 
“Overall, the Commission is of the opinion that 
the DBP of Slovakia is at risk of non-
compliance with the provisions of the 
Stability and Growth Pact.” (p. 3) 

“Moreover, the additional measures 
announced on 6 November 2019 reduced the 
deviation from the recommended adjustment 
path towards the medium term budgetary 
objective as a result of which it is no longer 
significant in 2020. However, mainly in view of 
the slippage in 2019, there is still a risk of 
significant deviation for 2019 and 2020 
together from the adjustment path 
towards the mediumterm budgetary 
objective recommended by the Council. The 
Commission invites the authorities to take the 
necessary measures within the national 
budgetary process to ensure that the 2020 
budget will be compliant with the Stability and 
Growth Pact.” (p. 3) 

“According to the information provided in the DBP, 
Slovakia is compliant with the requirements in 2019. 
At the same time, both the expenditure benchmark 
and the structural balance point to a risk of a 
significant deviation over 2018 and 2019 taken 
together, due to fiscal slippages in 2018 that are not 
expected to be adequately compensated for in 2019.” (p. 3) 

“An overall assessment based on the Commission 2019 
autumn forecast finds that the expenditure benchmark 
captures more accurately the fiscal effort of Slovakia and, 
therefore points to a risk of significant deviation in 2019.” 
(p. 3) 

 “Based on the information in the DBP, both expenditure 
benchmark and structural balance pillars point to 
compliance in 2020 and in 2019 and 2020 taken 
together. By contrast, based on the Commission 2019 
autumn forecast, the expenditure benchmark, which more 
accurately captures the fiscal effort of Slovakia, points to 
a risk of significant deviation both in 2020 and when 
2019 and 2020 are taken together. The overall 
assessment thus points to a risk of significant 
deviation from the path towards the medium-term 
budgetary objective for both 2020 and 2019 and 2020 
taken together.” (p. 3) 

. 

 Assessment of compliance with the debt rule:   “The public debt ratio is well below 60% of GDP and further declining, while the headline budget balance provides 
a sizeable margin from the 3% of GDP Treaty reference value.”  (p. 3) 

 

Assessment of compliance with the fiscal structural-part of the 2019 CSR: “The Commission is also of the opinion that Slovakia has made limited progress with 
regard to the structural part of the fiscal recommendations contained in the Council Recommendation of 9 July 2019 in the context of the European Semester 
and thus invites the authorities to accelerate progress.” (p. 4) 

Fi
nl

an
d 

“Overall, the Commission is of the opinion that 
the DBP of Finland is at risk of non-
compliance with the provisions of the 
Stability and Growth Pact.” (p. 3) 

“The Commission invites the authorities to 
take the necessary measures within the 
national budgetary process to ensure that the 

“The assessment of compliance for 2019 based on the DBP 
points to a risk of some deviation, as both indicators 
point in the same direction (gap of 0.2% of GDP and 
0.4% of GDP based on the structural balance and the 
expenditure benchmark, respectively). The Commission 
2019 autumn forecast confirms the conclusion of a risk of 
some deviation in 2019.” (p. 3) 

 “The assessment of compliance for 2020 based on the 
DBP points to a risk of significant deviation, as both 
indicators point in the same direction (gap of 0.6% of 
GDP and 0.8% of GDP based on the structural balance 
and the expenditure benchmark, respectively). The 
overall assessment also points to a risk of a significant 
deviation in 2019-2020 taken together (average gap of 
0.4% of GDP and 0.6% of GDP based on the structural 
balance and the expenditure benchmark, respectively). 
The Commission 2019 autumn forecast confirms the 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/c2019_9118_en_act_part1_v3_0.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/c-2019-9107_en_act_part1_v3.pdf
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2020 budget will be compliant with the 
Stability and Growth Pact.” (p. 3) 

conclusion of a risk of significant deviation from the 
adjustment path towards the medium-term budgetary 
objective in 2020 and in 2019-2020 taken together.” (p. 3) 

 

Assessment of compliance with the debt rule: “Finland reduced its gross public debt from the peak of 63.0% of GDP in 2016 to 59.0% of GDP in 2018. The DBP and the 
Commission 2019 autumn forecast consistently indicate that government debt will remain below the reference value of the Treaty of 60% of GDP by 2020.” 
(p. 3) 

 

Assessment of complaince with the fiscal structural-part of the 2019 CSR: “The Commission is also of the opinion that Finland has made limited progress with 
regard to the structural part of the fiscal recommendations contained in the Council Recommendation of 9 July 2019 in the context of the European Semester 
and thus invites the authorities to accelerate progress.” (p. 3) 

 
Source: COM opinions on 2020 DBPs. 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/business-economy-euro/economic-and-fiscal-policy-coordination/eu-economic-governance-monitoring-prevention-correction/stability-and-growth-pact/annual-draft-budgetary-plans-dbps-euro-area-countries/draft-budgetary-plans-2020_en
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Annex 2: Fiscal sustainability indicators  

  BE DE EE IE ES FR IT CY LV LT LU MT NL AT PT SI SK FI 
Overall 
SHORT-

TERM risk 
category1 

LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW 

Overall 
MEDIUM-
TERM risk 
category2 

HIGH LOW LOW LOW HIGH HIGH HIGH LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW HIGH LOW LOW 
ME-

DIUM 

Source: annexes to the communication from the Commission on the 2020 Draft Budgetary Plans, November 2019.  

Notes: (1) The short-term risk category indicator highlights risks of fiscal stress in the upcoming year and is based on two sub-indicators, the fiscal and the financial-
competitiveness index; (2) the medium-term risk category indicator highlights risks of medium-term debt sustainability and is based on the joint measure of debt 
projections over 10-years and cumulated adjustments in the structural primary balance over 5 years needed to reach the target of a 60% debt-to-GDP ratio by 
2030; (3) The COM provides the following reason why Greece has not been included in this table: “Given the unique composition of the Greek public debt and the 
debt relief measures adopted by the Eurogroup in June 2018, the analysis of Greek public debt and fiscal sustainability is based on country-specific assumptions (see Fiscal 
Sustainability Report 2018, Box 3.3 for more details). For this reason, results are not shown in this horizontal assessment table based on common assumptions and 
methodologies.”    

https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/comm_chapeau_annex_201119.pdf
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Annex 3: Euro area - Key macroeconomic indicators  

Source: Eurostat, data extraction on 21/01/2020 unless otherwise specified; (1) general government gross debt, 
non-consolidated for intergovernmental loans; (2) data from AMECO; (3) current account balance, Eurostat/ECB 
adjusted for intra-EU/EA imports; (4) and (f) data from European Economic Forecast - Autumn 2019. 

  2016 2017 2018 2019 f 2020 f 2021 f 
GDP growth – % change on previous year 
EA 1.9 2.5 1.9 1.1 1.2 1.2 
EU 2.0 2.6 2.0 1.3 1.4 1.4 
GDP per capita – Purchasing power parities, Euro 
EA 31,130 31,870 32,780 n.a. n.a. n.a. 
EU 29,310 30,070 30,970 n.a. n.a. n.a. 
General government budget balance – % of GDP 
EA -1.4 -0.9 -0.5 -0.8 -0.9 -1.0 
EU -1.7 -1.0 -0.7 -0.9 -1.1 -1.2 
General government structural budget balance2 – % of potential GDP 
EA -1.0 -1.0 -0.8 -0.9 -1.1 -1.2 
EU -1.3 -1.2 -1.0 -1.1 -1.3 -1.4 
General government gross debt1,2 – % of GDP 
EA 92.2 89.8 87.9 86.4 85.1 84.1 
EU 85.3 83.6 81.9 80.6 79.4 78.4 
Interests paid on general government debt – % of GDP 
EA 2.1 1.9 1.8 1.7 1.5 1.4 
EU 2.1 2.0 1.8 1.7 1.6 1.5 
Inflation (HICP) – % change on previous year 
EA 0.2 1.5 1.8 1.2 1.2 1.3 
EU 0.2 1.7 1.9 1.5 1.5 1.7 
Unemployment – % of labour force 
EA 10.0 9.1 8.2 7.6 7.4 7.3 
EU 8.6 7.6 6.8 6.3 6.2 6.2 
Youth unemployment – % of labour force (15 – 24 years) 
EA 20.9 18.8 16.9 n.a. n.a. n.a. 
EU 18.7 16.9 15.2 n.a. n.a. n.a. 
Current-account balance3,4 – % of GDP 
EA 3.2 3.1 3.1 2.7 2.6 2.5 
EU 1.4 1.3 1.3 1.1 1.0 1.0 
Exports – % change on previous year 
EA 2.9 5.5 3.3 2.4 2.1 2.3 
EU 3.3 5.7 3.3 2.5 2.3 2.4 
Imports – % change on previous year 
EA 4.1 5.0 2.7 3.2 2.6 2.7 
EU 4.4 5.1 3.1 3.3 2.8 2.8 
Total investments – % change on previous year 
EA 4.0 3.5 2.3 4.3 2.0 1.9 
EU 3.3 3.4 2.5 3.8 1.8 1.7 
Total investments – % of GDP 
EA 20.3 20.6 20.8 n.a. n.a. n.a. 
EU 19.9 20.2 20.4 n.a. n.a. n.a. 
General government investments – % of GDP 
EA 2.6 2.6 2.7 2.8 2.8 2.9 
EU 2.7 2.8 2.9 3.0 3.0 3.1 
Total final consumption expenditure – % change on previous year 
EA 2.0 1.6 1.3 n.a. n.a. n.a. 
EU 2.3 1.8 1.5 n.a. n.a. n.a. 
Households final consumption expenditure – % change on previous year 
EA 2.0 1.7 1.4 n.a n.a. n.a. 
EU 2.5 2.1 1.7 n.a n.a n.a. 
Income Inequality (Gini coefficient) – Scale 0-100: 0 = total income equality; 100 = total income inequality 
EA 30.7 30.4 30.6 n.a. n.a. n.a. 
EU 30.8 30.6 30.9 n.a. n.a. n.a. 
Unit labour cost – nominal – % change on previous year 
EA 0.7 0.7 1.8 2.0 1.4 1.4 
EU -1.2 0.1 1.7 2.5 1.8 1.7 

http://ec.europa.eu/economy_finance/ameco/user/serie/SelectSerie.cfm
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/ecfin_forecast_autumn_2019_statist_annex_en.pdf
http://appsso.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/nui/show.do?query=BOOKMARK_DS-406763_QID_73AAA1C4_UID_-3F171EB0&layout=TIME,C,X,0;GEO,L,Y,0;UNIT,L,Z,0;NA_ITEM,L,Z,1;INDICATORS,C,Z,2;&zSelection=DS-406763UNIT,CLV_PCH_PRE;DS-406763INDICATORS,OBS_FLAG;DS-406763NA_ITEM,B1GQ;&rankName1=UNIT_1_2_-1_2&rankName2=INDICATORS_1_2_-1_2&rankName3=NA-ITEM_1_2_-1_2&rankName4=TIME_1_0_0_0&rankName5=GEO_1_0_0_1&sortR=ASC_-1_FIRST&sortC=ASC_-1_FIRST&rStp=&cStp=&rDCh=&cDCh=&rDM=true&cDM=true&footnes=false&empty=false&wai=false&time_mode=FIXED&time_most_recent=true&lang=EN&cfo=%23%23%23%2C%23%23%23.%23%23%23
http://appsso.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/nui/show.do?query=BOOKMARK_DS-420898_QID_-28947E6_UID_-3F171EB0&layout=TIME,C,X,0;GEO,L,Y,0;UNIT,L,Z,0;NA_ITEM,L,Z,1;INDICATORS,C,Z,2;&zSelection=DS-420898INDICATORS,OBS_FLAG;DS-420898UNIT,CP_PPS_HAB;DS-420898NA_ITEM,B1GQ;&rankName1=UNIT_1_2_-1_2&rankName2=INDICATORS_1_2_-1_2&rankName3=NA-ITEM_1_2_-1_2&rankName4=TIME_1_0_0_0&rankName5=GEO_1_0_0_1&sortR=ASC_-1_FIRST&sortC=ASC_-1_FIRST&rStp=&cStp=&rDCh=&cDCh=&rDM=true&cDM=true&footnes=false&empty=false&wai=false&time_mode=FIXED&time_most_recent=true&lang=EN&cfo=%23%23%23%2C%23%23%23.%23%23%23
http://appsso.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/nui/show.do?query=BOOKMARK_DS-416336_QID_-69516E38_UID_-3F171EB0&layout=TIME,C,X,0;GEO,L,Y,0;UNIT,L,Z,0;SECTOR,L,Z,1;NA_ITEM,L,Z,2;INDICATORS,C,Z,3;&zSelection=DS-416336NA_ITEM,B9;DS-416336INDICATORS,OBS_FLAG;DS-416336UNIT,PC_GDP;DS-416336SECTOR,S13;&rankName1=UNIT_1_2_-1_2&rankName2=SECTOR_1_2_-1_2&rankName3=INDICATORS_1_2_-1_2&rankName4=NA-ITEM_1_2_-1_2&rankName5=TIME_1_0_0_0&rankName6=GEO_1_0_0_1&sortR=ASC_-1_FIRST&sortC=ASC_-1_FIRST&rStp=&cStp=&rDCh=&cDCh=&rDM=true&cDM=true&footnes=false&empty=false&wai=false&time_mode=ROLLING&time_most_recent=true&lang=EN&cfo=%23%23%23%2C%23%23%23.%23%23%23
https://ec.europa.eu/economy_finance/ameco/Include/Query.cfm?serie=UBLGAPS&trn=1&agg=0&unite=319&ref=0&nomserie=Structural%20balance%20of%20general%20government%20:-%20Adjustment%20based%20on%20potential%20GDP%20Excessive%20deficit%20procedure&lstCntry='EU28','EA19','BEL','BGR','CZE','DNK','DEU','EST','IRL','GRC','ESP','FRA','HRV','ITA','CYP','LVA','LTU','LUX','HUN','MLT','NLD','AUT','POL','PRT','ROM','SVN','SVK','FIN','SWE','GBR'&lstYear=2020,2019,2018,2017,2016,2015&code_serie='UBLGAPS'&selection=1&timeAxis=0
https://ec.europa.eu/economy_finance/ameco/Include/Query.cfm?serie=UDGG&trn=1&agg=0&unite=319&ref=0&nomserie=General%20government%20consolidated%20gross%20debt%20:-%20Excessive%20deficit%20procedure%20(based%20on%20ESA%202010)&lstCntry='EU28','EA19'&lstYear=2020,2019,2018,2017,2016,2015&code_serie='UDGG'&selection=1&timeAxis=0
http://appsso.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/nui/show.do?query=BOOKMARK_DS-416336_QID_3696E9F6_UID_-3F171EB0&layout=TIME,C,X,0;GEO,L,Y,0;UNIT,L,Z,0;SECTOR,L,Z,1;NA_ITEM,L,Z,2;INDICATORS,C,Z,3;&zSelection=DS-416336NA_ITEM,D41PAY;DS-416336INDICATORS,OBS_FLAG;DS-416336SECTOR,S13;DS-416336UNIT,PC_GDP;&rankName1=UNIT_1_2_-1_2&rankName2=SECTOR_1_2_-1_2&rankName3=INDICATORS_1_2_-1_2&rankName4=NA-ITEM_1_2_-1_2&rankName5=TIME_1_0_0_0&rankName6=GEO_1_0_0_1&sortR=ASC_-1_FIRST&sortC=ASC_-1_FIRST&rStp=&cStp=&rDCh=&cDCh=&rDM=true&cDM=true&footnes=false&empty=false&wai=false&time_mode=FIXED&time_most_recent=true&lang=EN&cfo=%23%23%23%2C%23%23%23.%23%23%23
http://appsso.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/nui/show.do?query=BOOKMARK_DS-055100_QID_26311D6E_UID_-3F171EB0&layout=TIME,C,X,0;GEO,L,Y,0;UNIT,L,Z,0;COICOP,L,Z,1;INDICATORS,C,Z,2;&zSelection=DS-055100UNIT,RCH_A_AVG;DS-055100COICOP,CP00;DS-055100INDICATORS,OBS_FLAG;&rankName1=UNIT_1_2_-1_2&rankName2=INDICATORS_1_2_-1_2&rankName3=COICOP_1_2_-1_2&rankName4=TIME_1_0_0_0&rankName5=GEO_1_0_0_1&sortR=ASC_-1_FIRST&sortC=ASC_-1_FIRST&rStp=&cStp=&rDCh=&cDCh=&rDM=true&cDM=true&footnes=false&empty=false&wai=false&time_mode=FIXED&time_most_recent=true&lang=EN&cfo=%23%23%23%2C%23%23%23.%23%23%23
http://appsso.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/nui/show.do?query=BOOKMARK_DS-055418_QID_-12CDD9A2_UID_-3F171EB0&layout=TIME,C,X,0;GEO,L,Y,0;AGE,L,Z,0;UNIT,L,Z,1;SEX,L,Z,2;INDICATORS,C,Z,3;&zSelection=DS-055418INDICATORS,OBS_FLAG;DS-055418AGE,TOTAL;DS-055418SEX,T;DS-055418UNIT,PC_ACT;&rankName1=UNIT_1_2_-1_2&rankName2=AGE_1_2_-1_2&rankName3=INDICATORS_1_2_-1_2&rankName4=SEX_1_2_-1_2&rankName5=TIME_1_0_0_0&rankName6=GEO_1_0_0_1&sortR=ASC_-1_FIRST&sortC=ASC_-1_FIRST&rStp=&cStp=&rDCh=&cDCh=&rDM=true&cDM=true&footnes=false&empty=false&wai=false&time_mode=ROLLING&time_most_recent=true&lang=EN&cfo=%23%23%23%2C%23%23%23.%23%23%23
http://appsso.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/nui/show.do?query=BOOKMARK_DS-055418_QID_-35428336_UID_-3F171EB0&layout=TIME,C,X,0;GEO,L,Y,0;AGE,L,Z,0;UNIT,L,Z,1;SEX,L,Z,2;INDICATORS,C,Z,3;&zSelection=DS-055418INDICATORS,OBS_FLAG;DS-055418AGE,Y_LT25;DS-055418UNIT,PC_ACT;DS-055418SEX,T;&rankName1=UNIT_1_2_-1_2&rankName2=AGE_1_2_-1_2&rankName3=INDICATORS_1_2_-1_2&rankName4=SEX_1_2_-1_2&rankName5=TIME_1_0_0_0&rankName6=GEO_1_0_0_1&sortR=ASC_-1_FIRST&sortC=ASC_-1_FIRST&rStp=&cStp=&rDCh=&cDCh=&rDM=true&cDM=true&footnes=false&empty=false&wai=false&time_mode=FIXED&time_most_recent=true&lang=EN&cfo=%23%23%23%2C%23%23%23.%23%23%23
https://appsso.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/nui/show.do?query=BOOKMARK_DS-424374_QID_6A7F5FB8_UID_-3F171EB0&layout=TIME,C,X,0;GEO,L,Y,0;UNIT,L,Z,0;S_ADJ,L,Z,1;BOP_ITEM,L,Z,2;STK_FLOW,L,Z,3;PARTNER,L,Z,4;INDICATORS,C,Z,5;&zSelection=DS-424374BOP_ITEM,CA;DS-424374INDICATORS,OBS_FLAG;DS-424374PARTNER,WRL_REST;DS-424374UNIT,PC_GDP;DS-424374S_ADJ,NSA;DS-424374STK_FLOW,BAL;&rankName1=PARTNER_1_2_-1_2&rankName2=STK-FLOW_1_2_-1_2&rankName3=BOP-ITEM_1_2_-1_2&rankName4=UNIT_1_2_-1_2&rankName5=INDICATORS_1_2_-1_2&rankName6=S-ADJ_1_2_-1_2&rankName7=TIME_1_0_0_0&rankName8=GEO_1_0_0_1&sortR=ASC_-1_FIRST&sortC=ASC_-1_FIRST&rStp=&cStp=&rDCh=&cDCh=&rDM=true&cDM=true&footnes=false&empty=false&wai=false&time_mode=NONE&time_most_recent=false&lang=EN&cfo=%23%23%23%2C%23%23%23.%23%23%23
http://appsso.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/nui/show.do?query=BOOKMARK_DS-406763_QID_-48C58828_UID_-3F171EB0&layout=TIME,C,X,0;GEO,L,Y,0;UNIT,L,Z,0;NA_ITEM,L,Z,1;INDICATORS,C,Z,2;&zSelection=DS-406763UNIT,CLV_PCH_PRE;DS-406763INDICATORS,OBS_FLAG;DS-406763NA_ITEM,P6;&rankName1=UNIT_1_2_-1_2&rankName2=INDICATORS_1_2_-1_2&rankName3=NA-ITEM_1_2_-1_2&rankName4=TIME_1_0_0_0&rankName5=GEO_1_0_0_1&sortR=ASC_-1_FIRST&sortC=ASC_-1_FIRST&rStp=&cStp=&rDCh=&cDCh=&rDM=true&cDM=true&footnes=false&empty=false&wai=false&time_mode=FIXED&time_most_recent=true&lang=EN&cfo=%23%23%23%2C%23%23%23.%23%23%23
http://appsso.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/nui/show.do?query=BOOKMARK_DS-406763_QID_-C92D67E_UID_-3F171EB0&layout=TIME,C,X,0;GEO,L,Y,0;UNIT,L,Z,0;NA_ITEM,L,Z,1;INDICATORS,C,Z,2;&zSelection=DS-406763UNIT,CLV_PCH_PRE;DS-406763INDICATORS,OBS_FLAG;DS-406763NA_ITEM,P7;&rankName1=UNIT_1_2_-1_2&rankName2=INDICATORS_1_2_-1_2&rankName3=NA-ITEM_1_2_-1_2&rankName4=TIME_1_0_0_0&rankName5=GEO_1_0_0_1&sortR=ASC_-1_FIRST&sortC=ASC_-1_FIRST&rStp=&cStp=&rDCh=&cDCh=&rDM=true&cDM=true&footnes=false&empty=false&wai=false&time_mode=FIXED&time_most_recent=true&lang=EN&cfo=%23%23%23%2C%23%23%23.%23%23%23
http://appsso.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/nui/show.do?query=BOOKMARK_DS-406763_QID_-53B7E837_UID_-3F171EB0&layout=TIME,C,X,0;GEO,L,Y,0;UNIT,L,Z,0;NA_ITEM,L,Z,1;INDICATORS,C,Z,2;&zSelection=DS-406763UNIT,CLV_PCH_PRE;DS-406763INDICATORS,OBS_FLAG;DS-406763NA_ITEM,P51G;&rankName1=UNIT_1_2_-1_2&rankName2=INDICATORS_1_2_-1_2&rankName3=NA-ITEM_1_2_-1_2&rankName4=TIME_1_0_0_0&rankName5=GEO_1_0_0_1&sortR=ASC_-1_FIRST&sortC=ASC_-1_FIRST&rStp=&cStp=&rDCh=&cDCh=&rDM=true&cDM=true&footnes=false&empty=false&wai=false&time_mode=FIXED&time_most_recent=true&lang=EN&cfo=%23%23%23%2C%23%23%23.%23%23%23
http://appsso.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/nui/show.do?query=BOOKMARK_DS-406763_QID_40ADC8E7_UID_-3F171EB0&layout=TIME,C,X,0;GEO,L,Y,0;UNIT,L,Z,0;NA_ITEM,L,Z,1;INDICATORS,C,Z,2;&zSelection=DS-406763UNIT,PC_GDP;DS-406763INDICATORS,OBS_FLAG;DS-406763NA_ITEM,P51G;&rankName1=UNIT_1_2_-1_2&rankName2=INDICATORS_1_2_-1_2&rankName3=NA-ITEM_1_2_-1_2&rankName4=TIME_1_0_0_0&rankName5=GEO_1_0_0_1&sortR=ASC_-1_FIRST&sortC=ASC_-1_FIRST&rStp=&cStp=&rDCh=&cDCh=&rDM=true&cDM=true&footnes=false&empty=false&wai=false&time_mode=FIXED&time_most_recent=true&lang=EN&cfo=%23%23%23%2C%23%23%23.%23%23%23
http://appsso.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/nui/show.do?query=BOOKMARK_DS-416345_QID_6DF86840_UID_-3F171EB0&layout=TIME,C,X,0;GEO,L,Y,0;UNIT,L,Z,0;SECTOR,L,Z,1;NA_ITEM,L,Z,2;INDICATORS,C,Z,3;&zSelection=DS-416345SECTOR,S13;DS-416345INDICATORS,OBS_FLAG;DS-416345NA_ITEM,P51G;DS-416345UNIT,PC_GDP;&rankName1=UNIT_1_2_-1_2&rankName2=SECTOR_1_2_-1_2&rankName3=INDICATORS_1_2_-1_2&rankName4=NA-ITEM_1_2_-1_2&rankName5=TIME_1_0_0_0&rankName6=GEO_1_0_0_1&sortR=ASC_-1_FIRST&sortC=ASC_-1_FIRST&rStp=&cStp=&rDCh=&cDCh=&rDM=true&cDM=true&footnes=false&empty=false&wai=false&time_mode=FIXED&time_most_recent=true&lang=EN&cfo=%23%23%23%2C%23%23%23.%23%23%23
http://appsso.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/nui/show.do?query=BOOKMARK_DS-406763_QID_23DF6642_UID_-3F171EB0&layout=TIME,C,X,0;GEO,L,Y,0;UNIT,L,Z,0;NA_ITEM,L,Z,1;INDICATORS,C,Z,2;&zSelection=DS-406763UNIT,CLV_PCH_PRE;DS-406763INDICATORS,OBS_FLAG;DS-406763NA_ITEM,P3;&rankName1=UNIT_1_2_-1_2&rankName2=INDICATORS_1_2_-1_2&rankName3=NA-ITEM_1_2_-1_2&rankName4=TIME_1_0_0_0&rankName5=GEO_1_0_0_1&sortR=ASC_-1_FIRST&sortC=ASC_-1_FIRST&rStp=&cStp=&rDCh=&cDCh=&rDM=true&cDM=true&footnes=false&empty=false&wai=false&time_mode=FIXED&time_most_recent=true&lang=EN&cfo=%23%23%23%2C%23%23%23.%23%23%23
http://appsso.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/nui/show.do?query=BOOKMARK_DS-406763_QID_52D28671_UID_-3F171EB0&layout=TIME,C,X,0;GEO,L,Y,0;UNIT,L,Z,0;NA_ITEM,L,Z,1;INDICATORS,C,Z,2;&zSelection=DS-406763UNIT,CLV_PCH_PRE;DS-406763INDICATORS,OBS_FLAG;DS-406763NA_ITEM,P31_S14;&rankName1=UNIT_1_2_-1_2&rankName2=INDICATORS_1_2_-1_2&rankName3=NA-ITEM_1_2_-1_2&rankName4=TIME_1_0_0_0&rankName5=GEO_1_0_0_1&sortR=ASC_-1_FIRST&sortC=ASC_-1_FIRST&rStp=&cStp=&rDCh=&cDCh=&rDM=true&cDM=true&footnes=false&empty=false&wai=false&time_mode=FIXED&time_most_recent=true&lang=EN&cfo=%23%23%23%2C%23%23%23.%23%23%23
http://appsso.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/nui/show.do?query=BOOKMARK_DS-053230_QID_343C87CB_UID_-3F171EB0&layout=TIME,C,X,0;GEO,L,Y,0;INDIC_IL,L,Z,0;INDICATORS,C,Z,1;&zSelection=DS-053230INDICATORS,OBS_FLAG;DS-053230INDIC_IL,GINI_HND;&rankName1=INDIC-IL_1_2_-1_2&rankName2=INDICATORS_1_2_-1_2&rankName3=TIME_1_0_0_0&rankName4=GEO_1_0_0_1&sortR=ASC_-1_FIRST&sortC=ASC_-1_FIRST&rStp=&cStp=&rDCh=&cDCh=&rDM=true&cDM=true&footnes=false&empty=false&wai=false&time_mode=FIXED&time_most_recent=true&lang=EN&cfo=%23%23%23%2C%23%23%23.%23%23%23
http://appsso.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/nui/show.do?query=BOOKMARK_DS-420900_QID_-2332947_UID_-3F171EB0&layout=TIME,C,X,0;GEO,L,Y,0;UNIT,L,Z,0;NA_ITEM,L,Z,1;INDICATORS,C,Z,2;&zSelection=DS-420900NA_ITEM,NULC_PER;DS-420900INDICATORS,OBS_FLAG;DS-420900UNIT,PCH_PRE;&rankName1=TIME_1_0_0_0&rankName2=UNIT_1_2_-1_2&rankName3=GEO_1_2_0_1&rankName4=INDICATORS_1_2_-1_2&rankName5=NA-ITEM_1_2_-1_2&sortR=ASC_-1_FIRST&pprRK=FIRST&pprSO=PROTOCOL&ppcRK=FIRST&ppcSO=ASC&sortC=ASC_-1_FIRST&rStp=&cStp=&rDCh=&cDCh=&rDM=true&cDM=true&footnes=false&empty=false&wai=false&time_mode=ROLLING&time_most_recent=true&lang=EN&cfo=%23%23%23%2C%23%23%23.%23%23%23
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This note looks at the 2019 recommendations on the economic policies of the euro 
area adopted by the Council, upon proposal of the Commission.  Its scope is to 
provide an overview of their follow up, making use of public information and 
based on proxies such as on how the Eurogroup has integrated euro area 
recommendations concerns in their “thematic discussions” and its work 
programmes, as well as Commission’s assessment. It also looks at the Commission 
proposal for the 2020 euro area recommendations and the foreseen timetable for 
their adoption. In addition, the note provides a review of the euro area 
recommendations from an institutional perspective and includes broad 
comparisons to earlier recommendations, to illustrate how policy concerns have 
evolved over time. This note is regularly updated.  

I. The euro area recommendation: institutional perspective  

Within the framework of the European Semester, the Council issues, on the basis of a Commission proposal, 
annual recommendations on the economic policy of the euro area (the euro area recommendation (EAR)), 
in accordance with Articles 136 and 121(2) of the Treaty of the Functioning of the European Union (TFEU). 
These recommendations typically cover fiscal, financial and structural issues, as well as institutional aspects 
of the Economic and Monetary Union (EMU). The EAR aim to provide orientations to euro area Member 
States on issues that are relevant for the functioning of the euro area as a whole (and, thus, are to be 
regarded as a “common concern”), such as policies related the euro area fiscal stance and the completion of 
the EMU. Since the 2015 Semester cycle, and following the recommendations in the Five Presidents’ report, 
the EAR are part of the so called autumn package, and precede the country specific recommendations 
(CSRs).  

At the national level, euro area countries are expected to take into consideration these recommendations 
when: 

(1) drafting their Stability Programmes and National Reform Programmes (to be submitted to the 
Commission and Council by April), and 

(2) in implementing their CSRs.  

The Council and the Commission are expected to monitor the implementation of the EAR and take further 
actions as appropriate. The European Parliament scrutinises the decisions taken at the EU-level during the 
Semester cycle, in particular by means of Economic Dialogues. Parliament also holds debates in plenary to 
contribute to policy setting; that was the case, for instance, in December 2015, when Parliament held a 

http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:12012E/TXT&from=FR
https://ec.europa.eu/commission/sites/beta-political/files/5-presidents-report_en.pdf
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/BRIE/2015/528782/IPOL_BRI(2015)528782_EN.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/doceo/document/CRE-8-2015-12-15-ITM-003_EN.html?redirect
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debate in Plenary with the Commission and the then President of the Eurogroup (EG) on euro area priorities, 
on the back of the Commission May 2015 EAR proposal. Parliament also contributes to the whole Semester 
process via its resolutions, for example, on the European Semester for economic policy coordination (e.g. on 
the Annual Growth Survey and on the Euro Area developments in relation to the 2019 cycle14). Moreover, 
the ECON Committee regularly requests external research papers on various topical issues (e.g. on how to 
improve the European Semester, how to measure and improve convergence in EMU, the role of public debt 
sustainability assessments and, more recently, on the role of the automatic fiscal stabilisers in the euro 
area15). 

At the euro area level, as such, there is (1) no institutional body that bears formal responsibility for the 
implementation of EAR and (2) no formal mechanism to ensure implementation of (or enforce) these 
recommendations. Nevertheless, the EG, as the de facto coordination body of euro area policies, takes into 
account the euro area recommendations when drawing up its work programmes and undertakes “thematic 
discussions” on issues that are relevant from an euro area perspective and somehow addressed in the EAR. 
In particular, the Council considers the EG as the appropriate forum for Member States to “take action”, 
individually and collectively16, to implement euro area recommendations17. Notwithstanding, most of the 
actions covered by the EAR need implementation at national level (in particular, the EAR covering fiscal and 
structural issues), even if such actions are coordinated at European level within the European Semester18. As 
proxies to understand what has been done following the adoption of the EAR, the main public sources today 
are (a) publicly available information on Eurogroup discussions and (b) Commission’s staff analysis relating 
to the Semester. This note focus on both.  

The European Fiscal Board also plays a role in advising the Commission and relevant stakeholders on the 
consistency between the national fiscal stances and the fiscal stance of the euro area as a whole19 and may, 
therefore, contribute to the debate on the implementation of the EAR. The European Fiscal Board regularly 
appears before the European Parliament for hearings20. The European Economic and Social Committee 
(EESC) also issues opinions on euro area policies21.  

II. The 2019 euro area recommendation: from proposal to adoption  

The proposal for the 2019 EAR was adopted by the Commission on 21 November 2018. After discussion by 
the appropriate preparatory bodies (in particular, the Eurogroup Working Group and the Economic and 
Financial Committee), the proposal for EAR was discussed and adopted at the 21-22 January 2019 Eurogroup 
and Ecofin meetings and endorsed by the 21-22 March 2019 European Council, in accordance with the 

                                                             
14 For the 2020 cycle please see here.  
15 For an overview of all the external papers requested during the 8th Parliamentary term, see specific EGOV paper. 
16 In fact, the EA recommendations include, after the recitals and preceding the recommendations themselves, a 
sentence stating that the Council recommends “euro-area Member States take action within the Eurogroup, individually 
and collectively, (...)”. This seems a mandate for Member States to reflect the EAR in their economic policies, to consider 
them as a matter of common concern and points to a coordination and monitoring role by the Eurogroup.  
17 See section below on the Eurogroup work programme for the first and second half of 2019.   
18 In a paper commissioned by the European Parliament, of September 2016, on “Structural policies for growth and 
jobs: best practices, benchmarking and the role of the Eurogroup”, Henrik Enderlein and Jörg Haas propose “The role 
of the Eurogroup in the European Semester would need to be defined ex-ante, not ad-hoc. This would include officially 
assuming the responsibility for achieving the euro-area CSRs, following up on country-level CSRs and possibly taking up an 
active role in the MIP.”.  
19 See specific EGOV paper on the euro area fiscal stance.  
20 The last of such events took place on 24 September 2019, where the Chair of the European Fiscal Board (EFB) 
presented the Board’s general orientation of fiscal policy in the euro area for 2020. For the 2019 cycle, the EBF 
orientation was put forward in June 2018, when the EFB published its “Assessment of the fiscal stance appropriate for 
the euro area in 2019”.  
21 For 2019, the EESC issued its report in January 2019. 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/file_import/csr2015_euroarea_en_0.pdf
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/doceo/document/TA-8-2019-0201_EN.html
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/committees/en/econ/economic-governance.html?tab=European%20Semester
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/council-eu/eurogroup/work-programme/
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/BRIE/2017/542674/IPOL_BRI(2017)542674_EN.pdf
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52018DC0759&from=EN
https://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-5097-2019-INIT/en/pdf
https://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-5544-2019-INIT/en/pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/meetings/eurogroup/2019/01/21/
https://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-5355-2019-INIT/en/pdf
https://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-5644-2019-INIT/en/pdf
https://oeil.secure.europarl.europa.eu/oeil/popups/ficheprocedure.do?lang=&reference=2019/2211(INI)
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/IDAN/2019/624421/IPOL_IDA(2019)624421_EN.pdf
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/IDAN/2016/574427/IPOL_IDA(2016)574427_EN.pdf
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/BRIE/2016/587374/IPOL_BRI(2016)587374_EN.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/business-economy-euro/economic-and-fiscal-policy-coordination/european-fiscal-board-efb_en#events
https://ec.europa.eu/info/publications/assessment-prospective-fiscal-stance-appropriate-euro-area-2020_en
https://www.eesc.europa.eu/en/our-work/opinions-information-reports/opinions/euro-area-economic-policy-2019
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Council roadmap for the 2019 European Semester. The recommendation was then submitted to the General 
Affairs Council of 9 April 2019 for final adoption and was published on 12 April 2019.  

The Commission’s proposal for the 2019 EA recommendations covered four key policy areas, namely: 
(1) structural reforms (supporting investment, boosting productivity, and reinforcing labour markets and 
sustainable social protection systems); (2) rebuilding fiscal buffers in countries with high levels of public 
debt and generally improving the quality of public finances; (3) completing the Banking Union; and finally 
(4) making progress on completing the EMU. While these priorities were also embodied in the previous 
cycle, the emphasis placed on some of the elements that were maintained has somehow changed, as shown 
in Annex 3. In this sense, compared to those for 2018, the recommendations proposed for 2019 were shorter 
and more sharply focused on the areas that the Commission envisaged as priority, like reinforcing the 
monetary union and rebuilding fiscal buffers.  

The recitals accompanying Commission’s proposals provided further guidance to what the Commission 
envisaged:  

(a) reinforcing the internal rebalancing of the euro area by an appropriate deleveraging pace, create an 
environment supportive of growth  and adopting reforms to increase productivity; 
(b) focussing on structural reforms, to underpin the gradual normalisation of monetary policy;  
(c) differentiating national fiscal policies, properly coordinated, aiming at strengthening the overall fiscal 
sustainability of the euro area and considering the available fiscal space of each Member State, and setting 
a slightly expansionary euro area fiscal stance in 2019; 
(d) reinforcing the build-up of fiscal buffers for Member States with high levels of public debt, whilst Member 
States with fiscal should increase public investment.  

The recitals also highlight the Commission’s ambitions in relation to reinforcing supervisory cooperation 
and the European Banking Authority’s mandate, with the aim of better tackling money laundering as a new 
priority in face of the recent scandals. On the other hand, deepening the EMU, making progress on the 
Capital Markets Union and completing the Banking Union remain priorities, as already set out in the 2018 
EAR, although the Commission framed these reforms in the context of a strengthened international role of 
the euro.  

As part of the discussions preceding Council adoption of the EAR, the Eurogroup Working Group, the 
Economic and Financial Committee and the Economic and Policy Committee (Ecofin Council preparatory 
bodies) amended the Commission proposals, notably concerning the commitments to debt reduction and 
rebuilding of fiscal buffers and the framing of discussions regarding EDIS and the deepening of the EMU. 
References were added to the Capital Markets Union (CMU), fight against aggressive tax planning and to 
promote "quality job creation". In particular, the following can be highlighted: 

- Additions relating to the need to improve the quality of institutions and not only the business 
environment (in the context of deepening the Single Market – EAR 1); 

- The need to reduce external debt and increase competitiveness in MS with high external debt (EAR 1) 
and not only those with current account deficits (as the Commission initially proposed); 

- the specification to consider productivity as part of competitiveness 
- The support to public and private investment was framed by the respect of the SGP (EAR 2); 
- The recommendation on rebuilding fiscal buffers is, again as in 2018, addressed to all MSs and not, as 

the Commission initially proposed, to the Member States with high levels of public debt. Nevertheless, 
the rebuilding of fiscal buffers was “especially” addressed to those Member States (EAR 2); 

- Fighting aggressive tax planning gained prominence; in the Commission’s proposal reference was made 
only in recital (EAR 2);  

- Promote "quality job creation" was added, as well as a recommendation to strengthen training (and not 
only education) (EAR 3); 

- A reference was added to anticipating the backstop to the SRF, if sufficient progress in risk reduction is 
achieved (EAR 4);  

http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-12451-2018-REV-1/en/pdf
https://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-8192-2019-INIT/en/pdf
https://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-8192-2019-INIT/en/pdf
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=OJ:C:2019:136:FULL&from=EN
https://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-5097-2019-INIT/en/pdf
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- Making ambitious progress on CMU, (which was only mentioned in recital 9 in the Commission’s 
proposal), was added (EAR 4); 

- A reference was added to overcoming limitations to liquidity provision in resolution (EAR 4); 
- The reference to “swiftly reducing the level of non-performing loans” was qualified by adding “continue 

to swiftly reduce”, acknowledging what has already been done on that front (EAR 4); 
- Reference to working in an inclusive way with non-euro area member states on deepening of the EMU 

was added and “completing” the EMU was replaced by “deepening” the EMU (EAR 5).   
In addition, the wording of the Commission proposals were slightly nuanced in what concerns: 

- EDIS: the Council preparatory bodies added a reference to the HLWG, which seems to be somehow 
limiting the "ambition" of the Commission’s proposal (EAR 4);  

- Specific references to Commission’s proposals on the Reform Support Programme and the European 
Investment Stabilisation Function were replaced by a more general reference to “Commission 
proposals” on deepening of the EMU (EAR 5); 

- In the same EAR 5, references to some Member States initiatives, to the Statement of the Euro Summit 
of 14 December 2018 and to the EU internal market appear to give a frame for the work relating to 
deepening of the EMU.  

Annex 2 provides a comparison of the 2019 EAR proposed by the Commission, the recommendations after 
discussions in Council preparatory bodies and the final adopted version. No major changes were introduced 
at the final adoption stage (in other words all material changes were made during the discussions in Council 
preparatory bodies, where the discussions are not public). Annex 3 provides a comparison between the 2018 
and 2019 euro area recommendations. 

III. Follow up of the 2019 euro area recommendation 

As already mentioned, the follow up of the EAR is not specifically assigned to an EU Institution, nor is its 
assessment. Nevertheless, the EG can be considered as the de facto responsible institution for the EAR 
implementation, and the Commission as the institution responsible for its assessment.  

3.1 Eurogroup’s discussions 

The EG adopted its work programme for the first half of 2019 on 3 December and for the second half of 2019 
on 13 June (see boxes 1 and 2 below). In both work programmes, the EG mentioned having taken into 
account the EAR in setting its priorities.  

Box 1: Eurogroup’s work programme for the first half of 2019 
According to the work programme for the first half of 2019, released on 3 December 2018, the EG is to: 
- Maintain its attention on structural reforms to strengthen economic growth, reduce vulnerabilities and be better 
prepared to absorb economic shocks. To focus Ministers’ attention on targeted issues, discussions in preparatory 
committees will be broader in scope.  
- Continue to closely monitor the euro area member states' efforts to ensure sound fiscal policies, as well as the 
budgetary situation in the euro area as a whole, as well as the implementation of any excessive deficit procedure. 
- Continue to be involved in post-programme surveillance in Cyprus, Ireland, Portugal, Spain and following up the 
enhanced surveillance on Greece and implementation of the medium-term debt measures. 
- Continue monitoring issues relevant for financial stability as well as the progress related to strengthening 
the banking union. 
The EG continue inviting specialists to their discussions, preparing the Euro Summit meetings and foresees a 
(possible) exchange of views with the ECON Chair at its 5 April meeting.   

https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/37263/eurogroup-work-programme-i-2019.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/39731/eurogroup-work-programme-ii-2019.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/37263/eurogroup-work-programme-i-2019.pdf
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To find out how the EARs 2019 have been implemented, an indirect instrument is constituted by the 
summaries and conclusions of the debates held in the EG and addressing the four policy areas covered by 
the EAR (see Annex 1 for details). Following the Euro Summits of December 2017 and June 2018, the subjects 
discussed in the EG meetings during 2019 (as it was the case in 2018) concentrated on moving forward 
issues such as the deepening of the EMU and the Banking Union (the latter with less emphasis than in 2018). 
In particular, one can note that: 

• Deepening of the EMU was discussed in almost all EG meetings, with the involvement of non-euro 
area Member States, as it was the case in 2018; 

• the euro area fiscal policies were often discussed and referred to in the EG and Ministers affirmed 
their readiness to take measures if risks to the downside materialise; 

• Ministers held thematic discussions (with the assistance of expert notes and speakers) on topics 
related to housing markets and their impact on macroeconomic stability, quality of public finances, 
competitiveness developments, inequality in the euro area and investment in innovation and 
research; 

• No information was found on whether the EG discussed issuers related to taxation (which is 
addressed in EARs 2 and 3).  

Besides these themes, the EG also discussed Brexit (at its January 2019 meeting) and appointments (namely, 
to the European Central Bank), prepared international meetings (at its April meeting), Croatia’s accession to 
ERM II (at its July meeting) and the EG transparency (at its September meeting). The EG was also debriefed 
twice (in April and October) by the responsible boards of the Single Supervisory Mechanism and the Single 
Resolution Mechanism.  

3.2 Analysis by the Commission services 

From 2014 to 2016, the Commission used to provide a quantitative grid, similar to that used for the CSRs, to 
assess progress with the EAR. Such assessment - even if complex due to the specific design and role of the 
EAR, may be seen as crucial for the effectiveness and legitimacy of the instrument. In its 2016 assessment, 
the last one where the Commission adopted a quantitative grid, the Staff Working Document stated “A fuller 
assessment, based on individual country's progress with the CSRs flagged as relevant for the implementation of 
the 2016 EARs, will be presented in the country reports of Spring 2017. “.  

Since 2017, the Commission has not published such grid, possibly because the EAR are mostly addressed to 
Member States, which have to take action to follow such recommendations in the context of 
implementation of the respective CSRs. Nevertheless, the Commission follows up on the previous year EAR 
in the recitals for the new EAR and in the Staff Working Document (SWD) that accompanies the new cycle-

Box 2: Eurogroup’s work programme for the second half of 2019 
According to the work programme for the second half of 2019, released on 13 June 2019, the EG is to: 
- Continue to follow economic developments attentively and provide coordinated, timely and differentiated policy 
responses if risks materialise.  
- Continue to closely monitor efforts to ensure sound fiscal policies and assess the budgetary situation in the euro 
area as a whole, assess draft budgetary plans and be involved in the general evaluation of the EU fiscal rules, from 
the perspective of the euro area, as appropriate, in the context of the planned review of the legislation.  
- Continue to be involved in post programme surveillance in Cyprus, Ireland, Portugal, Spain and following up the 
enhanced surveillance on Greece and implementation of the medium-term debt measures. 
- Continue monitoring issues relevant for financial stability as well as the progress related to strengthening 
the banking union and the international role of the euro. 
- Continue work on deepening the EMU and completing the Banking Union.  
The EG continue inviting specialists to their discussions and will prepare the Euro Summit meetings.  

https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2019/01/21/remarks-by-m-centeno-following-the-eurogroup-meeting-of-21-january-2019/
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/meetings/eurogroup/2019/04/05/
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/meetings/eurogroup/2019/07/08/
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/40727/summing-up-letter-eurogroup-13-september-2019.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/2017-european-semester-recommendation-euro-area-staff-working-document_en_0.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/39731/eurogroup-work-programme-ii-2019.pdf
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EAR. Such elements provide a background analysis of developments in the euro area and constitute the 
underpinning of the new cycle-EAR. This is clear from the 2018 assessment, which accompanied the 
proposed 2019 EAR: it seems to focus on whether the overall situation in the euro area evolved in a direction 
consistent with the policy orientations previously established as a basis for proposing the policy options for 
the new cycle. Insofar the recommendations on deepening the EMU and Banking Union refer to European 
policies, there is still a European interest (and rationale) for the Commission to assess progress on a yearly 
basis.  

As a novelty, the Commission provided, together with the presentation of the draft EAR for 2020, in its staff 
working document (SWD), a qualitative assessment of the implementation of the 2019 EAR22. The 
Commission concludes that:  

 Some progress was achieved on reforms aimed to increase potential growth, competitiveness and 
productivity (namely with progress in the areas of research and innovation). Progress related to  
network industries and to sustainability has been slower; most Member States improved their 
business environment scores, but large differences remain and no significant improvement in 
quality of public finances could be identified; 

 Progress has stalled  on the fiscal recommendation, where lack of differentiation in Member States’ 
fiscal policies remain; 

 The labour market and social situation continues to improve, but challenges remain, namely in 
relation to labour market segmentation and in-work poverty;  

 Resilience of the financial sector has improved, through a number of actions (the backstop to the 
Single Resolution Fund, work on the European Deposit Insurance Scheme, etc.) but further progress 
is needed, namely on reduction of non-financial corporations debt; 

 Progress was slow on deepening the EMU, in particular in what concerns a euro area wide 
stabilisation function and euro area governance, thus hindering the international role of the euro.  

The Commission also signals that the 2021 SWD on the EAR will provide a more complete review of progress 
in implementing the EAR, based on a methodology to be elaborated and discussed with the euro area 
Member States and institutions in the relevant committees. The review would provide an overview of 
progress for the EA as a whole in implementing previous year’s EAR.  

One may note that in the proposed governance framework for the budgetary instrument for 
competitiveness and convergence (BICC) that the Commission put forward in July 2019 (see box 5 for further 
details), it is foreseen that the Commission will annually assess the implementation of the specific EAR23 
setting out the strategic orientations on the reform and investment priorities for the euro area.  

IV. Focus on: EMU and Banking Union in the euro area recommendation 

Deepening of the EMU and reinforcing Banking Union have been the frontrunner topics in the policy 
discussions at EG level both in 2018 and 2019.  

4.1 Setting the scene: the Eurogroup 2018 discussions 

In January 2018, the EG agreed on focusing discussions on two priority areas: completion of the Banking 
Union (in adherence to the Council 2016 roadmap, by developing further specific measures concerning risk 
reduction and risk sharing) and the reform of the European Stability Mechanism (ESM), focusing on its 
evolving functions and role. The EG concluded that sequencing and holding discussions in a stable and 

                                                             
22 The assessment is based on reforms undertaken at national and European levels and takes into account policy 
outcomes at euro level and available assessments at country level. If a specific recommendation is addressed to a 
number of Member States, only those addressees are considered for the purpose of assessing implementation.  
23 See article 4(2) of the proposed regulation.  

https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/2019-european-semester-recommendation-euro-area-staff-working-document_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/publications/2020-european-semester-euro-area-recommendation_en
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52019SC0631&from=EN
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/regulation-governance-framework-budgetary-instrument-convergence-and-competitiveness-euro-area_en.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/32572/summing-up-letter-eurogroup-22-january-2018.pdf
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inclusive format would be essential for bringing all views on board. Some Ministers are reported to have 
requested work to continue as well on other issues – such as a fiscal capacity and improved fiscal rules – in 
order to reach a comprehensive political decision. Discussions at EG were also framed by policy proposals 
put forward by a number of Member States (see boxes 3 and 4 below).  

 

 
Since then, the EG has advanced discussions on both issues. The 3 December 2018 Eurogroup delivered 
political agreement on a ‘’comprehensive plan to strengthen the Euro’’ that materialised in:  

(1) a report to the Euro Leaders meeting of 14 December and 3 annexes, dealing with (a) the terms of 
reference for the Single Resolution Fund backstop, (b) the ESM Term sheet and (c) the ESM-COM 
cooperation agreement, 

Box 3: The Meseberg and the Hanseatic Declarations 

In June 2018, France and Germany laid out a roadmap for the Euro Area (known as the Meseberg declaration) 
addressing ways forward in the deepening of the EMU. The two countries endorsed a stronger role of the ESM, a 
common backstop, and called for increasing the efficiency of existing precautionary instruments (such as an ESM 
precautionary credit line). It was suggested to “start working on the possible introduction of Euro Collective Action 
Clauses with single limb aggregation”, with the ESM mediating between the sovereign and its creditors. Regarding 
the Banking Union, they supported further steps in reducing and sharing risk in the financial sector, in the 
appropriate sequence. France and Germany confirmed their pledge to make decisive progress towards a Capital 
Markets Union. The two Member States complemented their proposals on the 19 November.  

In November 2018, the Finance Ministers of Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, Ireland, Latvia, 
Lithuania, the Netherlands, Sweden and Slovakia presented their views on the issue, highlighting the 
importance of the ESM for financial stability beyond the euro area and their commitment to an effective ESM 
backing up the Single Resolution Fund (SRF). They also pointed out that the ESM as a lender should “bear the 
responsibility for assessing and approving the conditionality and determining the financing terms, including size and 
maturity of financial assistance”. Their statement implied that financial assistance requires, under the Treaty terms, 
strict conditionality, and that if debt sustainability cannot be assured, appropriate measures should be taken, in 
cooperation with the private creditors. These countries also stated that “single limb CACs” could render more 
predictable the financial assistance framework. The ESM should be tasked with assessing the repayment capacity 
of a requesting Member State, taking into account the debt sustainability assessments produced by other 
institutions, have access to enough and timely information and be fully involved in program preparation and ex-
post monitoring.  

Box 4: France-German joint statement of 19 November 2018 

The France-Germany joint statement of 19 November 2018 outlined the main elements of a possible euro area 
budget. Such facility would (a) be limited to the euro area, as it requires higher convergence  and competitiveness 
to facilitate stabilisation, insofar the usual instruments of monetary policy and exchange rate adjustment are 
absent; (b) be employed to foster convergence and incentivise the implementation of growth enhancing reform , 
“co-financing growth enhancing public expenditures such as investments, research and development, innovation 
and human capital”; (c) would be voted by all 27 Member States as part of the Union budget; (d) be based upon 
articles 175/3 (specific action outside Structural Funds), 182 (research and technology development), 173 
(competitiveness of industry) and 136 (provisions specific to euro area member states) of the TFUE; (e) be part of 
the Union budget and financed by external assigned revenues (the financial transaction tax being mentioned) by  
European resources (the reform delivery tool), and on the basis of regular contributions from euro area Member 
States channelled to the EU budget through an intergovernmental agreement; (f) only euro area Member States 
would participate; (g) the agreement would set the basis for contributions and a binding maximum amount; (h) its 
governance would be that one of the EU budget, but under the strategic guidance of the Euro Summit and 
operationalisation by Eurogroup, on the basis of short term programmes designed by Member States and 
approved by the Commission; (i) Member States would only receive funding if in compliance with their obligations 
under the European economic coordination framework and fiscal rules; (j) a multiannual cap would  be negotiated 
in the context of the MFF. The statement does not mention an overall size for the euro area budget, leaving that to 
be defined through inter-governmental agreements. 

https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2018/12/04/remarks-by-m-centeno-following-the-eurogroup-meeting-of-3-december-2018/pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2018/12/04/eurogroup-report-to-leaders-on-emu-deepening/
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/37268/tor-backstop_041218_final_clean.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/37268/tor-backstop_041218_final_clean.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/37267/esm-term-sheet-041218_final_clean.pdf
https://www.esm.europa.eu/press-releases/joint-position-future-cooperation-between-european-commission-and-esm
https://www.esm.europa.eu/press-releases/joint-position-future-cooperation-between-european-commission-and-esm
https://www.economie.gouv.fr/files/files/PDF/2018/Finances-Euro_Area_Roadmap-EN.pdf
https://vm.fi/documents/10623/6305483/Valtiovarainministerien%2Bkannanotto%2BEuroopan%2Bvakausmekanismin%2Bkehitt%C3%A4misest%C3%A4/9f22cbc2-a624-accc-7bf8-342fb3da9397/Valtiovarainministerien%2Bkannanotto%2BEuroopan%2Bvakausmekanismin%2Bkehitt%C3%A4misest%C3%A4.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/37011/proposal-on-the-architecture-of-a-eurozone-budget.pdf
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(2) a proposal for the establishment of a High Level Working Group on a European deposit insurance scheme 
(HLWG on EDIS), with a broad mandate encompassing other missing elements such as liquidity in 
resolution, and  

(3) a possible budgetary instrument for the euro area24 (the budgetary instrument for convergence and 
competitiveness, BICC25). Discussions on BICC are also linked to the Multiannual Financial Framework and 
the Commission proposals therewith aiming at deepening the EMU (see box 5 below).  

Following endorsement of the EG proposals by the December 2018 Euro Summit, the EG continued 
discussions in 2019 on deepening the EMU (point 4.2 below),  the ESM reform (point 4.3 below) and the 
budgetary instrument for the euro area (point 4.4 below). 

 

4.2 Eurogroup advancements on Banking Union issues in 2019  

On the Banking Union front, and after preliminary discussions in January, the EG was updated in April on 
progress with the discussions on a roadmap for beginning political negotiations on EDIS and further work 
planned until June 2019.  

In June, Ministers discussed a report with the personal considerations of the Chair of the HLWG on EDIS and 
recognised that further technical work will be needed on defining a transitional path to the steady state 
Banking Union. As explained in the report, discussions have particularly come up against the right 
sequencing of reforms, the design of EDIS (i.e. mutualisation vs co-insurance), home/host issue and the 
regulatory treatment of sovereign exposures. The report also advocated the continuing implementation of 
(i) the NPL Action Plan, including relevant supervisory measures; (ii) the Banking Package, including the 
accumulation/build-up of MREL; (iii) the build-up of national Deposit Guarantee Schemes to the target level 

                                                             
24 The report to Euro Leaders mentions Ministers having reached agreement on a “possible instruments for 
competitiveness, convergence and stabilisation in EMU” but limited in scope to convergence and competitiveness. As 
referred in the report:  “The possible features of a stabilisation function were also discussed, including the unemployment 
insurance scheme. We did not reach a common view on the need and design of such a function. Technical discussions 
continue.”. The Euro Summit Leaders statement further mentions that: “In the context of the Multiannual Financial 
Framework (MFF), we mandate the Eurogroup to work on the design, modalities of implementation and timing of a 
budgetary instrument for convergence and competitiveness for the euro area, and ERM II Member States on a voluntary 
basis. It will be part of the EU budget, coherent with other EU policies, and subject to criteria and strategic guidance from the 
euro area Member States. We will determine its size in the context of the MFF. The features of the budgetary instrument will 
be agreed in June 2019. The instrument will be adopted in accordance with the legislative procedure, as foreseen by the 
Treaties, on the basis of the relevant Commission proposal to be amended if necessary.”.  
25 As explained by the Council, the BICC “establishes a new fiscal tool dedicated to the euro area. By promoting convergence 
and competitiveness, this budgetary instrument intends to help bring economies closer into line and increase the efficacy of 
monetary policy and, in so doing, to ease concerns about the need for permanent fiscal transfers.”.  

Box 5: Commission MFF proposals related to EMU governance 
As part of the Multiannual Financial Framework, the Commission put forward in May 2018 a number of proposals 
on the so called Heading II - Cohesion and Values - addressing the deepening of the EMU. Such proposals 
encompass three specific goals, to be coordinated within the European Semester:  
(1) support structural reforms (through three different and complementary instruments integrated in the Reform 
Support Programme - Reform Delivery Tool, Convergence Facility and Technical Support Instrument);  
(2) support investment, through the European Structural and Investment Funds and the InvestEU Fund;  
(3) provide stabilisation in case of shocks, through the new European Investment Stabilisation Function (EISF) - 
which would complement the European Stability Mechanism (ESM) and the balance of payments facility, providing 
EU Member States instruments allowing rapid economic rebound in case of shocks and prevent these from 
evolving into crisis and spilling over to other EU economies.  
In addition to that, and outside the MFF, the Commission put forward a proposal for a governance framework for 
BICC.  
 

https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/meetings/euro-summit/2018/12/14/
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2019/01/21/remarks-by-m-centeno-following-the-eurogroup-meeting-of-21-january-2019/
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/39206/20190405-summing-up-letter-inclusive-format.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/meetings/eurogroup/2019/06/13/
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/39768/190606-hlwg-chair-report.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/40105/20190613-summing-up-letter-inclusive-format.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2018/12/04/eurogroup-report-to-leaders-on-emu-deepening/
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/policies/emu-deepening/bicc-faq/
https://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_MEMO-18-3971_en.htm
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/resource.html?uri=cellar:02e3ae29-64af-11e8-ab9c-01aa75ed71a1.0001.03/DOC_1&format=PDF
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/resource.html?uri=cellar:02e3ae29-64af-11e8-ab9c-01aa75ed71a1.0001.03/DOC_1&format=PDF
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/regulation-governance-framework-budgetary-instrument-convergence-and-competitiveness-euro-area_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/regulation-governance-framework-budgetary-instrument-convergence-and-competitiveness-euro-area_en.pdf
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of covered deposits; and (iv) the anti-money laundering (AML) Action Plan. The PEG noted after the meeting 
that “Countries are not yet ready to take a decision on the next steps. More work is needed on this file and we have 
to define the sequence of the decision making process.”. In June, Ministers also took stock of work being done 
to address liquidity in resolution - having opted to pursue work on the more consensual options, i.e. the 
proposal of a SRB guarantee to the Euro system and the capacity of the SRB to provide collateral to banks in 
resolution. Eurogroup was also debriefed in June on the levels of NPLs. 

In November Ministers were updated by the Chair of the HLWG on latest progress and informed of further 
work planned until December. The PEG noted after the meeting that discussions are focusing on “the 
features of a steady state banking union, including a fully-fledged EDIS but also other elements such as insolvency 
laws, cross-border integration, regulatory treatment of sovereign exposures and a safe asset.”. He also referred 
that Ministers took note of a German paper (see Box 6 below) and that he sensed “a new mood in the room 
and I hope that next month we will be able to agree on a roadmap to start political negotiations on this very 
important file.”.  

 

The 2019 December EG took stock of developments at the level of the HLWG and recognised that important 
elements for a strengthened Banking Union are therein contained. Nevertheless, the PEG recognised, in his 
remarks after the meeting, that “They are not yet ripe for endorsement or an in-depth discussion at ministers’ 
level.”. In its letter to the EG, the Chair of the HLWG  set out a programme for a fully-fledged Banking Union: 
it consists of  full implementation of EDIS with loss coverage; diversification of banks’ portfolios of sovereign 

Box 6: German Finance Minister proposal on completing the Banking Union 
In an op-ed in the Financial Times and in a speech at Bloomberg “Future of Finance” Conference in Frankfurt, the 
German Finance Minister put forward, on 6 November, a plan to break the deadlock on completing the Banking 
Union. Such plan addresses the following four areas: 
(1) Efficient supervisory regime and crisis management 
-  Common insolvency and resolution mechanisms for all banks, irrespective of their size and whether they are 
systemically important (namely, to ensure instruments like transfer of deposits and bridge banks would be available 
also to deal with smaller banks, with an enhanced role for the Single Resolution Board). Nevertheless, the Single 
Resolution Fund would still not cover non-systemically relevant institutions 
- US Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation as an example to be looked at 
- dealing with home-host issues in an equitable manner by allowing flexibility to efficiently allocate capital and 
liquidity within the Banking Union in normal times; and a clear allocation of capital and liquidity between parent 
company and subsidiaries in times of crisis; allocation to follow a mandatory “waterfall” payment scheme, based 
on statutory provisions and a decision by the Single Supervisory Mechanism and the Single Resolution Board; 
possibly requiring further harmonising bank company law (creating a European legal form for banks or to refine 
the design of the European Company). 
(2) Further reduction of risks 
- Lower the levels of non-performing loans  
- Review the regulatory treatment of sovereign bonds through risk based concentration charges and “safe 
portfolios” 
- Improve policies and practices to combat money laundering and terrorist financing across the EU. 
(3) European deposit insurance 
- create a European deposit insurance mechanism through a reinsurance scheme based on an Intergovernmental 
Agreement to complement national Deposit Insurance Schemes fully set up under the deposit guarantee systems 
directive, to be coupled with a European Deposit Insurance Fund (DIF) to be administered by the Single Resolution 
Board and with national compartments and a clear waterfall that preserves national responsibility. 
(4) Prevention of arbitrage 
- adopt a common corporate tax base and a minimum effective taxation to ensure uniform taxation of banks within 
the EU.  

https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2019/06/14/remarks-by-mario-centeno-following-the-eurogroup-meeting-of-13-june-2019/
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/meetings/eurogroup/2019/11/07/
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2019/11/07/remarks-by-mario-centeno-following-the-eurogroup-meeting-of-7-november-2019/
http://prod-upp-image-read.ft.com/d3117b58-ffbb-11e9-b7bc-f3fa4e77dd47
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/41643/20191205-letter-president-of-the-eurogroup-to-cm.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2019/12/05/remarks-by-mario-centeno-following-the-eurogroup-meeting-of-4-december-2019/
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/41644/2019-12-03-letter-from-the-hlwg-chair-to-the-peg.pdf
https://www.ft.com/content/82624c98-ff14-11e9-a530-16c6c29e70ca
https://www.bundesfinanzministerium.de/Content/EN/Reden/2019/2019-11-06-Bloomberg-Conference.html
https://www.bundesfinanzministerium.de/Content/EN/Standardartikel/Topics/Financial_markets/Articles/2019-11-06-Bankenunion.html;jsessionid=123B5536E1500FCDE5D5DB8D76C44C29
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exposures; significant reduction of banks NPLs and its appropriate monitoring; well integrated banking 
sector operating efficiently and safely across borders; appropriate crisis management framework. Such work 
plan could span from 2019 to 2024, with a longer implementation phase. Work will continue on the set-up 
and features of EDIS, on bank’s sovereign exposures, on the crisis management framework and on financial 
integration. Ministers have mandated the HLWG to continue working and report back by June 2020.  

4.3 Eurogroup advancements on ESM reform in 2019  

In June 2019, the EG reached a broad agreement on revising the text of the ESM treaty, covering issues such 
as the common backstop for bank resolution, the precautionary instruments, debt sustainability, as well as 
institutional aspects, including the cooperation between the ESM and the European Commission within and 
outside financial assistance programmes. The PEG summing up letter further noted that the common SRF 
backstop will be established at the latest by the end of the transition period and that it may be introduced 
earlier, provided that sufficient progress has been made in risk reduction (to be assessed in 202026). In July, 
the EG discussed ESM again, and notably agreed to finalising the package of documents related to the 
revision of the ESM Treaty by December (the introduction of “Guidelines on the common backstop”  and the 
resolutions of the ESM Board of Governors on the main features of the backstop; the abolition of the Direct 
Recapitalisation of Institutions instrument;  work on the early introduction of the backstop, amendments to 
the Guideline on the precautionary instruments and the common methodological working document on 
debt sustainability analysis).  

In their November meeting, Ministers were updated on technical progress (an amended ESM Guideline for 
precautionary programs and the common methodology on Debt Sustainability Analysis were finalised, and 
the Memorandum of Cooperation between the Commission and the ESM being almost closed) and further 
discussed the backstop for the Single Resolution Fund. There, the PEG noted that “work is advanced on the 
Guideline and Board of Governors resolutions” and that Ministers would “come back to the backstop, including 
the early introduction, at our next meeting, on 4 December.”.  

In their December meeting, Ministers reached an agreement in principle, subject to national procedures, on 
the package of draft documents related to the ESM reform: those relating to the common backstop to the 
Single Resolution Fund27, those relating to the amendments to the ESM precautionary financing instruments 
and those on the terms of reference and explanatory note of single limb Collective Action Clauses (CACs)28 
to be introduced by the 1st of January 202229. An amendment to the ESM Treaty is expected to be signed in 
early 2020. Ministers greeted the agreement reached between the Commission and ESM on their future 
cooperation arrangements and the finalisation of a working document on a common methodology on debt 
sustainability analysis30.   

                                                             
26 For a detailed analysis of the proposed amendments to the ESM treaty, please see specific EGOV paper. 
27 Ministers agreed on a Backstop Guideline and three draft Board of Governors resolutions (one determining the 
nominal cap and setting out the provisions on the permanence of the legal framework; a resolution granting the 
backstop facility and determining the key financial terms and conditions thereof and for the termination of the 
backstop facility; a third resolution confirming that that the Direct Recapitalisation Instrument (DRI) of the ESM will be 
cancelled once  the common backstop is introduced). One additional guideline on pricing policy is also available.  
28 The document does not seem to be publicly available.  
29 The PEG letter notes, nevertheless, that the legal status of such terms of reference are to be clarified ahead of signing 
the ESM treaty amendment.  
30 Both documents seem not to have been made public.  

https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/41643/20191205-letter-president-of-the-eurogroup-to-cm.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/meetings/eurogroup/2019/06/13/
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2019/06/15/economic-and-monetary-union-eurogroup-agrees-term-sheet-on-euro-area-budgetary-instrument-and-revised-esm-treaty/
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/39772/revised-esm-treaty-2.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/40105/20190613-summing-up-letter-inclusive-format.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/40408/20190708-eg-inclusive-summing-up-letter.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2019/11/07/remarks-by-mario-centeno-following-the-eurogroup-meeting-of-7-november-2019/
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/41643/20191205-letter-president-of-the-eurogroup-to-cm.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/41672/20191206-draft-precautionary-guideline.pdf
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/IDAN/2019/634357/IPOL_IDA(2019)634357_EN.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/41668/20191206-draft-backstop-guideline.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/41669/20191206-draft-bog-resolution-1-nominal-cap.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/41670/20191206-draft-bog-resolution-2-key-financial-terms.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/41671/20191206-draft-bog-resolution-3-annulment-of-the-dri.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/41673/20191206-draft-pricing-guideline.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/41643/20191205-letter-president-of-the-eurogroup-to-cm.pdf
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4.4 Eurogroup advancements on a budgetary instrument in 2019 

Lastly, in what concerns the budgetary instrument, Ministers held discussions in January,  February, March, 
April and May31 2019. In their June meeting, Ministers reached agreement on the instrument term sheet, but 
nevertheless could not agree on appropriate options for its financing and no consensus emerged in relation 
to a stabilisation function either. PEG further noted, in its remarks after the meeting, that “More work is 
needed, but today we have taken a number of small steps that combined result in real progress.”.  In its 
Communication on the Multiannual Financial Framework (MFF) addressed to the June European Council32, 
the Commission also noted that “Substantial progress has also been achieved on the features of a budgetary 
instrument for convergence and competitiveness for the euro area. (...) work is progressing rapidly on the basis of 
the Commission’s proposal for a Reform Support Programme. Positions are converging and agreement on the 
main features of the instrument is getting closer.”. 

Discussions continued in July33 and  September meetings, and agreement on all aspects of BICC, namely, 
governance and financing, the allocation methodology, key features of the modulation of the national co-
financing rate and on defining appropriate arrangements for non-euro area Member States not participating 
in the BICC was reached at the October EG meeting34 (see annex 6).  

In its remarks after the October EG meeting, the PEG concluded that the “BICC [will be] an innovative tool, 
different from other EU funds. (…) But this is not a cohesion fund. It is an instrument for all members of the euro 
area. Each and every Member State will receive funding – even the wealthiest Member States get back at least 
70% of what they put in.”. He further added that the instrument will be flexible and would require co-
financing by Member States (to reinforce ownership), the rates of which could be modulated in cases of 
severe economic circumstances. The EG also “understands” that the agreement on BICC will not preclude 
discussions on the Commission’s proposals on the Convergence Facility and the Technical Support 
Instrument. The EG is nevertheless silent in respect to other pillars of Commission’ proposals, namely, the 
European Investment Stabilisation Function and the Reform Delivery Tool. BICC seems to supersede the 
Reform Delivery Tool, one of the legs of the Commission proposal for a Reform Support Programme35. The 
European Investment Stabilisation Function appears to be currently absent from EG discussions.  

In the meantime, in July 2019, the Commission put forward a legislative proposal for a regulation under 
articles 136(1)(b) and 121(6) of TFUE for a governance framework for BICC.  

In its November meeting, Ministers were informed that the “legislative acts that set up BICC are underway”, as 
PEG reported after the meeting. He also underlined that “several members asked for a dedicated regulation on 
the BICC on the grounds that it is a standalone instrument” and that work would continue on the various work 

                                                             
31 Information on what is discussed and actual outcomes are often absent in EG published summing up letters and 
press releases. One of such examples is the summing up letter of the September meeting: “While some would like to use 
only the EU budget own resources for the time being, others prefer to have the possibility to scale the instrument up; this 
raises some concerns which we will attempt to tackle.”, where the concerns referred to are not clarified. On EG 
transparency, see EGOV document on the role and accountability of the President of the Eurogroup.  
32 “Roadmap to an agreement on the Union’s long-term budget for 2021-2027”.  
33 One should note that the PEG summing up letter after the July meeting points to some Ministers having requested 
work on a stabilisation function for the euro area to continue. Nevertheless, no further references are found to that on 
EG public information.  
34 No decision is yet made on the financial envelope for the BICC. Leaders will decide in the framework of the 
Multiannual Financial Framework discussions. It is nevertheless expected that the BICC will draw on funds assigned to 
the Reform Delivery Tool (RDT) in the Commission proposal for the 2021-2027 European Union budgetary package. 
According to this proposal, the RDT would have an envelope of €25 billion, of which €17 billion would be allocated to 
the 19 euro area countries (at this stage, the amounts are purely indicative).  
35 A reference in the background information to Commission legal proposal of a governance framework for BICC to “the 
relevant Commission legislative proposal to be amended if necessary” replicates, word by word, a sentence in the 14 June 
EG BICC term sheet. Therefore the Commission legal proposal for a governance framework for BICC looks  like an 
amended proposal for the Reform Support Programme (see point 3 of the explanatory memorandum accompanying 
the Commission governance proposal). Such amended proposal would incorporate the BICC in the Reform Support 
Programme.  
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https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/38225/20190211-summing-up-letter-eurogroup-inclusive.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/38702/20190311-summing-up-letter-eurogroup-inclusive.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/39206/20190405-summing-up-letter-inclusive-format.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/39506/20190516-summing-up-letter-inclusive-format.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2019/06/15/economic-and-monetary-union-eurogroup-agrees-term-sheet-on-euro-area-budgetary-instrument-and-revised-esm-treaty/
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2019/06/14/term-sheet-on-the-budgetary-instrument-for-convergence-and-competitiveness/
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2019/06/14/remarks-by-mario-centeno-following-the-eurogroup-meeting-of-13-june-2019/
https://ec.europa.eu/commission/sites/beta-political/files/mff-communication-roadmap-agreement_en.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/40408/20190708-eg-inclusive-summing-up-letter.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/40728/summing-up-letter-eurogroup-in-inlcusive-format-13-september-2019.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/41173/summing-up-letter-eg-9-october-2019.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2019/10/10/remarks-by-mario-centeno-following-the-eurogroup-meeting-of-13-september-2019/
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/regulation-governance-framework-budgetary-instrument-convergence-and-competitiveness-euro-area_en.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2019/11/07/remarks-by-mario-centeno-following-the-eurogroup-meeting-of-7-november-2019/
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/40728/summing-up-letter-eurogroup-in-inlcusive-format-13-september-2019.pdf
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/BRIE/2018/602116/IPOL_BRI(2018)602116_EN.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/40408/20190708-eg-inclusive-summing-up-letter.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/policies/emu-deepening/bicc-faq/
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streams, namely on the Intergovernmental agreement to underpin Member States contributions. In their 
December meeting, Ministers were informed of progress on the technical work relating to the need, content, 
size and modalities of an intergovernmental agreement allowing further funds to be endowed to the BICC. 
Ministers will come back to the BICC in 2020. The December Euro Summit statement further refers the BICC 
will be part of the discussions that the President of the European Council will have with the Member States 
in the context of the MFF.  

In parallel with the BICC, the EG also discussed a possible instrument for the non-euro area Member States 
(the Convergence and Reform Instrument (CRI)), to support the convergence of non-euro area Member 
States towards the euro area, by providing financial support for structural reforms. It is aimed at non euro 
area countries with structural challenges, as evidenced by income per capita below the euro area average. 
The EG states that  the CRI would build on the existing Commission legislative proposal (which seems to be 
a reference to the Commission proposal for a Convergence Facility under the Reform Support Programme). 
Its governance would be clearly distinct from the governance structure of the BICC. The CRI would draw on 
the coordination mechanisms of the European Semester, including the country-specific recommendations, 
to identify the focus areas of the instrument. The amounts to be allocated could comprise the non-euro area 
share of the financial envelope of the Reform Delivery Tool, as well as the envelope assigned for the 
Convergence Facility proposed by the Commission in its original MFF proposal. Nevertheless, the Finnish 
Presidency negotiating box on MFF proposes an amount of EUR 5 511 million to the CRI.  

V. The draft 2020 euro area recommendation 

The Commission presented its draft EAR for 2020 as part of the 2020 Autumn Package on 17 December 2019 
(draft EAR and the Staff Working Document).  

The 2020 draft EAR reflects the Commission priorities for the euro area along four policy areas: 

• Structural reforms: product, services and labour markets (recommendations 1 and 3); 

• Fiscal policies (recommendation 2); 

• Financial sector/Banking Union (recommendation 4); 

• Deepening of the EMU (recommendation 5).  

Compared to the 2019 EARs adopted by Council, the 2020 draft EAR are longer and provide more granular 
policy orientations. On these more granular policy orientations, one can highlight: 

- A call for enhancing democratic accountability of the EMU (EAR 5)36; 

- An alert that Member States need to be attentive to the economic outlook and stand ready to deliver a 
supportive fiscal stance at the aggregate level (respecting the SGP and national specific circumstances and 
avoiding pro-cyclicality) (EAR 2)37;  

                                                             
36 Although such reference is not fully clear, recital 16 of the draft EAR reads: “Additionally, the move towards 
intergovernmental solutions has not been matched by appropriate accountability at EU level. Therefore, improvements in 
the governance of the euro area bodies would be instrumental to increase democratic accountability.”. Likewise, the SWD 
accompanying the draft EAR refer that “it would also be important to integrate the intergovernmental agreements into 
Union law and under the European Parliament’s oversight.”.  
37 The SWD helps clarifying the Commission concerns here. Looking at the economic outlook, the Commission points 
out that Member States may be required to pursue expansionary discretionary fiscal policies. The Commission recalls 
the European Economic Recovery Plan and favourably assesses its impacts to counteract the effects of the 2007/2008 
economic, financial and sovereign crisis. Nevertheless, the Commission highlights that such actions need to be “timely, 
targeted and temporary” and, in the draft EAR, further conditions expansionary measures to their compliance with the 
SGP, country specific circumstances and avoiding pro-cyclicality. 
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https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/41008/091019_eurogroup-president-letter.pdf
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https://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-14518-2019-REV-1/en/pdf
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- Strong emphasis on digital and environmental challenges, in line with the President Ursula von den Leyen 
political guidelines, and a concern to ensure that social policies take these dimensions into account (in 
particular in EAR 3);  

- Different focus on the Capital Markets Union: insofar the various files the Commission has put forward are 
broadly finalised, the Commission proposes in the EAR 4 to “renew efforts” to complete the Capital Markets 
Union38 .  

Annexes 4 and 5 highlight the main differences: between the Commission proposals for EAR in 2019 and 
2020 and between the 2019 EAR as adopted by Council and the 2020 Commission proposal.  

According to the Council “European Semester 2020 roadmap” and the draft Council agendas, the draft EAR 
has been submitted for an exchange of views among Ministers in the January meeting (Eurogroup and 
Ecofin). In February, the Council preparatory bodies will discuss the Commission proposals for submission 
to the EG and Ecofin on 17/18 February. The draft EAR will be then presented to the March European Council 
for endorsement and final adoption by a later Council.  

 

VI. Euro area recommendations over time: A bird’s eye view 

The following considerations can be drawn on the EAR issued by the Council under the European Semester 
over time: 

• The number of recommendations has varied, ranging from seven during the very first European 
Semester (2011) to four during the 2014-2016 cycles. Since the 2017 European Semester, the 
Commission has proposed five recommendations on the economic policy of the euro area. This would 
allow focusing on the most pressing issues, but has also lead to aggregating different subject-matters 
into a single recommendation. In the 2020 cycle, the draft EAR provides more granular policy 
orientations, whilst keeping the number of EARs limited to 5;  

• The Commission is using the recitals to the recommendations as an instrument to further detail and 
contextualise them. The recitals sometimes provide useful information in clarifying what the 
Commission is aiming at with the specific recommendations. That is further complemented with the 
SWD, and is clearly visible in the SWD for the 2020 cycle;  

                                                             
38 In that regard, the Commission proposals are aligned with the Council conclusions on CMU, adopted in December 
2019, and follow up on the Commission mandate for a High Level Forum on CMU.  

Box 7: Eurogroup’s work programme for the first half of 2020 
The EG adopted its 2020 first semester work programme in December 2019. The EG will:  
- Maintain its focus on structural policies aimed at supporting economic and productivity growth in the euro area, 
reinforcing resilience and promoting convergence, drawing on its regular sharing of national practices and 
discussions with external experts to promote a common understanding of the structural challenges ahead;  
- Continue to closely monitor efforts to ensure sound fiscal policies and assess the budgetary situation in the euro 
area as a whole, assess draft budgetary plans and be involved in the general evaluation of the EU fiscal rules, from 
the perspective of the euro area, as appropriate, in the context of the planned review of the legislation;   
- Continue to be involved in post programme surveillance in Cyprus, Ireland, Portugal, Spain and following up the 
enhanced surveillance on Greece and implementation of the medium-term debt measures;  
- Monitor financial stability issues and of developments in the global economic outlook including through the 
preparation of international meetings, to reinforce the international role of the euro and continue work on 
deepening the EMU and completing the Banking Union.  
The EG also intends to take stock of the priorities of the new College for the EMU and will be ready to work on any 
upcoming relevant proposals. 

https://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-12642-2019-INIT/en/pdf
https://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-15261-2019-INIT/en/pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-14815-2019-INIT/en/pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/publications/cmu-high-level-forum_en
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/council-eu/eurogroup/work-programme/


IPOL | Economic Governance Support Unit 
 

PE 624.429 55 
 

• Irrespective of the number of recommendations, four broad policy areas have been covered over the 
period 2011-2020, namely structural, fiscal, financial and institutional issues. During the 2014 and 2015 
cycles, the dynamic underpinning the EAR was to address one per policy area.  Yet, since the 2016 
European Semester, the approach has departed from this perspective, tackling structural challenges in 
two separate recommendations: one targeting policies supporting growth, improving the adjustment 
capacity, convergence and resilience, as well as correction of macroeconomic imbalances, while the 
other covering reforms promoting job creation and social fairness.  In this sense, the social dimension 
has somewhat gained space over the fiscal/budgetary dimension, and the 2019 recommendations gave 
more room to social matters compared to recommendations issued prior to 2016; 

• As regards the assessment of implementation of euro area recommendations, the Commission 
approach has evolved over time. Starting with qualitative assessment provided within its Staff Working 
Documents (SWDs) on the euro area economy, the Commission also provided, for 2014-2016 euro area 
recommendations, a summary evaluation based on a “standardised” grid, typically used for Country-
Specific Recommendations issued to individual Member States. Since 2017, the Commission has 
refrained from assessing implementation of the EAR on the basis of such a quantitative grid. The relevant 
information on how the Commission evaluates developments in the EA can be found in the Staff 
Working Documents (SWD) that accompany the proposed EAR for the incoming cycle (see table 2). This 
is clear from the 2018 assessment, which accompanies the proposed 2019 EAR and looks back at 
developments in the EA to build recommendations going forward, and thus providing the underpinning 
of the new cycle EAR. In the SWD for 2020 the Commission has reverted to a (more detailed) qualitative 
assessment (see point 3.2 above).  

Table 2 below provides a schematic overview of the Commission’s analysis over time.  

Table 2. Implementation of EA recommendations 

 European Semester Cycle 
2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 

Number of 
recommendations 

7 6 6 4 4 5 5 5 5 

Implementation of 
recommendations 

Qualitative assessment within 
SWDs (no assessment grid) 

1 
(25%) 

1 
(25%) - 

Qualitative assess. within SWD 
 

3 
(75%) 

2 
(50%) 

4 
(75%) 

- 1 
(25%) 

1 
(25%) 

Source: EGOV based on the Commission SWDs accompanying the proposals for EAR. 
Notes: (1) For the sake of presentation, the assessment grid shown in the table is composed of three rather than five categories typically 
used by the Commission, namely 'full/substantial progress', 'some progress' and 'limited/no progress'. (2) Based on the Commission 
assessment of actions taken (rather than outcomes that may materialise with variable lags); assigning identical weights to all 
recommendations, within and across cycles, irrespective of their institutional and political sensitivities. 

 

  

https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/2019-european-semester-recommendation-euro-area-staff-working-document_en.pdf
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52019SC0631&from=EN
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/2017-european-semester-recommendation-euro-area-staff-working-document_en_0.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/swd-2017-660_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/2019-european-semester-recommendation-euro-area-staff-working-document_en.pdf
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52019SC0631&from=EN
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Annex 1: An overview of Eurogroup policy actions as regards the 2019 euro area 
recommendations 

2019 Euro Area 
Recommendation 

Policy actions taken by the Eurogroup  
(based on publicly available information) 

EAR 1 (structural policies: products and services markets) 

Deepen the Single Market, improve the business environment and the quality of institutions, and pursue 
resilience-enhancing reforms for the product and services markets. Reduce external debt and pursue reforms to 
boost competitiveness, in particular through productivity in euro-area Member States with current-account 
deficits or high external debt, and strengthen the conditions that support wage growth in a manner that 
respects the role of social partners. Implement measures that foster investment in euro-area Member States 
with large current-account surpluses. 
Deepen the Single Market, improve 
the business environment and the 
quality of institutions, and pursue 
resilience-enhancing reforms for the 
product and services markets. 

In its March meeting, the EG discussed the housing markets on the basis of 
a technical note by the Commission and an oral presentation by Professor 
Lars E.O. Svensson, Professor of Economics at the Stockholm School of 
Economics and former Deputy Governor of the Sveriges Riksbank. EG 
noted the importance of housing markets for macroeconomic stability. 

Reduce external debt and pursue 
reforms to boost competitiveness, in 
particular through productivity in 
euro-area Member States with 
current-account deficits or high 
external debt, and strengthen the 
conditions that support wage growth 
in a manner that respects the role of 
social partners. Implement measures 
that foster investment in euro-area 
Member States with large current-
account surpluses. 

In its November meeting, the EG exchanged views on investment in 
innovation and research as a means to boost productivity and 
competitiveness in the euro area, on the basis of a Commission technical 
note and a note and presentation by Albert Bravo-Biosca, Director of the 
Innovation Growth Lab at Nesta. The European Commission underlined 
that the eurozone underinvests in research and innovation compared to its 
competitors. Expenditure in R&D (research & development) from the 
private sector remains low compared to Japan, the US or China and Albert 
Bravo-Biosca shared concrete recommendations on how to increase the 
efficiency of innovation policy, namely, by using trials and experimental 
funds, creating the right incentives, reinventing business regulation and 
choosing actions that can spark wider system changes. In its remarks after 
the meeting, the PEG noted that “Innovation fosters productivity and 
competitiveness of the monetary union, enhancing its resilience and 
promoting convergence. This was very timely food for thought, also given the 
need to implement sound policy responses to counter the slowdown.” 
The EG had several discussions around competitiveness, the euro area fiscal 
stance and investment (please see below on EAR 2 and 3).  

EAR 2 (fiscal policies) 

While pursuing policies in a manner that fully respects the Stability and Growth Pact, support public and private 
investment and improve the quality and composition of public finances. Rebuild fiscal buffers, especially in 
euro-area Member States with high levels of public debt. Support and implement EU actions to combat 
aggressive tax planning. 
While pursuing policies in a manner 
that fully respects the Stability and 
Growth Pact, support public and 
private investment and improve the 
quality and composition of public 
finances. Rebuild fiscal buffers, 
especially in euro-area Member States 
with high levels of public debt. 

The 20 January EG discussed and adopted the draft proposal for the 2019 
EAR, discussed the economic outlook, including the balance of risks, and 
the policy priorities for the year ahead. EG was debriefed on Commission 
discussions with Italian authorities over its 2019 budget. The PEG further 
noted, on his remarks after the meeting that “Late last year the Eurogroup 
had encouraged this ongoing dialogue as a way to improve the Italian budget 
in the context of the Stability and Growth Pact. It is now important that Italy 
delivers on these commitments.”. The Finance Minister of Luxembourg also 
presented at the same meeting the economic and fiscal policy priorities of 
his country’s new government. 

In its February meeting, EG was debriefed on the latest missions assessing 
the Irish and Portuguese financial assistance programmes (the PEG later 

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=OJ:C:2019:136:FULL&from=EN
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=OJ:C:2019:136:FULL&from=EN
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/meetings/eurogroup/2019/03/11/
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/38387/housing-note-eg-26-02-2019-technical-note.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/38439/assessing-risks-to-financial-and-macroeconomic-stability-from-household-debt-rev1.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/meetings/eurogroup/2019/11/07/
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/41259/eurogroup-presentation-november-7th-discussion-note.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/41258/eurogroup-presentation-november-7th-slides.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2019/11/07/remarks-by-mario-centeno-following-the-eurogroup-meeting-of-7-november-2019/
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/38035/summing-up-letter-eg-21-january-2019.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2019/01/21/remarks-by-m-centeno-following-the-eurogroup-meeting-of-21-january-2019/
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/38214/summing-up-letter-eg-11-february-2019.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2019/02/11/remarks-by-m-centeno-following-the-eurogroup-meeting-of-21-january-2019/
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noted that “in both countries the crisis is a distant memory”), on the 
Commission winter forecast (PEG noted that “On average, there is a 
slowdown in the pace of growth, but the economic fundamentals are still solid 
and the euro area is growing, creating jobs and increasing investment.”) and 
on the new Latvian Finance Minister priorities.  

In March, the EG discussed the institutions’ assessment of the Greek 
financial assistance programme and the updated draft budgetary plan of 
Latvia. Ministers also took stock of the economic situation in the euro area 
on the basis of ECB latest staff projections.  

In April, Ministers discussed Greece, the updated draft budgetary plan of 
Luxembourg and had an exchange of views with the President of ECON 
(noting, notably that Ministers “recognised that a constructive dialogue with 
the European Parliament is beneficial to all of us within the boundaries of our 
respective institutional roles.”, whilst PEG noted, after the meeting, that such 
encounters “will continue”).  

In its May meeting, the EG exchanged views on the economic situation of 
the euro area and discussed the main policy challenges on the basis of the 
European Commission Spring forecast. Ministers were also debriefed on 
the priorities of the new Estonian government.  

In its June meeting, the EG assessed the implementation of the Cypriot 
financial assistance programme and adopted its second semester work 
programme. The EG was debriefed on the Commission spring package and 
in this context, briefly discussed the situation in Italy. Ministers concurred 
with the Commission analysis and with the opinion of the Economic and 
Financial Committee that a debt based Excessive Deficit Procedure is 
warranted. Ministers also discussed the latest IMF Article IV review of the 
euro area. Ministers were also debriefed on the priorities of the new Finish 
government.  

In July, the EG discussed the budgetary situation in the euro area as a 
whole, focusing on prospects for 2020. The Chairman of the European 
Fiscal Board, Niels Thygesen, presented the EFB's recently published report 
and the Commission presented its assessment of the budgetary situation 
based on its analysis of the 2019 Stability Programmes and its Spring 
economic forecast to feed the preparation of the draft budgetary plans and 
the recommendations for the euro area for 2020. The EG summing up letter 
refers in this respect that “Our discussion showed there is broad consensus 
that Member States with high debt levels need to rebuild fiscal buffers. At the 
same time, Member States that have already built such buffers can prioritise 
investments, boost potential growth and tackle long term challenges. 
Appropriate and differentiated fiscal policies at the Member State level will 
lead to a broadly neutral fiscal stance for the euro area as a whole. (…) Several 
Ministers stressed the importance of preparedness, given that risks to the 
economic growth forecast are tilted to the downside (…)”. Ministers were also 
debriefed on the latest assessment of the Spanish financial assistance 
programme, discussed the situation in relation to the Greek programme 
and were debriefed by Italy on measures taken and Commission 
assessment that a debt-based EDP would no longer be warranted.  

In September Ministers exchanged on the quality of public finances in the 
euro area, focusing on public investment to share good practices on 
conducting spending reviews and managing public assets to boost the 
efficiency of public investment. The discussion was supported by a 
technical note by the Commission and a presentation by Dag Detter. 
Ministers were also debriefed on the most recent assessment of Ireland 

https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2019/02/11/remarks-by-m-centeno-following-the-eurogroup-meeting-of-21-january-2019/
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/38731/summing-up-letter-eg-11-march-2019-post-ewg.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2019/03/11/remarks-by-m-centeno-following-the-eurogroup-meeting-of-11-march-2019/
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/39205/20190405-summing-up-letter.pdf
file:///C:%5CUsers%5Ccpachecodias%5CAppData%5CLocal%5CMicrosoft%5CWindows%5CINetCache%5CContent.Outlook%5C9CD30VJD%5CIn%20a%20dedicated%20session,%20the%20Eurogroup%20exchanged%20views%20on%20the%20euro%20area's%20economic%20outlook%20and%20challenges%20with%20the%20Chair%20of%20the%20European%20Parliament's%20ECON%20(Economic%20and%20Monetary%20Affairs)%20Committee,%20Roberto%20Gualtieri.
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2019/04/05/remarks-by-mario-centeno-following-the-eurogroup-meeting-of-5-april-2019/
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/meetings/eurogroup/2019/05/16/
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/meetings/eurogroup/2019/06/13/
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/meetings/eurogroup/2019/07/08/
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/2019_06_25_june_report_final.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/40407/20190708-eg-summing-up-letter.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/40727/summing-up-letter-eurogroup-13-september-2019.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/40626/com_technical-note-to-eg_spending-reviews-to-promote-investment.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/40645/eurogroup-13092019-presentation-dagdetter.pdf
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financial assistance programme, G7 meetings and on the priorities of the 
new Italian and Greek governments.  

The October EG meeting featured a discussion on competitiveness 
developments in the euro area on the basis of a Commission technical note. 
Ministers prepared as well the IMF/WB international meetings, were 
debriefed on the last assessment of the Portuguese financial assistance 
programme and discussed the euro area economic situation. In the context 
of this discussion, Ministers reiterated readiness to respond in a 
coordinated manner if downside risks materialise and supported a policy 
mix that avoids pro-cyclicality (where Member States with fiscal space 
should consider boosting high-quality investment, and to give a stronger 
emphasis, in the context of policy design for 2020, to reforms and 
investment in Research and Development and on Climate, acknowledging 
that Member States with high public debt levels would still need to pursue 
prudent fiscal policies). As the PEG put it after the meeting, “if there is a more 
marked downturn, we should not tighten our policies and make it worse. 
Where possible, fiscal stance should be more accommodative if downward 
risks materialise.”.  

In November Ministers were presented with the Commission winter 
forecast and heard from the Portuguese representative on the priorities of 
the new government.  

In its December meeting, Ministers adopted a statement on the 2020 draft 
budgetary plans.  

Support and implement EU actions to 
combat aggressive tax planning. 

The Austrian minister informed other ministers in April about the state of 
play of discussions on the Financial Transactions Tax and possible next 
steps. 

EAR 3 (Structural policies: labour market and social protection systems) 

Shift taxes away from labour and strengthen education and training systems and investment in skills. Improve 
the effectiveness of active labour market policies that support successful labour market transitions. Promote 
the creation of quality jobs and address labour market segmentation. Ensure adequate and sustainable social 
protection systems across the euro area. 

Shift taxes away from labour and 
strengthen education and training 
systems and investment in skills.  

No specific public information was found underpinning these subjects in 
EG discussions.  

Improve the effectiveness of active 
labour market policies that support 
successful labour market transitions. 
Promote the creation of quality jobs 
and address labour market 
segmentation. 

In its June meeting, Ministers discussed inequality in the euro area, based 
on the European Commission analysis and a presentation by Philippe 
Aghion, who gave a presentation on how to reconcile innovation and 
inclusive growth. 

EAR 4 (Reforms of the financial sector) 

Make the backstop for the SRF operational and anticipate this, provided sufficient progress has been made in 
risk reduction. Pursue work on the EDIS, in particular by setting up a high-level working group. Strengthen the 
European regulatory and supervisory framework. Work further on solutions for overcoming limitations in the 
current set-up for liquidity provision in resolution. Promote orderly deleveraging of large stocks of private debt. 
Continue to swiftly reduce the level of non-performing loans in the euro area and prevent the build-up of such 
loans, including by removing debt bias in taxation. Make ambitious progress on the Capital Markets Union. 
Make the backstop for the SRF 
operational and anticipate this, 
provided sufficient progress has been 

The EG in January “did not discuss details [on EDIS]. We looked at the best way 
forward, planning our discussions in order to achieve results by June, in 

https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/meetings/eurogroup/2019/10/09/
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/40966/commission-note-to-the-eurogroup-9-october.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2019/10/10/remarks-by-mario-centeno-following-the-eurogroup-meeting-of-13-september-2019/
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/meetings/eurogroup/2019/11/07/
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/meetings/eurogroup/2019/12/04/
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2019/12/04/eurogroup-statement-on-the-draft-budgetary-plans-for-2020/
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2019/12/04/eurogroup-statement-on-the-draft-budgetary-plans-for-2020/
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/39206/20190405-summing-up-letter-inclusive-format.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/meetings/eurogroup/2019/06/13/
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/39763/commission-note-on-inequality.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/39735/presentation-philippe-aghion.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/39735/presentation-philippe-aghion.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2019/01/21/remarks-by-m-centeno-following-the-eurogroup-meeting-of-21-january-2019/


IPOL | Economic Governance Support Unit 
 

PE 624.429 59 
 

made in risk reduction. Pursue work on 
the EDIS, in particular by setting up a 
high-level working group. 

particular on the two biggest files we have this semester, the budgetary 
instrument and EDIS (...)”.  

An interim report of the HLWG was presented at the EG Meeting in April. 
Ministers agreed with the approach put forward, of defining a steady state 
and to work on what is needed in the transition towards such steady state. 
In June, Ministers discussed a report with the personal considerations of 
the Chair of the HLWG on EDIS and recognised that further technical work 
will be needed on defining a transitional path to the steady state Banking 
Union for relevant elements and their sequencing, adhering to all the 
elements of the 2016 roadmap. Ministers agreed that this work should 
include a roadmap for beginning political negotiations on a European 
deposit insurance system. EG mandated the HLWG to continue working 
and report back by December 2019. The PEG noted after the meeting that 
“Countries are not yet ready to take a decision on the next steps. More work is 
needed on this file and we have to define the sequence of the decision making 
process.”. The Chair of the HLWG on EDIS reported back to Eurogroup in 
December 2019 through a letter that sets out a programme for actions in 
the various dimensions necessary for a fully-fledged Banking Union (i.e. full 
implementation of EDIS with loss coverage; diversification of banks’ 
portfolios of sovereign exposures; significant reduction of banks NPLs and 
its appropriate monitoring; well integrated banking sector operating 
efficiently and safely across borders; appropriate crisis management 
framework). Based on previous discussions, the work plan foresees a 
preparatory and negotiating phase and an implementation phase. The first 
two could spam from 2019 to 2024, and the implementation phase going 
further. In the preparatory and negotiating phases, the work will continue 
on the set-up and features of EDIS, on bank’s sovereign exposures, on the 
crisis management framework and on financial integration. Ministers have 
mandated the HLWG to continue working and report back by June 2020.  

Also in June, the EG reached a broad agreement on revising the ESM treaty 
text covering issues such as the common backstop for bank resolution, the 
precautionary instrument, debt sustainability as well as institutional 
aspects, and the cooperation between the ESM and the European 
Commission within and outside programmes. The PEG summing up letter 
further notes that the common backstop will be established at the latest by 
the end of the transition period and that it may be introduced earlier 
provided that sufficient progress has been made in risk reduction to be 
assessed in 2020.  

In July, the EG discussed ESM again, and notably agreed to finalising the 
package of documents related to the revision of the ESM Treaty by 
December (introduction of the common backstop Guideline and BoG 
resolution on the main features of the backstop, the abolition of the Direct 
Recapitalisation of Institutions instrument,  work on the early introduction 
of the backstop, amendments to the Guideline on the precautionary 
instruments and the common methodological working document on debt 
sustainability analysis), with progress expected by November. In July 
Ministers also agreed to continue working in order to report back in 
December including on a roadmap for beginning political negotiations on 
EDIS and liquidity in resolution.  

In its November meeting, the EG took note on the progress made on the 
legal documents related to ESM treaty, in particular, legal documents 
related to the common backstop for bank resolution and to the 
precautionary instruments and were debriefed by the Chair of the High 
Level Working Group on EDIS on progress made in the discussions on a 
roadmap for political negotiations and the further work planned until 
December. In what concerns deepening the Banking Union, the PEG noted 

https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/39206/20190405-summing-up-letter-inclusive-format.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/meetings/eurogroup/2019/06/13/
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/39768/190606-hlwg-chair-report.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/40105/20190613-summing-up-letter-inclusive-format.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2019/06/14/remarks-by-mario-centeno-following-the-eurogroup-meeting-of-13-june-2019/
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/41644/2019-12-03-letter-from-the-hlwg-chair-to-the-peg.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/41643/20191205-letter-president-of-the-eurogroup-to-cm.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/meetings/eurogroup/2019/06/13/
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2019/06/15/economic-and-monetary-union-eurogroup-agrees-term-sheet-on-euro-area-budgetary-instrument-and-revised-esm-treaty/
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/39772/revised-esm-treaty-2.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/39772/revised-esm-treaty-2.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/40105/20190613-summing-up-letter-inclusive-format.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/40408/20190708-eg-inclusive-summing-up-letter.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/40408/20190708-eg-inclusive-summing-up-letter.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/meetings/eurogroup/2019/11/07/
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after the meeting that Germany had presented a paper that “signals a clear 
commitment to engage with European partners on a much-needed debate to 
complete the banking union.”. Still in November, Ministers were updated on 
technical progress (an amended ESM Guideline for precautionary 
programs and the common methodology on Debt Sustainability Analysis 
are finalised and the Memorandum of Cooperation between the 
Commission and the ESM being almost closed) and further discussed the 
backstop for the Single Resolution Fund. There, the PEG noted that “work is 
advanced on the Guideline and Board of Governors resolutions” and that 
Ministers would “come back to the backstop, including the early introduction, 
at our next meeting, on 4 December.”. In their December 2019 meeting, 
Ministers reached an agreement in principle, subject to national 
procedures, on the package of documents related to the ESM reform: those 
relating to the common backstop to the Single Resolution Fund, those 
relating to the amendments to the ESM precautionary financing 
instruments and those on the terms of reference and explanatory note of 
single limb Collective Action Clauses (CACs) to be introduced by the 1st of 
January 2022. An amendment to the ESM Treaty is expected to be signed 
in early 2020.  

Strengthen the European regulatory 
and supervisory framework. 

Ministers had an exchange of views in their April meeting with Andrea 
Enria, Chair of the ECB Supervisory Board, and Elke König, Chair of the 
Single Resolution Board and in October. In October, the chair of the 
European Central Bank's supervisory board, Andrea Enria presented recent 
activities of the Supervisory Board, focusing on bank profitability, Brexit 
preparedness, anti-money laundering measures, Basel 3 implementation 
and the supervisory challenges for 2019, and the Chair of the Single 
Resolution Board informed ministers about ongoing activities of the SRB, 
focusing particularly on progress regarding resolution planning, minimum 
requirement for own funds and eligible liabilities and resolvability, updated 
Ministers on the build-up of the Single Resolution Fund and provided 
information on Brexit preparations. The summing up letter further points 
to discussions around the profitability of banks (which remains an issue of  
concern and requiring structural measures within the sector – changes in 
business models and further consolidation, as the PEG put it after the 
meeting) and on anti-money laundering (where Ministers welcomed that 
it will be better taken into account in prudential supervision).  

Work further on solutions for 
overcoming limitations in the current 
set-up for liquidity provision in 
resolution. 

In its June meeting, Ministers “took stock of the technical work undertaken 
on liquidity provision in resolution (…). Discussions in the second half of the 
year will continue, in particular on the most consensual options for the 
refinement of current practices and on the proposals on SRB guarantees to the 
Eurosystem as well as the capacity of the SRB to provide collateral to banks in 
resolution”. EWG will report back to the EG by December 2019. In its July 
meeting, Ministers agreed to continue working in order to report back in 
December including on a roadmap for beginning political negotiations on 
EDIS and liquidity in resolution. 

Promote orderly deleveraging of 
large stocks of private debt. 

In its discussion on housing markets in the March meeting, Ministers have 
agreed to continue monitoring house prices and household debt closely. 
The presentation by Professor Lars Svensson focused on the assessment of 
risks to financial and macroeconomic stability stemming from household 
debt, highlighting the impact of debt on private consumption.  

Continue to swiftly reduce the level 
of non-performing loans in the euro 
area and prevent the build-up of 
such loans, including by removing 
debt bias in taxation. 

Ministers were presented and discussed in its June meeting the fourth 
report on risk reduction indicators following a mandate given to the 
Commission, the ECB and the Single Resolution Board for monitoring and 
periodic reporting.  
No public information was found indicating the EG had discussed bias in 
taxation.  

https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2019/11/07/remarks-by-mario-centeno-following-the-eurogroup-meeting-of-7-november-2019/
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/41643/20191205-letter-president-of-the-eurogroup-to-cm.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/39205/20190405-summing-up-letter.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/meetings/eurogroup/2019/10/09/
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/41171/summing-up-letter-eg-9-october-2019.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/41171/summing-up-letter-eg-9-october-2019.pdfhttps:/www.consilium.europa.eu/media/41171/summing-up-letter-eg-9-october-2019.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2019/10/10/remarks-by-mario-centeno-following-the-eurogroup-meeting-of-13-september-2019/
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/40105/20190613-summing-up-letter-inclusive-format.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/40408/20190708-eg-inclusive-summing-up-letter.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/38731/summing-up-letter-eg-11-march-2019-post-ewg.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/39698/joint-risk-reduction-monitoring-report-may2019.pdf
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Make ambitious progress on the 
Capital Markets Union. 

No public information was found indicating the EG discussed the CMU. It 
should be noted, however, that Ecofin discussed rebooting CMU in its 
September meeting and that the prominent reference to CMU was added 
to the Commission’s proposals during the Council preparatory bodies’ 
discussions of the EAR.  

EAR 5 (EMU institutional reform) 

Make swift progress on deepening the EMU, building on the statement of the Euro Summit of 14 December 
2018, also with a view to strengthening the international role of the euro, taking into account the proposals of 
the Commission and the initiatives of Member States, while fully respecting the Union's internal market and in 
an open and transparent manner vis-à-vis non-euro-area Member States. 

Make swift progress on deepening the 
EMU, building on the statement of the 
Euro Summit of 14 December 2018, 
also with a view to strengthening the 
international role of the euro, taking 
into account the proposals of the 
Commission and the initiatives of 
Member States, while fully respecting 
the Union's internal market and in an 
open and transparent manner vis-à-vis 
non-euro-area Member States. 

Ministers discussed at the January EG the international role of the euro, 
based on the Commission communication of 5 December 2018, notably on 
the political and economic dimensions of strengthening its international 
role and took note that the Commission would pursue work in that area. 
Ministers returned to the subject in their July meeting. They took stock of 
the outcome of the European Commission’s sectoral consultations and of 
the latest economic analysis from the ECB as regards the international role 
of the euro. 

The PEG reported in January that the EG had established a High Level 
Working Group to further discuss EDIS in a broader context and should 
report by April and provide final positions by June (see above on EAR 4).  

Deepening of the EMU (notably, the budgetary instrument for 
convergence and competitiveness dimension) was discussed at EG 
meetings in inclusive format (including non-euro area Finance Ministers) 
held in January,  February, March, April, May. After the January meeting, the 
PEG signaled that EG “did not discuss details. We looked at the best way 
forward, planning our discussions in order to achieve results by June, in 
particular on the two biggest files we have this semester, the budgetary 
instrument and EDIS (...)”. In their June meeting, Ministers reached 
agreement on the instrument term sheet but nevertheless could not agree 
on appropriate options for its financing. No consensus emerged in relation 
to a stabilisation function either. PEG further noted, in its remarks after the 
meeting, that “More work is needed, but today we have taken a number of 
small steps that combined result in real progress.”.  

Also in June, the EG reached a broad agreement on revising the ESM treaty 
text covering issues such as the common backstop for bank resolution, the 
precautionary instrument, debt sustainability as well as institutional 
aspects, and the cooperation between the ESM and the European 
Commission within and outside programmes (see above EAR 4). 

In its July meeting, Ministers returned to BICC and agreed to continue 
working on financing aspects, the allocation methodology, the procedure 
for the modulation of the co-financing rate, and governance aspects. EG 
will strive to deliver solutions by October in view of MFF discussions. Some 
Member States are reported as having requested technical work on 
stabilisation to continue. In its September meeting, the EG continued 
discussions and agreed that more work is needed on the articulation with 
the European Semester, the allocation methodology, the modulation 
procedure and the possible way forward for Member States not 
participating in the BICC. Agreement was reached at the October meeting 
covering all aspects of governance and financing, on the allocation 
methodology, the key features of the modulation of the national co-
financing rate and on defining appropriate arrangements for non-euro 
area Member States not participating in the BICC. The summing up letter 
further refers to the Legal Opinion by the Council Legal Services outlining 

https://eu2019.fi/documents/11707387/15400298/CMU+Reboot+Informal+ECOFIN+final+Issues+Note+2019-09-09_S4.pdf/05142af6-25f0-74d0-7d2a-7eb68a2bcb39/CMU+Reboot+Informal+ECOFIN+final+Issues+Note+2019-09-09_S4.pdf
https://eu2019.fi/en/events/2019-09-13/informal-meeting-of-ministers-for-economic-and-financial-affairs-ecofin-and-eurogroup
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/38035/summing-up-letter-eg-21-january-2019.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/meetings/eurogroup/2019/07/08/
https://www.ecb.europa.eu/pub/ire/html/ecb.ire201906%7Ef0da2b823e.en.html
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/38035/summing-up-letter-eg-21-january-2019.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2019/01/21/remarks-by-m-centeno-following-the-eurogroup-meeting-of-21-january-2019/
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/38225/20190211-summing-up-letter-eurogroup-inclusive.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/38702/20190311-summing-up-letter-eurogroup-inclusive.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/39206/20190405-summing-up-letter-inclusive-format.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/39506/20190516-summing-up-letter-inclusive-format.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2019/01/21/remarks-by-m-centeno-following-the-eurogroup-meeting-of-21-january-2019/
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2019/06/15/economic-and-monetary-union-eurogroup-agrees-term-sheet-on-euro-area-budgetary-instrument-and-revised-esm-treaty/
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2019/06/14/term-sheet-on-the-budgetary-instrument-for-convergence-and-competitiveness/
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2019/06/14/remarks-by-mario-centeno-following-the-eurogroup-meeting-of-13-june-2019/
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/meetings/eurogroup/2019/06/13/
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2019/06/15/economic-and-monetary-union-eurogroup-agrees-term-sheet-on-euro-area-budgetary-instrument-and-revised-esm-treaty/
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/39772/revised-esm-treaty-2.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/39772/revised-esm-treaty-2.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/40408/20190708-eg-inclusive-summing-up-letter.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/40728/summing-up-letter-eurogroup-in-inlcusive-format-13-september-2019.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/41173/summing-up-letter-eg-9-october-2019.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/41173/summing-up-letter-eg-9-october-2019.pdf
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the scope and interpretation of a “enabling clause” and of a possible 
intergovernmental agreement allowing Member States to add funds to 
BICC. in its remarks after the meeting, the PEG concluded that the “BICC [will 
be] an innovative tool, different from other EU funds. (…) But this is not a 
cohesion fund. It is an instrument for all members of the euro area. Each and 
every Member State will receive funding – even the wealthiest Member States 
get back at least 70% of what they put in.”. He further added that the 
instrument will be flexible and would require co-financing by Member 
States, the rates of which could be modulated in cases of severe economic 
circumstances.  

In their December meeting, Ministers were informed of progress on the 
technical work relating to the need, content, size and modalities of an 
intergovernmental agreement allowing further funds to be endowed to 
the BICC. Ministers will come back to the BICC in 2020.  

Source: EGOV based on Eurogroup summing up letters, press releases and press conferences available on the Council homepage 
(at https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/council-eu/eurogroup/).  

The reference date for Eurogroup action is January 2019 to December 2019; nevertheless, the final reference date for the EAR is April 
2019 (date of publication in the Official Journal). Integrating Eurogroup actions prior to finalisation of the EAR take into account the 
fact that the EAR have, from 2018 to 2019, common themes and concerns and the annual cycle of Eurogroup workplan (adopted 
twice a year).  

The split of EAR in subcategories aims to better document Eurogroup action and is based on EGOV assessment taking into account 
the various subjects reflected in each of the subcategories.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2019/10/10/remarks-by-mario-centeno-following-the-eurogroup-meeting-of-13-september-2019/
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/41643/20191205-letter-president-of-the-eurogroup-to-cm.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/council-eu/eurogroup/
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Annex 2: A comparison of the proposals for the 2019 Euro Area recommendation 

EAR proposed by the Commission 
(21 November 2018) 

EAR after preparatory 
discussions 

(11 January 2019) 

Final adopted EAR 
(9 April 2019) 

EA recommendation  1 (Structural policies: products and services markets) 
Main changes: 

• Quality of institutions 
• Reference to competitiveness rather than productivity 

2018 EAR 1:  
Deepen the Single Market, improve the 
business environment, and pursue 
resilience-enhancing product and 
services market reforms. Reduce 
external debt and pursue reforms to 
boost productivity in euro area 
Member States with current account 
deficits and strengthen the conditions 
that support wage growth respecting 
the role of social partners and 
implement measures that foster 
investment in euro area Member States 
with large current account surpluses. 

2019 EAR 1:  
Deepen the Single Market, improve 
the business environment and the 
quality of institutions, and pursue 
resilience-enhancing product and 
services market reforms. Reduce 
external debt and pursue reforms to 
boost competitiveness notably 
through productivity in euro area 
Member States with current account 
deficits or high external debt and 
strengthen the conditions that 
support wage growth respecting 
the role of social partners and 
implement measures that foster 
investment in euro area Member 
States with large current account 
surpluses. 

2019 EAR 1:  
Deepen the Single Market, improve 
the business environment and the 
quality of institutions, and pursue 
resilience-enhancing reforms for the 
product and services markets. Reduce 
external debt and pursue reforms to 
boost competitiveness, in particular 
through productivity in euro-area 
Member States with current-account 
deficits or high external debt, and 
strengthen the conditions that 
support wage growth in a manner 
that respects the role of social 
partners. Implement measures that 
foster investment in euro-area 
Member States with large current-
account surpluses. 

EA recommendation 2 (Fiscal policy) 
Main changes: 

• Fully respecting the SGP 
• Fighting against aggressive tax policies 

2018 EAR 2 
Rebuild fiscal buffers in euro area 
countries with high levels of public 
debt, support public and private 
investment and improve the quality 
and composition of public finances in 
all countries. 

2019 EAR 2 

While pursuing policies in full 
respect of the Stability and 
Growth Pact, support public and 
private investment and improve the 
quality and composition of public 
finances. Rebuild fiscal buffers, 
especially in euro area countries 
with high levels of public debt. 
Support and implement EU 
actions to combat Aggressive Tax 
Planning. 

2019 EAR 2 
While pursuing policies in a manner 
that fully respects the Stability and 
Growth Pact, support public and 
private investment and improve the 
quality and composition of public 
finances. Rebuild fiscal buffers, 
especially in euro-area Member 
States with high levels of public debt. 
Support and implement EU actions to 
combat aggressive tax planning. 

EA recommendation 3 (Structural policies: labour market and social protection systems) 
Main changes: 

• Focus added on training 
• Promoting quality job creation 

2018 EAR 3:  
Shift taxes away from labour and 
strengthen education systems and 
investment in skills, as well as the 
effectiveness of active labour market 
policies that support transitions. 
Address labour market segmentation 

2019 EAR 3:  
Shift taxes away from labour and 
strengthen education and training 
systems and investment in skills, as 
well as the effectiveness of active 
labour market policies that support 
successful labour market 

2019 EAR 3:  
Shift taxes away from labour and 
strengthen education and training 
systems and investment in skills. 
Improve the effectiveness of active 
labour market policies that support 
successful labour market transitions. 

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52018DC0759&from=EN
https://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-5097-2019-INIT/en/pdf
https://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-5097-2019-INIT/en/pdf
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=OJ:C:2019:136:FULL&from=EN
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and ensure adequate social protection 
systems  across the euro area. 

transitions. Promote quality job 
creation and address labour 
market segmentation and ensure 
adequate and sustainable social 
protection systems across the euro 
area. 

Promote the creation of quality jobs 
and address labour market 
segmentation. Ensure adequate and 
sustainable social protection systems 
across the euro area. 

EA recommendation 4 (Reforms of the Financial sector ) 
Main changes: 

• Risk reduction is needed 
• High level working group for the EDIS and anticipate the backstop for the Single Resolution Fund 
• Progress on the Capital Markets Union 

2018 EAR 4:  
Make the backstop for the Single 
Resolution Fund operational, set up a 
European Deposit Insurance Scheme 
and strengthen the European 
regulatory and supervisory framework. 
Promote orderly deleveraging of large 
stocks of private debt. Swiftly reduce 
the level of non-performing loans in the 
euro area and prevent their build up, 
including by removing debt bias in 
taxation. 

2019 EAR 4:  
Make the backstop for the Single 
Resolution Fund operational and 
anticipate this provided sufficient 
progress has been made in risk 
reduction. Pursue work on a 
European Deposit Insurance 
Scheme, with the setting up of a 
High Level Working Group. 
Strengthen the European 
regulatory and supervisory 
framework. Work further on 
solutions for overcoming 
limitations in the current set-up 
for liquidity provision in 
resolution. Promote orderly 
deleveraging of large stocks of 
private debt. Continue to swiftly 
reduce the level of nonperforming 
loans in the euro area and prevent 
their build up, including by 
removing debt bias in taxation. 
Make ambitious progress on the 
Capital Markets Union. 

2019 EAR 4:  
Make the backstop for the SRF 
operational and anticipate this, 
provided sufficient progress has been 
made in risk reduction. Pursue work 
on the EDIS, in particular by setting 
up a high-level working group. 
Strengthen the European regulatory 
and supervisory framework. Work 
further on solutions for overcoming 
limitations in the current set-up for 
liquidity provision in resolution. 
Promote orderly deleveraging of 
large stocks of private debt. Continue 
to swiftly reduce the level of non-
performing loans in the euro area and 
prevent the build-up of such loans, 
including by removing debt bias in 
taxation. Make ambitious progress on 
the Capital Markets Union. 

EA recommendation 5 (EMU institutional reform) 
Main changes: 

• More transparency towards non-EU countries on discussions relating to the deepening of the EMU 

2018 EAR 5: 
Make swift progress on completing the 
Economic and Monetary Union, also 
with the perspective to strengthen the 
international role of the euro, taking 
into account the Commission 
proposals, including those 
concerning the financial sector as 
well as the Reform Support 
Programme and the European 
Investment Stabilisation Function 
under the proposal for the 2021-
2027 Multiannual Financial 
Framework. 

2019 EAR 5: 
Make swift progress on deepening 
the Economic and Monetary Union, 
building on the Statement of the 
Euro Summit of 14 December 
2018, also with the perspective to 
strengthen the international role of 
the euro, taking into account the 
proposals of the Commission and 
the initiatives of Member States, 
while fully respecting the Union’s 
internal market and in an open 
and transparent manner towards 
non-euro-area Member States. 

2019 EAR 5: 
Make swift progress on deepening 
the EMU, building on the statement 
of the Euro Summit of 14 December 
2018, also with a view to 
strengthening the international role 
of the euro, taking into account the 
proposals of the Commission and the 
initiatives of Member States, while 
fully respecting the Union's internal 
market and in an open and 
transparent manner vis-à-vis non-
euro-area Member States. 

Source: EGOV based on the Commission proposal for the euro area recommendations, the proposals as amended by the Eurogroup 
Working Group and Economic and Financial Committee and the final version as published.  
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Annex 3: A comparison of the 2018 and 2019 Council Euro Area recommendations 

2018 Council Recommendation 
 (14 May 2018) 

2019 Council Recommendation 
(9 April 2019) 

EA recommendation  1 (Structural policies: products and services markets) 

2019 EA recommendation 1 - Broadly unchanged emphasis but less prescriptive policy indications. To note: 
• In 2019 Member States are recommended to strengthen the conditions to support wage growth, whilst in 

2018 the message was to create the conditions that support wage growth 
• References to wage growth and unit labour costs were, in 2018, more differentiated depending on the 

conditions of a Member State, whilst in 2019 all Member States are asked to strengthen the conditions that 
support wage growth (with limitations still for those Member States with high debt levels) 

• Investment is a repeated concern addressed to Member States with large current-account surpluses 

2018 EAR 1:  
Pursue policies that support sustainable and inclusive 
growth and improve resilience, rebalancing and 
convergence. Make significant progress towards 
completing the Single Market, particularly in services, 
including financial, digital, energy and transport, by, 
inter alia, implementing relevant product market 
reforms at national level. Given the positive cyclical 
conditions, all Member States should prioritise reforms 
that increase productivity and growth potential, 
improve the institutional and business environment, 
remove bottlenecks to investment and foster 
innovation, support the creation of quality jobs and 
reduce inequality. Member States with current-account 
deficits or high external debt should, in addition, aim 
at containing growth in unit labour costs and seek to 
improve their competitiveness. Member States with 
large current-account surpluses should, in addition, 
create the conditions to promote wage growth in a 
manner that respects the role of social partners and 
implement as a priority measures that foster investment 
and support domestic demand and growth potential, 
thereby also facilitating rebalancing. 

2019 EAR 1:  
Deepen the Single Market, improve the business 
environment and the quality of institutions, and pursue 
resilience-enhancing reforms for the product and 
services markets. Reduce external debt and pursue 
reforms to boost competitiveness, in particular 
through productivity in euro-area Member States with 
current-account deficits or high external debt, and 
strengthen the conditions that support wage growth in 
a manner that respects the role of social partners. 
Implement measures that foster investment in euro-area 
Member States with large current-account surpluses. 

EA recommendation 2 (Fiscal policy) 

2019 EA Recommendation 2 - Broadly unchanged emphasis, less detailed policy orientations, but with some 
noteworthy elements: 

• No specific reference to the fiscal stance in 2019 (referred only in recital 4) 
• The recommendation to build up of fiscal buffers is especially directed to Member States with high levels 

of public debt, whilst in 2018 it was directed to all member States, although recognising the need to 
continue strengthening economic growth potential  

• Strong focus on tax issues in 2018, replaced, in 2019, by a sole reference to implementing actions against 
aggressive tax planning 

• Spending reviews are not mentioned anymore in 2019 EAR and the EAR makes specific reference to 
supporting investment, both public and private 
 

2018 EAR 2 
Deliver the planned broadly neutral overall fiscal 
stance for the euro area, contributing to a balanced 
policy mix. Strike an appropriate balance between 
ensuring the sustainability of public finances, in 

2019 EAR 2 
While pursuing policies in a manner that fully respects 
the Stability and Growth Pact, support public and 
private investment and improve the quality and 
composition of public finances. Rebuild fiscal buffers, 

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32018H0525(01)&qid=1540221319658&from=EN
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=OJ:C:2019:136:FULL&from=EN


IPOL | Economic Governance Support Unit 
 

 

 66  PE 645.705 

particular where debt ratios are high, and supporting the 
economy, while fully respecting the Stability and Growth 
Pact and taking into account fiscal space and spillovers 
across Member States. Use the improving economic 
conditions to rebuild fiscal buffers, while continuing 
to strengthen economic growth potential. Ensure the 
effective functioning of national fiscal frameworks. 
Pursue policies which support investment and improve 
the quality and composition of public finances, 
including by making use of spending reviews and 
adopting growth-friendly and fair tax structures. Take 
and implement measures to reduce debt bias in taxation 
and fight aggressive tax-planning to ensure a level 
playing field, ensure that taxpayers are treated fairly and 
safeguard public finances and stability within the euro 
area. This includes continuing work on the CCCTB. 

especially in euro-area Member States with high levels 
of public debt. Support and implement EU actions to 
combat aggressive tax planning. 

EA recommendation 3 (Structural policies: labour market and social protection systems) 

2019 EA Recommendation 3 - Broadly unchanged emphasis, but sharper policy recommendations. 

To note: 
• Maintaining concerns on shifting taxes away from labour and on promoting creation of quality jobs 
• In both 2018 and 2019, noted a concern for the  sustainability of social protection systems 

 

2018 EAR 3:  
Implement reforms that promote the creation of 
quality jobs, equal opportunities, access to the labour 
market and fair working conditions, and support social 
protection and inclusion. Reforms should aim at: (i) 
reliable labour contracts that provide flexibility and 
security for employees and employers, combined with 
adequate support during transitions, while avoiding 
labour-market segmentation; (ii) quality, efficient and 
inclusive lifelong education and training systems that 
aim to match skills with labour-market needs; (iii) 
effective active labour-market policies that foster labour-
market participation; (iv) sustainable and adequate 
social protection systems that contribute to social 
inclusion and labour-market integration throughout the 
life cycle and are responsive to new types of 
employment and employment relationships; (v) smooth 
labour mobility across jobs, sectors and locations; (vi) 
effective social dialogue and wage bargaining at the 
appropriate level according to national specificities; (vii) 
shifting taxes away from labour, particularly for low-
income earners and second earners. 

2019 EAR 3:  
Shift taxes away from labour and strengthen 
education and training systems and investment in skills. 
Improve the effectiveness of active labour market 
policies that support successful labour market 
transitions. Promote the creation of quality jobs and 
address labour market segmentation. Ensure adequate 
and sustainable social protection systems across the 
euro area. 

EA recommendation 4 (Reforms of the Financial sector ) 

2019 EA Recommendation 4 - Broadly unchanged emphasis, with new elements, such as a reference to:  
• Swiftly reducing the level of non-performing loans by preventing their build-up, including by removing 

debt bias in taxation 
• Different emphasis on Capital Markets Union, more ambitious in 2019 
• Specific reference to anticipating the backstop to the Single Resolution Fund 
• Specific reference to liquidity provision in resolution 

 

2018 EAR 4:  2019 EAR 4:  
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In line with the Roadmap of June 2016, continue work to 
complete the Banking Union with regard to risk 
reduction and risk sharing, including a European 
deposit insurance scheme and making the common 
backstop for the Single Resolution Fund operational as 
agreed. Further strengthen the European regulatory and 
supervisory framework to prevent the accumulation of 
risks. Take measures to tangibly accelerate reduction of 
the levels of NPLs on the basis of the Action Plan of 
July 2017 and promote orderly deleveraging in Member 
States with large stocks of private debt. Further develop 
the Capital Markets Union to support growth in the 
real economy, while safeguarding financial market 
stability. 

Make the backstop for the SRF operational and 
anticipate this, provided sufficient progress has been 
made in risk reduction. Pursue work on the EDIS, in 
particular by setting up a high-level working group. 
Strengthen the European regulatory and supervisory 
framework. Work further on solutions for overcoming 
limitations in the current set-up for liquidity provision 
in resolution. Promote orderly deleveraging of large 
stocks of private debt. Continue to swiftly reduce the 
level of non-performing loans in the euro area and 
prevent the build-up of such loans, including by 
removing debt bias in taxation. Make ambitious 
progress on the Capital Markets Union. 

EA recommendation 5 (EMU institutional reform) 

2019 EA Recommendation 5 - Main changes include reference to:  
• Completing the EMU with the perspective to strengthen the international role of the euro 

 

2018 EAR 5: 
Make swift progress on completing the EMU, taking 
into account the Commission initiatives launched in 
autumn 2017, while fully respecting the Union's internal 
market and in an open and transparent manner towards 
non-euro-area Member States. 

2019 EAR 5: 
Make swift progress on deepening the EMU, building on 
the statement of the Euro Summit of 14 December 2018, 
also with a view to strengthening the international role 
of the euro, taking into account the proposals of the 
Commission and the initiatives of Member States, while 
fully respecting the Union's internal market and in an 
open and transparent manner vis-à-vis non-euro-area 
Member States. 

Source: EGOV, based on the 2018 and the 2019 euro area recommendations 
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Annex 4: A comparison between the EAR 2019 and the draft 2020 Euro Area recommendation 

2019 Council Recommendation 
 (21 November 2018) 

2020 draft Council Recommendation 
 (17 December 2019) 

EA recommendation  1 (Structural policies: products and services markets) 

2020 EA recommendation 1 - Broadly unchanged emphasis, but with more prescriptive policy indications.  
• In 2019, the recommendation referred to Member States with current account deficits, whilst in 2020, 

Member States with current account deficits or high external debt are addressed 
• Strong focus on wage growth and public & private investments in Member States with large current 

account surpluses  
• Emphasis on fostering productivity in all Member States 
• New element on sustainability by supporting a fair and inclusive transition towards a competitive green 

and digital economy 

2019 EAR 1:  
Deepen the Single Market, improve the business 
environment, and pursue resilience-enhancing product 
and services market reforms. Reduce external debt and 
pursue reforms to boost productivity in euro area 
Member States with current account deficits and 
strengthen the conditions that support wage growth 
respecting the role of social partners and implement 
measures that foster investment in euro area Member 
States with large current account surpluses. 

2020 EAR 1:  
In euro area Member States with current account 
deficits or high external debt, pursue reforms to boost 
competitiveness and reduce external debt. In euro 
area Member States with large current account 
surpluses, strengthen the conditions that support wage 
growth, while respecting the role of social partners, and 
implement measures that foster public and private 
investment. In all Member States, foster productivity 
by improving the business environment and the quality 
of institutions, enhance resilience by improving the 
functioning of goods and services markets especially by 
deepening the Single Market. Support a fair and 
inclusive transition towards a competitive green and 
digital economy through tangible and intangible 
investment, both public and private. 

EA recommendation 2 (Fiscal policy) 

2020 EA recommendation 2 - More detailed/tangible policy indications 
• No reference to build up fiscal buffers in 2020, however, Member States with high debt levels are called to 

pursue prudent policies to reduce debt  
• The recommendation to boost/support investments is directed to Member States with a favourable fiscal 

position, whilst in 2019 it was addressed to all Member States 
• Different emphasis on policy implementation in case of worsening outlook - Member States are 

recommended to deliver a supportive fiscal stance while avoiding pro-cyclicality  
• Strong focus on a quality of national public finances and national fiscal frameworks compared to 2019 
• Specific reference to support and adopt growth-friendly tax and EU actions to combat Aggressive Tax 

Planning and reduce corporate taxation 

2019  EAR 2 
Rebuild fiscal buffers in euro area countries with high 
levels of public debt, support public and private 
investment and improve the quality and composition of 
public finances in all countries. 
 

2020  EAR 2 
In Member States with high debt levels, pursue prudent 
policies to put public debt credibly on a sustainable 
downward path. In Member States with a favourable 
fiscal position, use it to further boost high-quality 
investments. In case of a worsening outlook, deliver a 
supportive fiscal stance at the aggregate level, while 
pursuing policies in full respect of the Stability and 
Growth Pact, taking into account country specific 
circumstances and avoiding pro-cyclicality to the 
extent possible, and stand ready to coordinate policies 
in the Eurogroup. Improve the effectiveness of 

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52018DC0759&from=EN
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52019DC0652&from=EN
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national fiscal frameworks and the quality of public 
finances and adopt growth-friendly tax and other 
relevant budgetary measures that foster a sustainable 
economy. Support and implement EU actions to 
combat Aggressive Tax Planning and address a race 
to the bottom in corporate taxation. 

EA recommendation 3 (Structural policies: labour market and social protection systems) 

2020 EA recommendation 3 - Sharper policy indications, with new elements. 
To note: 

• References to effectiveness of labour market policies were, in 2019, focused on supporting labour market 
transition, whilst in 2020 the focus shifted to convergence of fair working and living conditions, including 
to more digital and green jobs. 

• Maintaining concerns on shifting taxes away from labour (particularly for low-income and second 
earners) and on promoting the creation of quality jobs 

• Specific reference to promoting women participation, collective bargaining and sustainability of social 
protection systems 

2019  EAR 3:  

Shift taxes away from labour and strengthen 
education systems and investment in skills, as well as the 
effectiveness of active labour market policies that 
support transitions. Address labour market 
segmentation and ensure adequate social protection 
systems across the euro area. 

2020  EAR 3:  
Strengthen education and training systems and 
investment in skills. Increase the effectiveness of 
active labour market policies that support labour 
market integration and successful labour market 
transitions, including to more digital and green jobs. 
Promote participation in the labour market, including 
that of women, and shift taxes away from labour, in 
particular for low-income and second earners. Foster 
quality job creation, fair working conditions and 
address labour market segmentation. Improve access to 
adequate and sustainable social protection systems. 
Enhance the effectiveness of social dialogue and 
promote collective bargaining. 

EA recommendation 4 (Reforms of the Financial sector ) 

2020 EA recommendation 4 - Broadly unchanged emphasis, with new elements, such as a reference to: 
• BU: starting political negotiations on the EDIS and improving crisis management and liquidity in resolution 
• Promoting orderly deleveraging of large stocks of private debt, including by removing debt bias in 

taxation  
• In both 2019 and 2020, noted a recommendation to strengthen the European regulatory and 

supervisory framework but adding a reference to enforcing anti-money laundering rules in 2020 
• Renewing efforts to complete CMU 

2019 EAR 4:  
Make the backstop for the Single Resolution Fund 
operational, set up a European Deposit Insurance 
Scheme and strengthen the European regulatory and 
supervisory framework. Promote orderly deleveraging of 
large stocks of private debt. Swiftly reduce the level of 
non-performing loans in the euro area and prevent 
their build up, including by removing debt bias in 
taxation. 

2020 EAR 4:  

Complete the Banking Union by starting political 
negotiations on the European Deposit Insurance 
Scheme, taking steps to improve crisis management 
and making provisions for liquidity in resolution and 
the backstop for the Single Resolution Fund operational. 
Strengthen the European regulatory and supervisory 
framework, including by reinforcing the supervision and 
enforcement of anti-money laundering rules. Promote 
orderly deleveraging of large stocks of private debt 
including by removing debt bias in taxation. Continue 
to enable the swift reduction of the level of 
nonperforming loans by banks in the euro area and 
prevent their build up. Renew efforts to complete the 
Capital Markets Union. 
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EA recommendation 5 (EMU institutional reform) 

2020 EA recommendation 5 - Main changes include reference to: 
• Completing/Deepening the EMU with the perspective to project  Europe’s economic interests globally 
• In 2020, Member States are recommended to make ambitious progress on deepening the EMU and 

enhancing its democratic accountability, whilst in 2019 the message was to make a swift progress on 
completing the EMU 

• In 2020, there is no reference to RSP and EISF under the proposal for the 2021-2027 MFF  

2019 EAR 5: 

Make swift progress on completing the Economic and 
Monetary Union, also with the perspective to 
strengthen the international role of the euro, taking into 
account the Commission proposals, including those 
concerning the financial sector as well as the Reform 
Support Programme and the European Investment 
Stabilisation Function under the proposal for the 2021-
2027 Multiannual Financial Framework. 

2020 EAR 5: 

Make ambitious progress on deepening the Economic 
and Monetary Union, delivering swiftly on the actions 
identified in the Statement of the Euro Summit of 
December 2019 and advancing on all other aspects with 
the perspective to strengthen the international role of 
the euro and to project Europe’s economic interests 
globally. Deepen the Economic and Monetary Union 
and enhance its democratic accountability while fully 
respecting the Union’s internal market and in an open 
and transparent manner towards non-euro area 
Member States. 

 

Source: EGOV, based on the 2019 and the 2020 euro area recommendations 
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Annex 5: 2019 Euro Area Council Recommendation compared to 2020 Commission proposal 

2019 Council Recommendation 
 (adopted text) 

2020 draft Council Recommendation 
(COM proposal) 

 
EA recommendation 1 (Structural policy) 

Main changes: 

• Both public and private investment are needed 
• Fostering productivity in all Member States, not only the ones with current-account deficits or high 

external debts 
• Investments for the green and digital economy transition 

Deepen the Single Market, improve the business 
environment and the quality of institutions, and pursue 
resilience-enhancing reforms for the product and 
services markets. Reduce external debt and pursue 
reforms to boost competitiveness, in particular through 
productivity in euro-area Member States with current-
account deficits or high external debt, and strengthen 
the conditions that support wage growth in a manner 
that respects the role of social partners. Implement 
measures that foster investment in euro-area Member 
States with large current-account surpluses. 

In euro area Member States with current account deficits 
or high external debt, pursue reforms to boost 
competitiveness and reduce external debt. In euro area 
Member States with large current account surpluses, 
strengthen the conditions that support wage growth, 
while respecting the role of social partners, and 
implement measures that foster public and private 
investment. In all Member States, foster productivity by 
improving the business environment and the quality of 
institutions, enhance resilience by improving the 
functioning of goods and services markets especially by 
deepening the Single Market. Support a fair and 
inclusive transition towards a competitive green and 
digital economy through tangible and intangible 
investment, both public and private. 

EA recommendation 2 (Fiscal policy) 
Main changes: 

• Adopt prudent fiscal policies to decrease the debt in Member States with high debt levels, instead of 
building fiscal buffers 

• Support high quality investments in Member States with favourable fiscal positions 
• Public finances allocated to create fiscal stance through the BICC 
• Improve the effectiveness of national fiscal frameworks 
• Adopt taxes and measures towards a sustainable development and reduce corporate taxation 

While pursuing policies in a manner that fully respects 
the Stability and Growth Pact, support public and private 
investment and improve the quality and composition of 
public finances. Rebuild fiscal buffers, especially in 
euro-area Member States with high levels of public 
debt. Support and implement EU actions to combat 
aggressive tax planning. 

In Member States with high debt levels, pursue prudent 
policies to put public debt credibly on a sustainable 
downward path. In Member States with a favourable 
fiscal position, use it to further boost high-quality 
investments. In case of a worsening outlook, deliver a 
supportive fiscal stance at the aggregate level, while 
pursuing policies in full respect of the Stability and 
Growth Pact, taking into account country-specific 
circumstances and avoiding pro-cyclicality to the 
extent possible, and stand ready to coordinate 
policies in the Eurogroup. Improve the effectiveness 
of national fiscal frameworks and the quality of public 
finances and adopt growth-friendly tax and other 
relevant budgetary measures that foster a 
sustainable economy. Support and implement EU 
actions to combat Aggressive Tax Planning and address 
a race to the bottom in corporate taxation. 

EA recommendation 3 (Labour Market policy) 

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=OJ:C:2019:136:FULL&from=EN
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52019DC0652&from=EN
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Main changes: 

• Convergence on fair working conditions 
• Digital and green labour market transition 
• Promote participation in labour market (particularly women) 
• Shift taxes away, particularly for low-income and second earners 
• Enhance the effectiveness of social dialogue and promote collective bargaining 

Shift taxes away from labour and strengthen education 
and training systems and investment in skills. Improve 
the effectiveness of active labour market policies that 
support successful labour market transitions. Promote 
the creation of quality jobs and address labour market 
segmentation. Ensure adequate and sustainable social 
protection systems across the euro area. 

Strengthen education and training systems and 
investment in skills. Increase the effectiveness of active 
labour market policies that support labour market 
integration and successful labour market transitions, 
including to more digital and green jobs. Promote 
participation in the labour market, including that of 
women, and shift taxes away from labour, in particular 
for low-income and second earners. Foster quality job 
creation, fair working conditions and address labour 
market segmentation. Improve access to adequate and 
sustainable social protection systems. Enhance the 
effectiveness of social dialogue and promote 
collective bargaining. 

 
 

EA recommendation 4 (Banking Union policy) 

Main changes: 

• Start negotiations on EDIS, improving crisis management 
• Reinforcing supervision 
• Improving anti-money laundering rules 

Make the backstop for the SRF operational and 
anticipate this, provided sufficient progress has been 
made in risk reduction. Pursue work on the EDIS, in 
particular by setting up a high-level working group. 
Strengthen the European regulatory and supervisory 
framework. Work further on solutions for overcoming 
limitations in the current set-up for liquidity provision in 
resolution. Promote orderly deleveraging of large stocks 
of private debt. Continue to swiftly reduce the level of 
non-performing loans in the euro area and prevent 
the build-up of such loans, including by removing 
debt bias in taxation. Make ambitious progress on the 
Capital Markets Union. 

Complete the Banking Union by starting political 
negotiations on the European Deposit Insurance 
Scheme, taking steps to improve crisis management 
and making provisions for liquidity in resolution and the 
backstop for the Single Resolution Fund operational. 
Strengthen the European regulatory and supervisory 
framework, including by reinforcing the supervision 
and enforcement of anti-money laundering rules. 
Promote orderly deleveraging of large stocks of 
private debt including by removing debt bias in 
taxation. Continue to enable the swift reduction of the 
level of nonperforming loans by banks in the euro area 
and prevent their build up. Renew efforts to complete 
the Capital Markets Union. 

EA recommendation 5 (EMU policy) 
Main changes: 

• Project EU economic interest globally 
• Ensure the accountability of the EMU 

Make swift progress on deepening the EMU, building on 
the statement of the Euro Summit of 14 December 
2018, also with a view to strengthening the international 
role of the euro, taking into account the proposals of the 
Commission and the initiatives of Member States, while 
fully respecting the Union's internal market and in an 
open and transparent manner vis-à-vis non-euro-area 
Member States. 

Make ambitious progress on deepening the Economic 
and Monetary Union, delivering swiftly on the actions 
identified in the Statement of the Euro Summit of 
December 2019 and advancing on all other aspects 
with the perspective to strengthen the international role 
of the euro and to project Europe’s economic interests 
globally. Deepen the Economic and Monetary Union 
and enhance its democratic accountability while fully 
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respecting the Union’s internal market and in an open 
and transparent manner towards non-euro area 
Member States. 

Source: EGOV, based on the 2019 and the 2020 euro area recommendations 
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Annex 6: Budgetary instrument for convergence and competitiveness  

The agreed BICC term sheet details the (1) governance; (2) financing, (3) allocation and modulation. 
Previously, in June, the Eurogroup had already agreed on general principles, key features, financing and 
governance. The relevant details are depicted below.  

(1) Governance: governance of the instrument will rest with the Euro Summit and EG (as already decided 
in June) and key principles will be reflected in a draft Regulation under Art. 136 of the TFEU. The process will 
start by a discussion on strategic priorities by the Euro Summit and Eurogroup and will result in a 
strengthened Euro Area Recommendation (EAR) including priorities relevant to the BICC, to be issued in the 
context of the European Semester and revised annually (as explained in the June term sheet). Member States 
would submit proposals (“duly substantiated reform and investment proposals”, as indicated in the June term 
sheet) for financing in spring, which should as a rule consist of packages of reforms and investments, linked 
to the National Reform Programmes and compatible with the national budgetary process. Such proposals 
should cover the estimation of costs of investment and of structural reforms, and their justification, as well 
as the timeline for implementation (with milestones and targets). Such proposals would be analysed by the 
relevant (EG) preparatory committees and, if warranted, of the Eurogroup based on Commission initial feed-
back based on transparent criteria. The use of the facility is subject to approval by the Commission, taking 
into account the strategic priorities included in the EAR and the previous year’s Country Specific 
Recommendations. Member States’ access to financing will depend on the implementation of structural 
reforms and investments, the respect of the applicable macro-economic conditionality foreseen in the 
Common Provisions Regulation and respect of horizontal rules applying to the implementation of the EU 
budget (where the instrument will be framed). Being entrenched in the EU budget, the BICC will be subject 
to Commission implementation and to the European Parliament discharge. The European Court of Auditors 
will scrutinise the instrument. Eurogroup commits to ensure the participation of ERM II Member States in 
meetings and to take their views into account to the largest extent possible. 

(2) Financing 
The size of the instrument will be defined in the context of the Multiannual Financial Framework (MFF), 
taking into account the euro area share of the financial envelope of the Reform Delivery Tool, as in the 
Commission original MFF proposal. On the basis of Article 175 TFUE, an enabling clause*  will be included in 
the Regulation to allow Member States to negotiate among themselves an Intergovernmental Agreement 
(IGA) to permit adding other funds to the facility. The Eurogroup Working Group will continue working on a 
report on the need, the content, modalities and the size of an IGA in due time to allow for a final decision in 
the context of the MFF. The Finnish Presidency negotiating box on MFF foresees EUR 12 903 million for BICC.  
Member States will receive financing in instalments, subject to complying with the agreed milestones and 
will report regularly on implementation of investments and reforms. Payments may be suspended or 
cancelled in case of unsatisfactory compliance. Support from the instrument will be delivered in the form of 
grants (direct financial contributions from the EU budget), as foreseen in the June term sheet.   

(3) Allocation and modulation 
For at least 80% of the funds, the allocation key of the funds will be based on population and inverse of GDP 
per capita, with a 70% floor.  Up to 20% of the funds could be used on a more flexible basis to react to country 
specific challenges, by supporting packages of reforms and investments that are especially ambitious as 
measured against the euro area priorities. The instrument will require a national co-financing rate of 25% 
that can be modulated on the basis of a trigger related to severe economic circumstances, as defined in the 
SGP, to be applied in a transparent and predictable manner by the Commission following a discussion in the 
Eurogroup. The modalities will be defined in the context of the legislative process, following further 
discussions in the Eurogroup. When warranted, based on the trigger, national co-financing rate should be 
reduced to half.  
Appropriate arrangements are still to be defined for non-euro area Member States not participating in the 
BICC. These arrangements should take the form of a dedicated instrument or a financial arrangement to 
address their full financial liability in relation to the BICC, depending on the circumstances of each Member 
State*, and should be reflected in MFF discussions. 

https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2019/10/10/term-sheet-on-the-budgetary-instrument-for-convergence-and-competitiveness-bicc/
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2019/06/14/term-sheet-on-the-budgetary-instrument-for-convergence-and-competitiveness/
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/ALL/?uri=CELEX%3A12008E136
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A12016E175
https://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-14518-2019-REV-1/en/pdf
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* Such enabling clause aims to authorise additional contributions by Member States to the budget of the Union and 
earmark them to finance expenditure arising from the BICC, as explained in a note by the Council Legal Services 
** Sweden and Denmark are expected to decide on the latter option subject to decision in the national Parliaments 
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Country-specific recommendations in education 
policies 2011-2019 
This briefing focuses on policy recommendations relating to education and skills 
addressed by the Council to individual Member States within the framework of the 
European Semester, over the years 2011-2019. It applies a broad approach to 
'education'-related country specific recommendations (CSRs), covering budget 
spending on education, inclusiveness, skills mismatches and lifelong learning. The 
briefing takes stock of the education-relevant CSRs issued since 2011, looks in detail at 
the main topics addressed, and offers an overview of the level of implementation by 
Member States as assessed by the European Commission.  

Some EU policies relating to education 2011-2019  
An important milestone in the EU's post-crisis governance architecture was the stronger integration of social 
objectives and policy coordination with the European Semester and an overarching EU2020 strategy. The 
latter had introduced five headline targets (employment; research and development; climate change and 
energy; education; and poverty and social exclusion) for Member States to translate into their national 
targets for jobs and smart, sustainable and inclusive growth. In October 2014, Commission President Jean-
Claude Juncker announced his ambition for the EU to achieve a Social Triple A rating, stating in his opening 
address to the plenary of Parliament that 'this is just as important as an economic and financial triple-A rating.’ 

Later, on 9 September 2015, President Juncker announced the establishment of a European Pillar of Social 
Rights in his state of the union address to the European Parliament. This initiative was part of the work 
undertaken by the Commission for a deeper and fairer Economic and Monetary Union (EMU) and was also 
part of the Commission's 2016 Work Programme. In March 2016, the Commission presented a first outline 
of the Pillar of Social Rights, launching a public consultation in March 2017. The Commission communication 
on the European Pillar of Social Rights was presented in April 2017 and was officially adopted as a 
Proclamation in Gothenburg in November 2017. 

In addition, the Luxembourg Presidency of the Council of the EU of 2015 focused on 'deepening the EU 
social dimension' of the European Semester, which was introduced as a new form of institutional 
architecture for socio-economic policy coordination in response to the euro crisis.   

Furthermore, the New Skills Agenda for Europe was adopted by the Commission on 10 June 2016. The goals 
and actions of this Agenda are set out in the document 'Communication: A New Skills Agenda for Europe'. 
It launched numerous actions designed to: a) improve the quality and relevance of training and other ways 
of acquiring skills; b) make skills more visible and comparable; c) improve information and understanding 
regarding trends and patterns of demand for skills and jobs (skills intelligence), to enable people to make 
better career choices, find quality jobs and improve their life chances. 

One may note that the Council adopted a recommendation on Key Competences for Lifelong Learning in 
May 2018, and a recommendation on 'Upskilling Pathways: New Opportunities for Adults' in December 
201639. It is important to point out the connection between such recommendations and the targets of ET 

                                                             
*External author: Parliamentary adviser, Portuguese Parliament. 

https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/europe-2020-indicators
https://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_SPEECH-14-1525_en.htm
https://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_SPEECH-14-1525_en.htm
https://ec.europa.eu/commission/priorities/state-union-speeches/state-union-2015_en
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?qid=1457706909489&uri=COM:2016:127:FIN
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/ALL/?uri=COM:2017:0250:FIN
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/ALL/?uri=COM:2017:0250:FIN
https://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_STATEMENT-17-4706_en.htm
http://www.eu2015lu.eu/en/la-presidence/a-propos-presidence/programme-et-priorites/PROGR_POLITIQUE_EN.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/social/main.jsp?catId=1223
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX:52016DC0381
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=uriserv:OJ.C_.2018.189.01.0001.01.ENG&toc=OJ:C:2018:189:TOC
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=OJ%3AJOC_2016_484_R_0001
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2020 (Education and Training 2020), which is a strategic framework for European cooperation in these 
domains. The Education and Training Monitor gathers statistics and data related to the evolution of national 
education and training systems across the EU. Each report measures countries’ progress towards the targets 
of ET 2020, and provides insights into measures taken to address education-related issues as part of the 
European Semester process. 

On 10 September 2019, Commission President-designated Ursula von der Leyen presented her political 
guidelines, where she committed to ‘empowering people through education and skills’. In her mission letter 
to Commissioner Mariya Gabriel (Commissioner for Innovation, Research, Culture, Education and Youth) 
Commission President von der Leyen delegated the following tasks related to education: to lead European 
Education Area project; to remove barriers to learning and to improve access to quality education; to 
promote excellence and networking among European universities, as well as, to foster international 
cooperation in education, research and innovation. 

On 8 November 2019, a first ever joint Council meeting bringing together EU finance ministers and 
education ministers was organised to discuss education policies. On the same day, the education ministers 
adopted a series of conclusions on 'the key role of lifelong learning policies' and a resolution on the further 
development of a European Education Area. 

On 17 December 2019, the Commission proposed its economic policy priorities for the 2020 European 
Semester Cycle. Some of these economic policy priorities aim at strengthening education and training 
systems, as well as, investment in skills, which are also reflected in the Annual Sustainable Growth Strategy 
2020 and related policy documents. 

Education-related country specific recommendations 
Over the period between 2011 and 2019, the Council addressed 219 country–specific recommendations 
(CSRs) to Member States related to education40, skills and lifelong learning41 (hereinafter education CSRs), as 
part of the European Semester. It should be noted that Member States which were under a macroeconomic 
adjustment programme were not subject to the European Semester surveillance framework42. 

The number of education CSRs addressed to Member States expanded steadily between 2012 and 2014. 
However, it declined substantially in 2015 (less than half the number of recommendations compared with 
that for 2014), as also did the overall number of CSRs. In 2015, the Commission decided to reduce 
significantly the number and scope of the CSRs, focusing on key priority issues of macroeconomic and social 
relevance. As a consequence, both the absolute and relative number of edication CSRs declined. 
Nevertheless, the rising trend in the number of education CSRs issued to Member States has resumed from 
2016 onwards. More recently, there was a significant increase, from 22 recommendations in 2018 to 30 in 
2019.  

In general, Member States that have received education CSRs have been targeted several years in a row. The 
Netherlands, Sweden, Denmark and Croatia were those receiving less education CSRs during this period43. 

                                                             
39 In February 2019, the Commission published an implementation report on upskilling pathways, with the purpose of taking stock 
of the steps that the Member States have agreed upon to implement the recommendation. The report outlines the relevance of 
skills as a driver for competitiveness, innovation and growth, emphasising that investment in skills pays off, as a pathway to 
employability and prosperity, and also a key to social cohesion. 
40 CSRs linked to budgetary spending on education, reforms at any level of the education system, measures to reduce early school 
leaving, educational output, etc are included. 
41 CSRs linked to skills mismatch, apprenticeship, vocational education and training, upskilling, market-oriented skills, adult learning, 
lifelong learning, etc are included. 
42 Instead programme conditionality was enshrined in a specific Memorandum of Understanding. Hence Greece received the first 
Semester recommendation in 2019; Cyprus received CSRs in 2011 and 2012 (i.e. before the start of its programme in 2013) and then 
again in 2016, 2017 and 2018 (following the completion of the programme); as well as, Ireland and Portugal started receiving 
recommendations in 2014 after exiting its programme in 2013. As an exception, Spain has always been integrated into the European 
Semester, on account of the narrow scope, small size and short duration of the Spanish programme (recapitalisation and 
restructuring of the banking sector). In addition, Romania did not receive CSRs as part of the European Semester in 2011 and 2012, 
as equally Latvia did not in 2011, since those Member States benefitted from balance of payments assistance. 
43 In this accounting, Portugal, Ireland and Cyprus were excluded for the reasons explained above. 

https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/education-and-training/eu-benchmarks
https://ec.europa.eu/education/policy/strategic-framework/et-monitor_en
https://ec.europa.eu/commission/sites/beta-political/files/political-guidelines-next-commission_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/commission/sites/beta-political/files/political-guidelines-next-commission_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/commission/commissioners/sites/comm-cwt2019/files/commissioner_mission_letters/mission-letter-mariya-gabriel-2019_en.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/meetings/eycs/2019/11/08/
https://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-13282-2019-INIT/en/pdf
https://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-13298-2019-INIT/en/pdf
https://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-13298-2019-INIT/en/pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/en/ip_19_6770
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/2020-european-semester-annual-sustainable-growth-strategy_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/2020-european-semester-annual-sustainable-growth-strategy_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/file_import/implementation-report-upskilling-pathways_en.pdf
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By contrast, Slovakia, the United Kingdom, Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria, Germany and Hungary have received 
recommendations on educational policies each year, i.e. nine years in a row. 

In 2019, for the first time, all Member States - without exception - received a recommendation on education 
CSRs. This is in line with the investment advice provided to the Member States in this Semester package (for 
more information see Box 1). In fact, the 2019 European Semester intensified the focus on investment. It 
should be noted that the 2019 Annual Growth Survey called for more targeted investment policies across 
Member States and that this year’s country reports analysed each country’s investment needs. 

  

Box 1: Communications from the Commission on the 2018 and 2019 European Semesters 

Recent communications from the Commission on the respective European Semesters had discussed 
different aspects of the impact of education on the labour market, investment and structural reforms: 
• The communication on the 2018 European Semester - Country-specific recommendations 

(COM(2018)0400), May 2018) emphasises that issues of educational inequality and its 
intergenerational transmission represent a threat to social cohesion and the long-term prosperity of 
European societies. 

• The communication on the 2019 European Semester - Assessment of progress on structural reforms, 
prevention and correction of macroeconomic imbalances, and results of in-depth reviews under 
Regulation (EU) No 1176/2011 (COM(2019)0500, June 2019) identifies skills shortages and 
mismatches as a major obstacle to investment. It is argued that investment in people is a key 
complement to investment in innovation, research and infrastructure. The communication states that 
'well-functioning and inclusive education and training systems can help prevent or reduce the risks of skills 
shortages and mismatches that are costly to society, both economically and socially, in terms of foregone 
growth opportunities and shrinking job opportunities for certain population groups'.  

The 2019 CSRs were focused on inclusiveness, as only limited progress has been made in this domain, and 
on access to quality education and training, as it is key to equip all citizens with skills and competences, 
in a lifelong learning perspective that takes into account future needs. 

In particular, in the recent two rounds of CSRs the recommendations focused on:  

1. Access to quality and inclusive mainstream education for disadvantaged groups, in particular 
Roma: CSRs have been issued to Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, Hungary, Romania and Slovakia;  

2. Quality and achievement in basic skills in Austria;  
3. Reducing early school leaving in Spain;  
4. Improving the situation of teachers and strengthening the attractiveness of the teaching 

profession in the Czech Republic and Italy;  
5. Increasing the labour market relevance of education in Belgium, Bulgaria, Cyprus, Croatia, 

Greece, Latvia, Lithuania, Portugal, Romania and Spain;  
6. Improving adult learning in Bulgaria, Croatia, the Czech Republic, Estonia, France, Greece, Ireland, 

Italy, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Portugal, Slovakia and Slovenia, and vocational training in Cyprus, 
France and Italy;  

7. Increasing the capacity of vocational education and training in Cyprus, Greece and Latvia. 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/2018-european-semester-country-specific-recommendation-commission-recommendation-communication-en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/2019-european-semester-country-specific-recommendations-commission-recommendations-communication_en.pdf
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Figure 1: Education CSRs by Member State 

Source: EGOV based on the CSRs adopted by the Council in the period 2011-2019.  

Topics addressed by education CSRs 
This note follows the categorisation adopted by the Commission, which separates CSRs in education from 
CSRs in skills and lifelong learning, based on the distinction traditionally made between the respective 
concepts of education and training. Usually, the concept 'Education System' includes pre-school, 
compulsory, upper secondary and higher education.  

The CSRs with which this paper is concerned in the core education field address: a) structural or quality 
weaknesses of the educational system related to curricular reform or modernisation, schools and teacher 
investment; and b) social vulnerabilities of the education system related to inclusiveness concerns 
(regarding immigrants and other vulnerable groups). 

It is frequent for Member States to receive annual recommendations, both in core education fields and on 
skills and lifelong learning (Table 1). However, most of these recommendations are oriented towards 
strengthening labour market capacities. In general, there is a balanced distribution between the 
recommendations addressed to education and the ones addressed to skills and lifelong learning, with the 
exception of the years 2011, 2015, 2016 and 2017. 

Table 1: Number of education sub-CSRs by type (2011-2019) 

Year 

Number of education sub-CSRs addressing 

Education only 
Skills and 
lifelong 

learning only 

Education AND 
Skills and 

lifelong 
learning 

2011 3 9 11 

2012 9 8 15 

2013 24 24 8 

2014 31 29 15 

2015 19 7 0 

2016 10 7 5 

2017 11 7 3 

2018 10 11 7 

2019 1 0 20 

Source: EGOV based on the CSRs adopted by the Council in the period 2011-2019.  
 

2019 2019 2019 2019 2019 2019 2019

2018 2018 2018 2019 2018 2019 2018 2019 2019 2019 2018 2018

2017 2017 2017 2018 2017 2019 2018 2017 2019 2018 2019 2018 2019 2018 2017 2017

2016 2016 2016 2016 2016 2019 2018 2019 2017 2016 2019 2018 2017 2016 2017 2018 2017 2016 2016

2015 2015 2015 2019 2015 2015 2019 2015 2017 2016 2016 2019 2015 2018 2017 2016 2015 2016 2019 2017 2016 2015 2015

2014 2014 2014 2018 2014 2014 2016 2014 2014 2015 2014 2018 2014 2019 2015 2016 2015 2014 2014 2018 2016 2019 2014 2014 2014

2013 2013 2013 2017 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2014 2013 2017 2013 2018 2014 2015 2014 2013 2019 2013 2017 2015 2014 2013 2013 2013

2012 2012 2012 2012 2012 2012 2012 2012 2012 2012 2012 2016 2012 2016 2013 2014 2013 2012 2012 2012 2016 2014 2013 2012 2012 2012

2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2019 2011 2011 2011 2014 2011 2014 2012 2013 2012 2011 2011 2011 2014 2013 2012 2011 2011 2011

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

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/cmsdata/186705/CSR%20database_v76_FINAL-original.xlsm
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A more detailed categorisation of CSRs, by country and year, is listed in Annex 2, reflecting a wide range of 
policy recommendations.  

It is possible to identify three recurring topics in education CSRs in the sub-field of skills and lifelong learning, 
which are closely bound up with the labour market, unemployment, and the need to meet the challenges 
of technological and digital transformation. These are: 

1. CSRs addressing skills mismatches and market-relevant skills; 
2. CSRs fostering lifelong learning, adult learning and reskilling or upskilling (including vocational 

education and training); 
3. CSRs for improving inclusiveness in education and training, especially for persons with a migrant 

background and people with disabilities. 

In the core of the education sector five recurrent topics were identified: 

1. CSRs focusing on investment-related education policies or on ensuring expenditure in education; 
2. CSRs calling for reforms on all levels of education; 
3. CSRs targeting early school leaving; 
4. Some CSRs calling for improvements regarding teacher's skills and the teaching profession44; 
5. More generic CSRs emphasising the need to improve the quality, outcomes and inclusiveness of 

education. 

A time-series or cross-section distribution analysis delivers a clear pattern regarding the distribution of 
topics. However, lately there seems to be a shift in education CSRs towards greater inclusiveness, as 
recommendations directed at education and training systems aimed at ensuring equality of access for 
disadvantaged groups (migrants or people with disabilities), become more prominent (see Box 1). 

Implementation of education CSRs 
In order to facilitate the assessment of the implementation of CSRs, the analysis provided by the Social 
Scoreboard feeds into the preparation of the Country Reports and it complements the more qualitative 
assessment of economic and social challenges across the EU (see Box 2). The following three indicators of 
the Social Scoreboard are especially relevant: early leavers from education and training between ages 18 
and 24; adult participation in lifelong learning; and share of population with basic overall digital skills or 
higher. In 2018, for the first time, the Country Reports provided an in-depth analysis of country-specific 
challenges identified by the Social Scoreboard (notably 'critical situations'). 

In terms of implementation of the 2018 education CSRs, the following can be noted based on the annual 
screening of the assessments by the Commission of the implementation of the CSRs: 

• Twelve Member States made limited progress in implementing the 2018 education CSRs (15 CSRs 
were issued) in relation to the following policy aspects: improving educational outcomes and 
inclusiveness for disadvantaged groups; improving quality of education; fostering lifelong learning, 
reskilling and upskilling, etc. 

• Ten Member States made some progress in implementing the 2018 education CSRs (12 CSRs were 
issued) in relation to the following policy aspects: fostering lifelong learning, reskilling and 
upskilling; improving labour market outcomes; implementing education reforms, etc. 

• One Member State implemented the 2018 education CSR and addressed it substantially for the 
policy aspect of reform of vocational education and training. 

                                                             
44 Commissioner Navracsics presented the 2019 Education and Training Monitor at the second European Education Summit on 26 September 2019. 
Teachers are the main focus of the latest edition, as they are considered the key factor impacting on students’ learning within the school 
environment. 

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/cmsdata/186705/CSR%20database_v76_FINAL-original.xlsm
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/cmsdata/186705/CSR%20database_v76_FINAL-original.xlsm
https://ec.europa.eu/education/summit_en
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• The implementation record of the CSRs has been uneven. However, a cross-section analysis shows 
that a limited level of implementation is found in Member States including Romania, Hungary, 
Bulgaria, Slovakia, Belgium, Spain and Germany, while Finland, France, Portugal and Ireland show 
better implementation rates. 

As for the level of implementation, there seems to be no clear pattern as to what types of education and 
training CSRs register higher or lower levels of implementation by Member States. However, one can draw 
some cautious horizontal conclusions: 

• Uneven levels of detail and specificity of an individual CSR make country comparisons difficult.  
• The low implementation rate of CSRs in education worsened in the two most recent years, i.e., 

2017 and 2018. 
• CRSs addressed to improve inclusiveness show a very poor level of implementation. 

Figure 2: Progress in implementing 2018 CSRs in 
education and training 

Figure 3: Progress in implementing 2017 CSRs in 
education and training 

  

Source: EGOV based on the CSRs adopted by the Council in the period 2011-2019. 

Box 2: What is the methodology for attributing a certain mark to a Member State for an indicator 
of the Social Scoreboard? 

The scoreboard is a reference framework to monitor 'societal progress' within the three dimensions of the Pillar: 
equal opportunities and access to the labour market; dynamic labour markets and fair working conditions; and 
public support/social protection and inclusion. Twelve areas have been selected in which societal progress can be 
measured, associated with one of the three dimensions referred to above.  

The first policy domain of the Pillar dimension ‘equal opportunities and access to the labour market’ is 'Skills, 
education and lifelong learning', which is relevant for education CSRs. The Commission states: ‘Basic skills in 
language, literacy, numeracy and ICT, which are the first building blocks for learning, remain a challenge for a significant 
share of the population, from children to adults. To increase quality and relevance of education outcomes, education 
and training systems need to become more effective, equitable and responsive to labour market and societal needs’. 

The scoreboard benchmarks EU Member States' performances vis-à-vis the EU and the euro area averages, and 
each mark is a reflection of levels for a certain indicator, also taking into account longer-term trends. 

Source: European Commission webpage. 

 

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/cmsdata/186705/CSR%20database_v76_FINAL-original.xlsm
https://ec.europa.eu/commission/equal-opportunities-and-access-labour-market_en
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Some conclusions  

The following conclusions can be drawn: 

Between 2011 and 2019, recommendations on the social aspect of education showed a moderate 
increase, with the exception of 2015, when the number of CSRs fell considerably. A significant increase 
can be observed between 2018 and 2019, when all Member States received recommendations on 
education. 

There has been a wide range of policy recommendations within the education domain over the period 
in question. Lately, we can observe a content shift of the CSRs towards inclusiveness, reflecting the latest 
policy orientations from the Commission followed by the Council. It is recognised that the problem of 
inequality across the EU could be tackled by improving access to education and training. This is in line 
with the European Pillar of Social Rights. 

The level of implementation does not seem to be linked to the size of the country or the type of 
education and training CSRs. Member States on average have been struggling with implementing these 
CSRs. 

There is a low implementation rate for CSRs in education and training, across time and across Member 
States. It should be noted, however, that measuring the degree of implementation of qualitative 
recommendations is difficult, and the results may be imprecise. The implementation level of some of 
the CSRs in education and training is based on social scoreboard indicators (however, the precise 
relation between implementation assessment and scoreboard is not clear). 

It should be emphasised that reforms in education and training, as in other sectors, take time to 
implement and yield results. The need for this multiannual dimension has been acknowledged by the 
Commission. Thus the Commission communication on the 2017 European Semester, issued in May 
2017, proposed that the assessment of the implementation of CSRs should be carried out from both a 
yearly and a multiannual perspective. However, the details of the multiannual framework methodology 
have never been published. 
  

https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/2017-european-semester-country-specific-recommendations-commission-recommendations-communication.pdf
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Annex 1: Education and training CSRs 2011-2019 

MS 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 TOTAL 

AT CSR4 CSR2,5 CSR5 CSR3 CSR2 CSR2 CSR2 CSR2 CSR2 10 

BE CSR2 CSR5 CSR6 CSR4,5 CSR3 CSR2 CSR2 CSR2 CSR2 10 

BG CSR5 CSR4 CSR4 CSR4 CSR4 CSR3 CSR3 CSR3 CSR4 9 

CY CSR5 CSR5         CSR5 CSR5 CSR3 5 

CZ CSR4,6 CSR3,6 CSR6 CSR5 CSR4 CSR3   CSR2 CSR2 10 

DE CSR1,3 CSR1,3 CSR1,2 CSR1,2 CSR1 CSR1 CSR1 CSR1,2 CSR1,2 15 

DK CSR3 CSR3 CSR2 CSR2         CSR1 5 

EE CSR4 CSR3 CSR3 CSR3 CSR3       CSR2 6 

EL                 CSR2 1 

ES CSR2,6 CSR2,6 CSR4,5 CSR1,3,4     CSR2 CSR2,3 CSR2 13 

FI CSR4 CSR3   CSR3 CSR3 CSR2     CSR2 6 

FR CSR3 CSR2,3 CSR6 CSR7   CSR3 CSR3 CSR2 CSR2 9 

HR       CSR3   CSR2 CSR3 CSR2 CSR2 5 

HU CSR4 CSR4,6 CSR4,6 CSR4,6 CSR5 CSR3 CSR3 CSR3 CSR2 12 

IE       CSR3   CSR1   CSR2 CSR2 4 

IT   CSR3 CSR4 CSR6 CSR5     CSR4 CSR2,3 7 

LT     CSR3 CSR3 CSR2 CSR2 CSR2 CSR2 CSR2 7 

LU CSR4 CSR4 CSR5 CSR2,4         CSR3 6 

LV   CSR3,7 CSR3,5 CSR2 CSR2 CSR2 CSR2 CSR2 CSR2 10 

MT CSR3 CSR3 CSR3 CSR3 CSR2 CSR2     CSR3 7 

NL CSR1 CSR1             CSR2 3 

PL CSR4 CSR3,4 CSR3,4 CSR2   CSR2 CSR2 CSR2 CSR2 10 

PT       CSR4   CSR5   CSR2 CSR2 4 

RO     CSR4,5 CSR5,6 CSR3 CSR2 CSR2 CSR2 CSR3 9 

SE   CSR3 CSR4 CSR4         CSR2 4 

SI CSR2,5 CSR2,5 CSR3 CSR3   CSR2 CSR2 CSR1 CSR1 10 

SK CSR5 CSR5,6 CSR3,4 CSR3,4 CSR2,3 CSR2 CSR2 CSR2 CSR2 13 

UK CSR3 CSR3 CSR3 CSR3 CSR3 CSR3 CSR3 CSR3 CSR2 9 

TOTAL 23 32 28 33 16 19 16 22 30 219 
AS % 

OF 
CSRs 

19,49% 23,19% 19,86% 21,02% 15,69% 21,35% 20,51% 30,14% 31,25% 22,08% 

Source: EGOV based on the CSRs adopted by the Council in the period 2011-2019.  
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Annex 2: Education and training CSRs: policy aspects and implementation 2011-2019 

MS Recommendation 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 

AT Improve educational outcomes for disadvantaged 
groups (incl. those with migrant background) 

CSR4 some some limit   some limit limit CSR2 

AT Improve strategic planning in higher education     some limit           

AT Improve labour market outcomes         limit   limit some   
BE Foster lifelong learning, re- and up-skilling CSR2 some limit             

BE Improve quality and inclusiveness of education and 
training 

      limit     some limit CSR2 

BE Pursue education and training reforms           some   limit   

BE Address skill shortages and mismatches   some   some some       CSR2 

BG Adopt School Education Act     no no subst.         

BG Reform all levels of education CSR5 limit limit some           

BG Improve access to good-quality early schooling     no   limit         

BG Reform vocational education and training       some           

BG Improve quality and inclusiveness of education and 
training 

      limit   limit limit some CSR4 

BG Foster upskilling and lifelong learning       limit       some   

CY Promote market-relevant skills   some               

CY 
Deliver on reforming education and training system, and 
increase participation in vocational education and 
training 

CSR5           limit limit CSR3 

CZ Ensure accreditation, governance and financing of 
higher education     no limit           

CZ Adopt higher education reform         subst.         

CZ Raise the attractiveness of teaching profession       some   subst.       

CZ Implement comprehensive evaluation framework CSR6 limit some limit           

CZ Strengthen capacity and improve inclusiveness of 
education and training 

CSR4     limit limit some   some CSR2 

DE Increase availability of all-day schools       some           

DE Ensure expenditure on education CSR1 subst. limit             

DE Focus investment-related policy on education       limit limit limit limit limit CSR1 

DE Improve educational outcomes and skills of 
disadvantaged groups 

CSR3 limit some limit       limit CSR2 

DK Improve the quality of the education system CSR3 some some             

DK Improve educational outcomes and skills of 
disadvantaged groups       some           

DK Foster lifelong learning, re- and up-skilling     some             

DK Focus investment-related policy on education                 CSR1 

EE Promote market-relevant skills   some               

EE Reform all levels of education     subst.             

EE Foster lifelong learning and vocational education and 
training     some some some         

EE Improve attractiveness of vocational education and 
training       limit           

EE Improve capacity and relevance of the education and 
training system 

CSR4     some         CSR2 

EL Focus investment-related policy on education                 CSR2 

ES Foster lifelong learning, re- and up-skilling CSR2 some limit             

ES Review expenditure on education   some   some           
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ES Improve quality of vocational training     some limit           

ES Increase the quality of primary and secondary education       some           

ES Enhance guidance and support for groups at risk of early 
school leaving 

CSR6     limit           

ES Improve education outcomes           some limit limit CSR2 

ES Increase relevance of education       limit     limit limit CSR2 

FI Foster lifelong learning, re- and up-skilling CSR4                 

FI Foster vocational training       some           

FI Reduce skills mismatches   subst.     some some       

FI Enhance labour market-relevant skills         some       CSR2 

FR Foster lifelong learning, re- and up-skilling CSR3 some some             

FR Pursue reforms of vocational education and training   some some some     limit subst.   

FR Target educational inequalities and early school leaving       some           

FR Reform compulsory education       some           

FR Enhance labour market-relevant skills           some       

FR Address skills shortages and mismatches                 CSR2 

HR Improve education outcomes       some           

HR Foster up- and re-skilling         limit limit       

HR Improve adult education            limit     

HR Deliver on education reform and improve access to and 
relevance of education and training             limit some CSR2 

HU Foster lifelong learning, re- and up-skilling CSR4 some some no   some     CSR2 

HU Reform higher education     limit limit           

HU Promote market-relevant skills     some             

HU Prevent early school leaving   limit no limit           

HU Facilitate transition between different stages of 
education       limit no         

HU Improve teaching skills         some         

HU Improve educational outcomes and inclusiveness of 
disadvantaged groups     no limit limit limit limit limit CSR2 

IE Focus investment-related policy on education           some       

IE Facilitate re- and up-skilling       some     some some CSR2 

IT Implement education reform and expand vocational 
education   some limit   subst.         

IT Review public funding for universities       some           

IT Implement reform of active labour market policies to 
ensure equal access to training               some   

IT Foster vocational education and training       limit       limit   

IT Improve educational outcomes and foster upskilling       some         CSR2 

IT Improve skills of public employees                 CSR3 

LT Focus investment-related policy on education           limit       

LT Address skills mismatches     some             

LT Improve quality and efficiency of all education and 
training levels       some some   some limit CSR2 

LT Improve teachers' skills         limit         

LT Improve educational outcomes             limit     

LU Promote market-relevant skills CSR4 limit               

LU Foster lifelong learning     some limit           
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LU Reform secondary education      limit no           

LU Reform vocational education and training       limit           

LU Focus economic policy related to stimulating skills 
development                 CSR3 

LV Reform higher education   some limit some           

LV Improve vocational education and training and foster 
upskilling   some some some some some limit some CSR2 

LV Improve financing model for higher education         some         

LV Reform accreditation system     no             

MT Promote market-relevant skills CSR3   some             

MT Improve teachers' skills         some         

MT Reduce early school leaving   some some some           

MT Foster vocational training     limit some           

MT Foster lifelong learning           some       

MT Foster investment-related policy on inclusive education 
and training 

                CSR3 

NL Ensure expenditure for education CSR1 some               

NL Strengthen comprehensive lifelong learning and 
upskilling                 CSR2 

PL Foster vocational education and training CSR4 some some limit           

PL Promote market relevant skills CSR4 some some some           

PL Foster lifelong learning, up- and re-skilling CSR4   subst. limit           

PL Foster quality education and relevant skills     subst. some   limit limit limit CSR2 

PT Promote market-relevant skills     some some           

PT Foster adult up and re-skilling and promote relevant 
skills           some   some CSR2 

PT Review public spending on education       some           

PT Increase number of higher education graduates               some CSR2 

RO Promote lifelong learning, up and re-skilling     limit             

RO Improve access to early childhood education       limit           

RO Improve quality and inclusiveness of education       some some   limit limit CSR3 

RO Reduce early school leaving     limit limit limit some       

RO Reform vocational education and training     limit           CSR3 

SE Improve basic skills       limit           

SE Facilitate transition between different stages of 
education   some   some           

SE Improve the quality and inclusiveness of education and 
foster skills     some limit           

SE Focus investment-related policy on education and skills                 CSR2 

SI Foster lifelong learning, re and up-skilling CSR2 some limit     limit some limit CSR1 

SI Promote market relevant skills CSR5 some               

SI Adopt Student Work Act       full           

SI Address skill mismatches       some           

SK Reform all levels of education CSR5   limit             

SK Foster lifelong learning, re and up-skilling     limit   some   some     

SK Reinforce activation and upskilling measures     limit some no some   some   

SK Promote market-relevant skills CSR5 some   limit           



IPOL | Economic Governance Support Unit 
 

PE 624.429 87 
 

SK Promote the teaching profession and improve teachers' 
skills     some   no         

SK Improve educational outcomes and inclusiveness CSR5 limit limit limit limit limit limit limit CSR2 

UK Foster up- and re-skilling and promote relevant skills CSR3 some some some some some some some CSR2 

Source: EGOV based on the CSRs adopted by the Council in the period 2011-2019.  

The education and training CSR policy aspects is given here; please note that the assessment of progress used in this 
briefing is expressed with CSR policy aspect granularity. The definition of CSR policy aspects implies the following 
hierarchy: a CSR contains numerous sub-CSRs, and a sub-CSR may contain one or more policy aspects related to 
different policy measures. The assessment of progress of each policy aspect equals the assessment of progress of its 
sub-CSR. 

Annex 3: The scale of assessment of progress  
Since 2012, the qualitative assessment of implementation was complemented with a quantitative 
assessment of implementation using a 5-value scale: no progress, limited progress, some progress, substantial 
progress, full progress. The following table shows the Commission’s definition of each assessment value and 
the traffic-light colour-code used to represent CSRs' and sub-CSRs’ progress assessments in this briefing. 

 

Commission’s definition of each assessment value and traffic-light colour-code 

Fully 
implemented 

 The Member State (MS) has implemented all measures needed to address the CSR appropriately 

Substantial 
progress 

 The MS has adopted measures that go a long way in addressing the CSR, most of which have been 
implemented. 

Some progress  

The MS has adopted measures that partly address the CSR and/or has adopted measures that address the 
CSR, but a fair amount of work is still needed to fully address the CSR as only a few of the adopted measures 
have been implemented. For instance, a measure may have been adopted by the national parliament or by 
ministerial decision, but no implementing decisions are in place. 

Limited 
progress 

 

The MS has: announced certain measures, but these only address the CSR to a limited extent; and/or it has 
presented legislative acts at the relevant level of government, but these have not yet been adopted and 
substantial further non-legislative work is needed before the CSR can be implemented; and/or it has 
presented non-legislative acts, yet with no further follow-up in terms of implementation when this is 
needed to address the CSR. 

No progress  
The MS has not credibly announced or adopted any measures to address the CSR, including initial steps 
to address it, such as commissioning a study or setting up a study group to analyse possible measures to 
be taken, while clearly specified measures to address the CSR have not been proposed. 
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This document provides an overview of key developments under the preventive and 
corrective arms of the Stability and Growth Pact on the basis of (1) the latest Council 
decisions and recommendations in the framework of the Stability and Growth Pact; (2) the 
latest European Commission economic forecasts; and (3) the latest European Commission 
opinions on the Draft Budgetary Plans of euro area Member States. This document is 
regularly updated. 
 
This document is structured as follows: first, a summary of the latest key developments relating to the 
implementation of the Stability and Growth Pact (SGP), then tables on key public finance indicators in 
relation to the current SGP-related Council recommendations, and finally a chronology of recent SGP related 
analytical and procedural steps. 

1. Latest developments

2020 Draft Budgetary Plans: latest information 

On 15 January 2020, the European Commission (COM) published its opinion on the updated 2020 Draft 
Budgetary Plan (DBP) of Portugal: the overall conclusion by the COM is that “the updated DBP of Portugal 
is at risk of non-compliance with the provisions of the SGP”. This conclusion does not differ from the one the 
COM issued on the original DBP submitted by Portugal in October 2019 which was still a no-policy change 
plan due to the ongoing government formation process. 

On 4 December 2019, the Eurogroup discussed the COM opinions on the 2020 DBPs of euro area Member 
States and published a statement, in which: 

 the Eurogroup takes notes of the COM assessments of the 2020 DBPs and reiterates them;  
 it expresses the opinion that “the euro area economy is facing an elevated level of uncertainty. If 

downside risks were to materialise, fiscal responses should be differentiated, taking into account 
country-specific circumstances and avoiding pro-cyclicality to the extent possible. The Eurogroup 
stands ready to co-ordinate.”  

 it states that ‘there is still a need to rebuild fiscal buffers in Member States that have not reached 
their Medium-Term Budgetary Objectives (MTO). The Eurogroup reiterates that a slow pace of debt 
reduction from high levels in a number of Member States remains a matter for concern and should 
be decisively addressed, including by making use of windfall gains from low interest rates. In this context, 
the continued fiscal expansion or limited structural fiscal adjustment expected in some Member 

http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=CONSLEG:1997R1466:20111213:EN:PDF
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=CONSLEG:1997R1467:20111213:EN:PDF
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/commission_opinion_on_the_updated_2020_draft_budgetary_plan_of_portugal_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/2020_dbp_update_pt_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/2020_dbp_update_pt_en.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2019/12/04/eurogroup-statement-on-the-draft-budgetary-plans-for-2020/
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States in 2020 is worrying, in particular when coupled with high medium-term sustainability risks. The 
Eurogroup recalls in this context that the focus on sufficient debt reduction and the adjustment towards 
the MTO are an integral part of the Stability and Growth Pact (SGP). We welcome that, as invited, some 
Member States with a favourable budgetary situation have made use of it and plan to use it further to 
boost investment and growth, while preserving the long-term sustainability of public finances.”  

On 20 November 2019, the COM adopted its opinions on the 2020 DBPs, following its autumn 2019 
Economic Forecasts and consultations with the Member States. It concluded that no DBP shows 
particularly serious non-compliance with the requirements of the SGP for 2020. The DBPs of nine 
Member States – Germany, Ireland, Greece, Cyprus, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Malta, the Netherlands and 
Austria – are compliant with the SGP; two Member States – Estonia and Latvia – are broadly compliant 
and for eight Member States – Belgium, Spain, France, Italy, Portugal, Slovenia, Slovakia and Finland – the 
plans pose a risk of non-compliance with the SGP next year.  

The differences between the current COM opinions to the ones of last year are: (1) Italy moved from being 
a “particular serious case of non-compliance” towards “risk of non-compliance”; (2) Slovakia moved from 
“broadly compliant” towards “risk of non-compliance” and Finland moved from “compliance” towards “risk 
of non-compliance”; in a nutshell: one country improved compared to last year’s opinions and two countries 
received worse assessments. 

Austria, Belgium, Portugal and Spain were asked to submit updated DBPs, since they had submitted DBPs 
including no-policy change plans due to the ongoing government formation processes in these countries.  

By mid-October 2019, all euro area Member States submitted their 2020 DBPs. The COM thereupon sent 
letters to Belgium, Spain, France, Italy, Portugal and Finland asking them further clarification or measures 
ensuring compliance with their fiscal obligations under the SGP as stipulated in the Council recom-
mendations of July 2019.  In these letters, the COM noted that these countries seem to be a risk of significant 
deviation in 2020 from the fiscal effort and maximum growth of primary government expenditure as 
required in the Council recommendations of July 2019; furthermore, the COM informed Belgium, France and 
Italy that the projections in their DBPs do not ensure compliance with the debt reduction benchmark in 
2020. France, Italy and Finland replied to these letters. France and Finland acknowledged the significant 
deviations and argued that they are justified due to structural reforms; Italy presented inter alia own 
calculations according to which the deviation would not be significant. 

Council and COM recommendations and decisions under SGP: latest information 

On 20 November 2019, the COM also took steps under the SGP for Hungary and Romania, which are 
concretely pertaining to the Significant Deviation Procedure (SDP): (a) It proposed that the Council adopt 
for each country a decision on non-effective action (see here: Hungary and Romania) in response to the 
respective Council recommendations (see here: Hungary and Romania) of June 2019; (b) it proposed that 
the Council adopt revised recommendations to take measures to correct the significant deviations in 2020 
from the adjustment path towards the MTO (see here Hungary and Romania).  

In accordance with the proposed revised recommendations, Hungary is requested to take the necessary 
measures to ensure that the nominal growth rate of net primary government expenditure does not exceed 
4.7% in 2020, corresponding to an annual structural adjustment of 0.75% of GDP and Romania is requested 
to take the necessary measures to ensure that the nominal growth rate of net primary government 
expenditure does not exceed 4.4% in 2020, corresponding to an annual structural adjustment of 1.0% of 
GDP. While these fiscal targets for 2020 have not changed for Hungary compared to the SDP 
recommendation of June 2019, they have changed for Romania compared to the June 2019 
recommendation under the SDP: Romania was asked to limit net primary government expenditure in 2020 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/business-economy-euro/economic-and-fiscal-policy-coordination/eu-economic-governance-monitoring-prevention-correction/stability-and-growth-pact/annual-draft-budgetary-plans-dbps-euro-area-countries/draft-budgetary-plans-2020_en
https://ec.europa.eu/info/business-economy-euro/economic-performance-and-forecasts/economic-forecasts/autumn-2019-economic-forecast-challenging-road-ahead_en
https://ec.europa.eu/info/business-economy-euro/economic-performance-and-forecasts/economic-forecasts/autumn-2019-economic-forecast-challenging-road-ahead_en
https://ec.europa.eu/info/business-economy-euro/economic-and-fiscal-policy-coordination/eu-economic-governance-monitoring-prevention-correction/stability-and-growth-pact/annual-draft-budgetary-plans-dbps-euro-area-countries/draft-budgetary-plans-2020_en#finland
https://ec.europa.eu/info/business-economy-euro/economic-and-fiscal-policy-coordination/eu-economic-governance-monitoring-prevention-correction/stability-and-growth-pact/annual-draft-budgetary-plans-dbps-euro-area-countries/draft-budgetary-plans-2020_en#finland
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/letter_be.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/letter_es.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/letter_fr.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/letter_it.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/letter_pt.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/letter_to_mr_t_saarenheimo_on_the_dbp_for_2020.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/lettre_de_reponse_du_ministre_le_maire_1.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/finland_letter_to_mr_buti_16.10.19.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/finland_letter_to_mr_buti_16.10.19.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/business-economy-euro/economic-and-fiscal-policy-coordination/eu-economic-governance-monitoring-prevention-correction/stability-and-growth-pact/annual-draft-budgetary-plans-dbps-euro-area-countries/draft-budgetary-plans-2020_en#finland
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/com_2019_921_en_act_part1_v4.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/com_2019_910_1_en_act_part1_v3.pdf
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=uriserv:OJ.C_.2019.210.01.0004.01.ENG&toc=OJ:C:2019:210:TOC
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=uriserv:OJ.C_.2019.210.01.0001.01.ENG&toc=OJ:C:2019:210:TOC
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/com_2019_922_en_act_part1_v3_0.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/com_2019_912_1_en_act_part1_v3.pdf
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to 5,1 % in 2020, corresponding to an annual structural adjustment 0,75 % in 2020, which means that the 
new recommendation proposed by the COM on 20 November are more strict.   

On 9 July 2019, the Council adopted its 2019 Country Specific Recommendations (CSRs) and opinions on 
the Member States' economic, employment and fiscal policies. The adoptions are based on COM proposals 
within the latest European Semester package.  

On 3 July 2019, the COM decided on the basis of the additional fiscal effort announced by the Italian 
authorities on 1 July 2019 not to propose to the Council the opening of an Excessive Deficit Procedure 
(EDP) for Italy's lack of compliance with the debt criterion at this stage (see section 3 for further information). 

On 14 June 2019, the Council took the following measures, on the basis of COM proposals within the latest 
European Semester package (see last section of this briefing): 

(a) it closed the EDP for Spain, confirming that it has reduced its deficit below the EU's 3% of GDP reference 
value; Spain was the only remaining Member State subject to an EDP, compared to 24 Member States in 
2011; 

(b) it decided, under the Significant Deviation Procedure, that Hungary and Romania have not taken 
effective action in response to the Council Recommendations of December 2018 which were requesting 
the correction of significant deviations from the adjustment path towards the MTO; as a consequence, it 
recommended for each of both countries (see here: Hungary, Romania) an annual structural adjustment 
of 1.0 % of GDP in 2019 and 0.75 % of GDP in 2020.  

Latest data on public finances  

On 7 November 2019, the COM released the autumn 2019 forecast, which projects in the area of public 
finances the following key developments: 

The euro area's aggregate budget deficit is forecast to rise from an historic low of 0.5% of GDP in 2018 to 
0.8% this year and to 0.9% in 2020; the deterioration is attributed to the impact of lower growth and 
slightly looser discretionary fiscal policies in some Member States (e.g. Belgium, Germany and Finland). Like 
in the previous year, all euro area Member States are expected to achieve nominal budget deficits lower 
than 3% of GDP.  

Despite lower GDP growth and thanks to very low interest rates on outstanding debt, the euro area's 
aggregate public debt-to-GDP ratio is forecast to continue declining for the fifth year in a row to 86.4% 
in 2019 and 85.1% in 2020.  

The fiscal policy stance for the euro area, as measured by the change in the structural balance, is expected 
to turn slightly expansionary in 2019 and 2020, after strong consolidation achieved between 2011 and 2014 
and either slight consolidation or expansion in the years 2015-2018, see Table below (positive changes of 
structural balance indicate consolidation and negative changes indicate fiscal stimulus/expansion).    

Table 1: Structural balance and fiscal stance of the euro area as a whole 
 

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 

Structural balance -3,5 -2,0 -1,1 -0,8 -0,8 -1,0 -1.0 -0,8 -0.9 -1.1 

Annual change of 
structural balance  

(=fiscal stance) 
0,8 1,5 0,9 0,3 0,0 -0,2 0,0 0,2 -0,1 -0.2 

Sources: Table 41 of the statistical annex to the COM autumn 2019 forecast (and for the years before 2014: COM online database 
AMECO); n.a. = ‘not available’.  

https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2019/07/09/economic-employment-and-fiscal-policies-2019-country-specific-recommendations/
http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_IP-19-3569_en.htm
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2019/06/14/excessive-deficit-spain-exits-procedure-as-deficit-reduced-below-3
https://ec.europa.eu/info/business-economy-euro/economic-and-fiscal-policy-coordination/eu-economic-governance-monitoring-prevention-correction/stability-and-growth-pact/preventive-arm/significant-deviation-procedure_en
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX:32019D1003
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELLAR:9ee10d0c-9326-11e9-9369-01aa75ed71a1
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=uriserv:OJ.C_.2019.210.01.0004.01.ENG&toc=OJ:C:2019:210:TOC
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=uriserv:OJ.C_.2019.210.01.0001.01.ENG&toc=OJ:C:2019:210:TOC
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/ecfin_forecast_autumn_2019_statist_annex_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/economy_finance/ameco/user/serie/SelectSerie.cfm
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Figure 1: Comparison of structural balances in 2019 with the MTOs and their target years 

 

Note:  Sources: Table 41 of the statistical annex to the COM autumn 2019 forecast (structural balances), Country Specific 
Recommendations 2012, 2013, 2014, 2015, 2016, 2017, 2018, 2019 and Stability and Convergence Programmes 2012-
2019 (levels and target years of the MTOs; the one for the UK is the minimum MTO calculated by the COM - see page 
92 of the 2019 edition of the Vade mecum on the SGP, since the UK did not submit a MTO) .    
 
Figure 1 shows that in 2019, 12 out of 19 euro area Member States are not expected to be close or at their 
MTO according to the COM autumn 2019 forecasts: Belgium, Estonia, Spain, Finland, France, Italy, Ireland, 
Lithuania, Latvia, Portugal, Slovenia and Slovakia; slight improvements of the structural balance, compared 
to 2018, are expected for Estonia, Italy, Latvia, Austria, Portugal and Slovakia.    

For details on previous steps on the implementation of the SGP, please see Section 3 below.  

The Commission Winter forecast is expected in February 2020. 

Recent assessments on the implementation of EU fiscal rules  

The European Court of Auditors published in December 2019 a report entitled “EU requirements for 
national budgetary frameworks: need to further strengthen them and to better monitor their application on 
EU fiscal governance”  which focuses to a large extent on the assessments of compliance with EU fiscal rules  
carried out by national independent fiscal bodies, the European Fiscal Board (EFB) and the COM. The report 
identifies a risk of divergence between the COM’s and the Independent Fiscal Institutions’ 
assessments, which could reduce the effectiveness of the EU fiscal framework. According to the report, a 
major reason is that that the COM makes “extensive use of its margin of discretion when assessing compliance 
with the EU fiscal rules (i.e. compliance with the adjustment path towards the MTO)”. It recommends that the 
COM reviews EU requirements for national budgetary frameworks, enhances its assessments of how 
Member States implement these requirements, improves cooperation with Independent Fiscal Institutions 
and strengthens the EFB. The COM accepts all but one recommendations: it does not accept the 
recommendation to strengthen the European Fiscal Board, since it considers that it is analytical and 
functional independent.  
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https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/ecfin_forecast_autumn_2019_statist_annex_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/europe2020/making-it-happen/country-specific-recommendations/2012/index_en.htm
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=OJ:C:2013:217:FULL&from=EN
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=OJ:C:2014:247:FULL&from=EN
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=OJ:C:2015:272:FULL&from=EN
https://ec.europa.eu/info/publications/2016-european-semester-country-specific-recommendations-council-recommendations_en
https://ec.europa.eu/info/publications/2017-european-semester-country-specific-recommendations-council-recommendations_en
https://ec.europa.eu/info/publications/2018-european-semester-country-specific-recommendations-council-recommendations_en
https://ec.europa.eu/info/publications/2019-european-semester-country-specific-recommendations-council_en
https://ec.europa.eu/info/business-economy-euro/economic-and-fiscal-policy-coordination/eu-economic-governance-monitoring-prevention-correction/stability-and-growth-pact/stability-and-convergence-programmes_en
https://ec.europa.eu/info/business-economy-euro/economic-and-fiscal-policy-coordination/eu-economic-governance-monitoring-prevention-correction/stability-and-growth-pact/stability-and-convergence-programmes_en
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/ip101_en.pdf
https://www.eca.europa.eu/Lists/ECADocuments/SR19_22/SR_Fiscal_Stability_EN.pdf
https://www.eca.europa.eu/Lists/ECADocuments/SR19_22/SR_Fiscal_Stability_EN.pdf
https://www.eca.europa.eu/Lists/ECADocuments/SR19_22/SR_Fiscal_Stability_EN.pdf
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In its report of August 2019, entitled “Assessment of EU fiscal rules - with a focus on the six and two-pack 
legislation”1, the European Fiscal Board (EFB) analyses Member States’ compliance with the various fiscal 
rules in place within the EU. It concludes that compliance has been mixed. The 2019 Annual report of the 
EFB (of October 2019) focuses on implementation of the fiscal rules in the 2018 surveillance cycle (ending 
with COM assessments of implementation in February 2019). It highlights that COM established some new 
elements of flexibility and discretion which made for a couple of countries (Italy, Slovenia, Latvia, Portugal, 
Slovakia and Belgium) the COM assessments more lenient.  

  

https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/2019-09-10-assessment-of-eu-fiscal-rules_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/2019-09-10-assessment-of-eu-fiscal-rules_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/2019-efb-annual-report_en.pdf
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2. Current Council recommendations and key public finance indicators 

The tables below provide an overview of key public finance indicators (budget balances, fiscal effort, 
expenditures and gross debt) in relation to the latest Council recommendations under the SGP. The colour 
code used in the left column of tables refers to the COM opinions (of November 2019) on the 2020 DBPs, i.e. 
the degree of risk of non-compliance by Euro Area Member States at this point of time.  

If a country is not yet at the MTO (see requirement C in the table), the CSRs contain in the recommendations 
themselves (and not only in their recitals) concrete country specific targets on both the required structural 
effort (see requirement A in the table) and the expenditure benchmark (see requirement B in the table). 

Note that the latest data on net primary government expenditure (the indicator used to assess compliance 
with the expenditure benchmark) has been published in the COM staff working documents underpinning 
the COM opinions on the 2020 DBPs, but only for those countries which do not fully comply with their MTO 
or with the adjustment path towards it.  

Progress towards the Medium-Term Objectives (MTOs) - Preventive arm of the SGP 
 

 COUNCIL RECOMMENDATIONS LATEST DATA RELATING TO COMPLIANCE 

M
EM

BE
R 

ST
A

TE
 

Targets included in the Country Specific 
Recommendations (CSRs), if available either in the 

enacting part or in their recitals or in Significant 
Deviation Procedures (SDP) 

 
 

Level of 
MTO   

(structural 
budget bal-
ance) and 

Target year 
for MTO1 

 

REQUIRE-
MENT  

(C) 

COM forecast - Autumn 20192 
(under no policy change scenario)3 

(% of GDP) 

COM  
assessments 

of 2020 
DBPs 

 

 
Fiscal- 

structural 
adjustment 
(% of GDP) 

 
 

REQUIRE-
MENT  

(A) 

 
Expen-
diture 

Benchmark 
(% growth) 

 
 

REQUIRE-
MENT  

(B) 

Year 
 

Structural budget 
Balance4: To be 

compared to   
REQUIREMENT  

(C) 

In brackets and 
italics: y-o-y 

change: To be 
compared to   

REQUIREMENT  
(A) 

Debt 
 

GDP 
growth 

Net primary 
government 
expenditure 
(% change) 5 

 
To be 

compared to   
REQUIRE-

MENT  
(B)  

Euro Area Member States 

BE 

2020 [CSR 2019] 0.6 1.6 From 0.0 in 
2020 

(recital 6 of 
CSR 2018, 
p. 2 of SP 

2018) to 0.0 
in 2021 (p. 
14/15 of  SP 

2019) 

2020 -2.4 (-0.3) 99.6 1.0 3.1 

2019 [CSR 2018]. 0.6 1.8 2019 -2.1 (-0.3) 99.5 1.1 3.6 

2018 [recital 10 of CSR2017] 0.6 1.6 2018 -1.8 (-0.1) 100.0 1.5 2.3 

2017 [CSR 2016] 0.6 - 2017 -1.7 (0.8) 101.8 2.0 - 

2016 [CSR 2016] 0.6 - 2016 -2.5 (0.1) 104.9 1.5 - 

DE 

2020 [CSR 2019, incl. recital  
6] 

No fiscal target [MTO 
achieved] 

-0.5  
2012 

onwards 
(CSR 2012, 
pp. 5/ 8 of 

SP 2012; not 
modified 

afterwards) 

2020 0.7 (-0.4) 56.8 1.0 - 

2019 [CSR 2018, incl. recital 
6) 

No fiscal target [MTO 
achieved] 2019 1.1 (-0.3) 59.2 0.4 - 

2018 [CSR 2017, 
 incl. recitals 6/7] 

No fiscal target [MTO 
achieved] 2018 1.4 (0.5) 61.9 1.5 - 

2017 [CSR 2017,  
incl. recitals 6/7] 

No fiscal target [MTO 
achieved] 2017 0.9 (-0.1) 65.3 2.5 - 

2016 [CSR 2016, recital 5] 
No fiscal target [MTO 

achieved] 2016 1.0 (0.0) 69.2 2.2 - 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/business-economy-euro/economic-and-fiscal-policy-coordination/eu-economic-governance-monitoring-prevention-correction/stability-and-growth-pact/annual-draft-budgetary-plans-dbps-euro-area-countries/draft-budgetary-plans-2020_en
https://ec.europa.eu/info/business-economy-euro/economic-and-fiscal-policy-coordination/eu-economic-governance-monitoring-prevention-correction/stability-and-growth-pact/preventive-arm/significant-deviation-procedure_en
https://ec.europa.eu/info/business-economy-euro/economic-and-fiscal-policy-coordination/eu-economic-governance-monitoring-prevention-correction/stability-and-growth-pact/preventive-arm/significant-deviation-procedure_en
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-10154-2019-INIT/en/pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-9428-2018-INIT/en/pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/2018-european-semester-stability-programme-belgium-fr.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/2018-european-semester-stability-programme-belgium-fr.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/2019-european-semester-stability-programme-belgium_fr.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/2019-european-semester-stability-programme-belgium_fr.pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-9428-2018-INIT/en/pdf
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX%3A32017H0809%2801%29&rid=4
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-9190-2016-INIT/en/pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-9190-2016-INIT/en/pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-10158-2019-INIT/en/pdf
http://register.consilium.europa.eu/doc/srv?l=EN&f=ST%2011255%202012%20INIT
http://ec.europa.eu/europe2020/pdf/nd/sp2012_germany_en.pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-9428-2018-INIT/en/pdf
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX%3A32017H0809%2805%29&rid=17
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX%3A32017H0809%2805%29&rid=17
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32016H0818(05)&from=EN


IPOL | Economic Governance Support Unit 
 
 

  94  PE 497.746 

 COUNCIL RECOMMENDATIONS LATEST DATA RELATING TO COMPLIANCE 

M
EM

BE
R 
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A

TE
 

Targets included in the Country Specific 
Recommendations (CSRs), if available either in the 

enacting part or in their recitals or in Significant 
Deviation Procedures (SDP) 

 
 

Level of 
MTO   

(structural 
budget bal-
ance) and 

Target year 
for MTO1 

 

REQUIRE-
MENT  

(C) 

COM forecast - Autumn 20192 
(under no policy change scenario)3 

(% of GDP) 

COM  
assessments 

of 2020 
DBPs 

 

 
Fiscal- 

structural 
adjustment 
(% of GDP) 

 
 

REQUIRE-
MENT  

(A) 

 
Expen-
diture 

Benchmark 
(% growth) 

 
 

REQUIRE-
MENT  

(B) 

Year 
 

Structural budget 
Balance4: To be 

compared to   
REQUIREMENT  

(C) 

In brackets and 
italics: y-o-y 

change: To be 
compared to   

REQUIREMENT  
(A) 

Debt 
 

GDP 
growth 

Net primary 
government 
expenditure 
(% change) 5 

 
To be 

compared to   
REQUIRE-

MENT  
(B)  

EE 

2020 [CSR 2019]. 0.6 4.1 -0.5  
postponed 
from 2017 
(recital 7 of 

CSR 2017 
and CSR 
2018) to       

after 2023 
(recital 6 of 
CSR 2019) 

2020 -0.9 (0.7) 8.4 2.1 4.4 

2019 [CSR 2018]. 0.6 4.1 2019 -1.6 (0.6) 8.7 3.2 4.4 

2018 [recital 7 of CSR 2018]. -0.2 6.1 2018 -2.2 (-0.4) 8.4 4.8 6.8 

2017 [CSR 2017, including 
recital 7] 

“Remain at MTO” 2017 -1.8 (-1.3) 9.3 5.7 - 

2016 [CSR 2016, including 
recital 5] 

No fiscal target [MTO 
achieved] 2016 -0.5 (-0.8) 10.2 2.6 - 

IE 

2020 [CSR 2019 and its 
recital 8] 

Expected compliance 
with SGP, but CSR 1: 

“Achieve the MTO”  and 
recital 8: expenditure 

benchmark of 3,7 % and 
structural adjustment of 

0,7 % of GDP) 

-0.5, 
postponed 
from 2018  
(recital 5 of 
CSR 2016) 
to  2019 

(CSR 2018) 
and now to 

2020 (pp 
29/30 of 
2019 SP) 

2020 -0.3 (0.5) 53.9 3.5 
 

5.5 
 

2019 [recital 8 of CSR 2018] 0.1 5.3 2019 -0.8 (-0.2) 59.0 5.6 6.2 

2018 [recital 9 of CSR 2017] 0.6 2.4 2018 -0.6 (0.8) 63.6 8.2 3.6 

2017 [CSR 2016] 0.6 - 2017 -1.4 (0.7) 67.8 8.1 - 

2016 [CSR 2016] 0.6 - 2016 -2.1 (1.1) 73.9 3.7 - 

EL 

2020 [CSR 2019, incl. recital 
7] 

No fiscal target [MTO 
achieved]  

0.25  
2020 

(recital 7 of 
CSR 2019) 

2020 1.8 (-1.2) 169.3 2.3 - 

2019 [[CSR 2019, , incl. 
recital 7] 

No fiscal target [MTO 
achieved]  2019 3.0 (-2.1) 175.2 1.8 - 

2018 [no CSRs] n.a. n.a. 2018 5.1 (-0.1) 181.2 1.9 - 

2017  [no CSRs] n.a. n.a. 2017 5.2 (-0.6) 176.2 1.5 - 

2016 [no CSRs] n.a. n.a. 2016 5.8 (2.3) 178.5 -0.2 - 

ES 

2020 [CSR 2019] 0.65 0.9 

0.0 (recital 
7 of CSR 

2019) 

2020 -3.2 (-0.1) 96.6 1.5 1.9 

2019 [CSR 2018] 0.65 0.6 2019 -3.1 (-0.2) 96.7 1.9 1.4 

2018 [EDP Decision 2016] 0.5 - 2018 -2.9 (0.0) 97.6 2.4 - 

2017 [EDP Decision 2016] 0.5 - 2017 -2.9 (0.3) 98.6 2.9 - 

2016 [EDP Decision 2016] -0.4 - 2016 -3.2 (-0.9) 99.2 3.0 - 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/business-economy-euro/economic-and-fiscal-policy-coordination/eu-economic-governance-monitoring-prevention-correction/stability-and-growth-pact/preventive-arm/significant-deviation-procedure_en
https://ec.europa.eu/info/business-economy-euro/economic-and-fiscal-policy-coordination/eu-economic-governance-monitoring-prevention-correction/stability-and-growth-pact/preventive-arm/significant-deviation-procedure_en
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-10159-2019-INIT/en/pdf
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX%3A32017H0809%2806%29&rid=16
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-9434-2018-INIT/en/pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-9434-2018-INIT/en/pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-10159-2019-INIT/en/pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-9434-2018-INIT/en/pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-9434-2018-INIT/en/pdf
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX%3A32017H0809%2806%29&rid=16
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=uriserv%3AOJ.C_.2016.299.01.0045.01.ENG&toc=OJ%3AC%3A2016%3A299%3ATOC
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-10160-2019-INIT/en/pdf
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32016H0818(16)&from=EN
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-9439-2018-INIT/en/pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/2019-european-semester-stability-programme-ireland_en.pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-9439-2018-INIT/en/pdf
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX%3A32017H0809%2807%29&rid=26
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32016H0818(01)&from=EN
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32016H0818(01)&from=EN
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-10161-2019-INIT/en/pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-10161-2019-INIT/en/pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-10161-2019-INIT/en/pdf
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX%3A32017H0809%2807%29&rid=26
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX%3A32017H0809%2807%29&rid=26
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX%3A32017H0809%2807%29&rid=26
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-10162-2019-INIT/en/pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-10162-2019-INIT/en/pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-10162-2019-INIT/en/pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-9451-2018-INIT/en/pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-11552-2016-INIT/en/pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-11552-2016-INIT/en/pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-11552-2016-INIT/en/pdf
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Targets included in the Country Specific 
Recommendations (CSRs), if available either in the 

enacting part or in their recitals or in Significant 
Deviation Procedures (SDP) 

 
 

Level of 
MTO   

(structural 
budget bal-
ance) and 

Target year 
for MTO1 

 

REQUIRE-
MENT  

(C) 

COM forecast - Autumn 20192 
(under no policy change scenario)3 

(% of GDP) 

COM  
assessments 

of 2020 
DBPs 

 

 
Fiscal- 

structural 
adjustment 
(% of GDP) 

 
 

REQUIRE-
MENT  

(A) 

 
Expen-
diture 

Benchmark 
(% growth) 

 
 

REQUIRE-
MENT  

(B) 

Year 
 

Structural budget 
Balance4: To be 

compared to   
REQUIREMENT  

(C) 

In brackets and 
italics: y-o-y 

change: To be 
compared to   

REQUIREMENT  
(A) 

Debt 
 

GDP 
growth 

Net primary 
government 
expenditure 
(% change) 5 

 
To be 

compared to   
REQUIRE-

MENT  
(B)  

FR 

2020 [CSR 2019] 0.6 1.2 
-0.4 

Postponed 
from after 
2022 (reci-
tal 6 of CSR 

2018 to 
after 2023 
(recital 6 of 
CSR 2019)  

2020 -2.6 (0.1) 98.9 1.3 1.9 

2019 [CSR 2018] 0.6 1.4 2019 -2.7 (0.0) 98.9 1.3 2.1 

2018 [recital 8 of CSR 2017] 0.6 1.2 2018 -2.7 (0.0) 98.4 1.7 1.5 

2017 [EDP rec.2015] 0.9  - 2017 -2.7 (0.0) 98.4 2.3 
- 

2016 [EDP rec.2015] 0.8  - 2016 -2.7 (0.0) 98.0 1.1 
- 

IT 

2020 [CSR 2019] 0.6 0.1 
Modified 
from 0.0  
in 2020 

(recital 6 of 
CSR 2018) 
to 0.5 in 

2020 
(recital 6 of  
CSR 2019) 

2020 -2.5 (-0.3) 136.8 0.4 0.9 

2019 [CSR 2018] 0.6 0.1 2019 -2.2 (0.2) 136.2 0.1 0.8 

2018 [recital 10 of CSR 
2017] 

0.6 -0.2 2018 -2.4 (-0.2) 134.8 0.8 1.2 

2017 [CSR 2016] 0.6 - 2017 -2.2 (-0.7) 134.1 1.7 - 

2016 [CSR 2016] 0.6 - 2016 -1.5 (-1.1) 134.8 1.3 - 

CY 

2020 [CSR 2019] 
No fiscal target [MTO 

achieved] 
0.0  

postponed 
from 2017  
 (recitals 6 

of CSR 2017 
and CSR 
2018) to 

2019 (re-
cital 6 of  

CSR 2019) 

2020 0.6 (-1.1) 87.8 2.6 - 

2019 [CSR 2018] 
No fiscal target [MTO 

achieved] 2019 1.7 (-0.2) 93.8 2.9 - 

2018 [recital 7 of CSR 2018] -0.4 1.9 2018 1.9 (0.9) 100.6 4.1 - 

2017 [CSR2016] Respect MTO 2017 1.0 (0.5) 93.9 4.4 - 

2016 [CSR2016] Respect MTO 2016 0.5 (-2.3) 103.4 6.7 - 

LV 

2020 [CSR 2019] 0.5 3.5 
-1.0  

2019 
(CSR 2018 - 
incl. recitals 

6 and 7 - 
and recital 

6 of CSR 
2019) 

2020 -1.1 (0.5) 35.2 2.6 4.6 

2019 [CSR 2018 and reci. 8] 0.4 4.3 2019 -1.6 (0.3) 36.0 2.5 4.8 

2018 [reci. 7 of CSR 2017] -0.3 6.0 2018 -1.9 (-0.8) 36.4 4.6 8.0 

2017 [CSR 2017 and  reci. 7] 
No fiscal target [MTO 

achieved] 2017 -1.1 (-0.8) 38.6 3.8 - 

2016 [CSR 2016,and  reci. 5] 
“Limit the deviation from 

the  MTO” 2016 -0.3 (1.3) 40.2 1.8 - 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/business-economy-euro/economic-and-fiscal-policy-coordination/eu-economic-governance-monitoring-prevention-correction/stability-and-growth-pact/preventive-arm/significant-deviation-procedure_en
https://ec.europa.eu/info/business-economy-euro/economic-and-fiscal-policy-coordination/eu-economic-governance-monitoring-prevention-correction/stability-and-growth-pact/preventive-arm/significant-deviation-procedure_en
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-10163-2019-INIT/en/pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-9436-2018-INIT/en/pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-9436-2018-INIT/en/pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-10163-2019-INIT/en/pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-9436-2018-INIT/en/pdf
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A32017H0809%2809%29
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-6704-2015-INIT/en/pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-6704-2015-INIT/en/pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-10165-2019-INIT/en/pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-9440-2018-INIT/en/pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-10165-2019-INIT/en/pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-10165-2019-INIT/en/pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-9440-2018-INIT/en/pdf
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX%3A32017H0809%2811%29&rid=25
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX%3A32017H0809%2811%29&rid=25
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32016H0818(16)&from=EN
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32016H0818(16)&from=EN
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-10166-2019-INIT/en/pdf
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX%3A32017H0809%2812%29&rid=6
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-9431-2018-INIT/en/pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-9431-2018-INIT/en/pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-10166-2019-INIT/en/pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-10166-2019-INIT/en/pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-9431-2018-INIT/en/pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-9431-2018-INIT/en/pdf
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32016H0818(07)&from=EN
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32016H0818(07)&from=EN
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-10167-2019-INIT/en/pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-9441-2018-INIT/en/pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-10166-2019-INIT/en/pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-10166-2019-INIT/en/pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-9441-2018-INIT/en/pdf
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32017H0809(13)&from=EN
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32017H0809(13)&from=EN
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32016H0818(20)&from=EN


IPOL | Economic Governance Support Unit 
 
 

  96  PE 497.746 
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M
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TE
 

Targets included in the Country Specific 
Recommendations (CSRs), if available either in the 

enacting part or in their recitals or in Significant 
Deviation Procedures (SDP) 

 
 

Level of 
MTO   

(structural 
budget bal-
ance) and 

Target year 
for MTO1 

 

REQUIRE-
MENT  

(C) 

COM forecast - Autumn 20192 
(under no policy change scenario)3 

(% of GDP) 

COM  
assessments 

of 2020 
DBPs 

 

 
Fiscal- 

structural 
adjustment 
(% of GDP) 

 
 

REQUIRE-
MENT  

(A) 

 
Expen-
diture 

Benchmark 
(% growth) 

 
 

REQUIRE-
MENT  

(B) 

Year 
 

Structural budget 
Balance4: To be 

compared to   
REQUIREMENT  

(C) 

In brackets and 
italics: y-o-y 

change: To be 
compared to   

REQUIREMENT  
(A) 

Debt 
 

GDP 
growth 

Net primary 
government 
expenditure 
(% change) 5 

 
To be 

compared to   
REQUIRE-

MENT  
(B)  

LT 

2020 [CSR 2019] No fiscal target [MTO 
achieved]  -1.0  

2015 
onwards  

(recital 8 of 
CSR 2014 

and p.3 of  
CP 2014 and 
recital 6 of 
CSR 2019) 

2020 -0.9 (0.7) 35.1 2.4 5.1 

2019 [CSR 2018 and reci. 7] No fiscal target [MTO 
achieved] 2019 -1.6 (-0.8) 36.3 3.8  8.1 

2018 [CSR 2018  and reci. 7] -0.6 6.4 2018 -0.8 (0.0) 34.1 3.6 7.4 

2017 [CSR 2017 and reci. 8] 
No fiscal target [MTO 

achieved] 2017 -0.8 (-0.4) 39.3 4.2 - 

2016 [CSR 2016 and reci. 6] 
No fiscal target [MTO 

achieved] 2016 -0.4 (0.2) 39.9 2.6 - 

LU 

2019 [CSR 2019 and its 
recital 6] 

No fiscal target [MTO 
achieved] 

Modified 
from -0.5  
in 2017 

(recital 5 of 
CSR 2016 
and pp. 

4/6/10 of 
SP 2016) to 

+0.5 in 
2020 (p. 16 
of SP 2019) 

2020 0.8 (-0.8) 19.2 2.6 - 

2019 [CSR 2018 and its 
recital 6] 

No fiscal target [MTO 
achieved] 2019 1.6 (-0.4) 19.6 2.6 - 

2018 [CSR 2017 and its  
recital 6] 

No fiscal target [MTO 
achieved] 2018 2.0 (0.8) 21.0 3.1 - 

2017 [CSR 2017 and its 
recital 6] 

No fiscal target [MTO 
achieved] 2017 1.2 (-0.2) 22.3 1.8 - 

2016 [CSR 2016 and its 
recital 5] 

No fiscal target [MTO 
achieved] 2016 1.4 (-0.3) 20.1 4.6 - 

MT 

2020 [CSR 2019 and its 
recital 7] 

No fiscal target [MTO 
achieved] 0.0 

2019  
(recital 5 of  

CSR 2016 
and p. 34 of 

SP  2016, 
not modi-
fied since 

then) 

2020 0.8 (0.3) 41.0 4.2 - 

2019 [CSR 2018 and its 
recital 7] 

No fiscal target [MTO 
achieved] 2019 0.5 (-0.3) 43.3 5.0 - 

2018 [CSR 2017 and its 
recital 7) 

No fiscal target [MTO 
achieved] 2018 0.8 (-2.0) 45.8 6.8 - 

2017 [CSR 2016] 0.6 - 2017 2.8 (2.7) 50.3 6.7 - 

2016 [CSR 2016] 0.6 - 2016 0.1 (2.8) 55.5 5.7 - 

NL 

2020 [CSR 2019 and its 
recital 6) 

No fiscal target [MTO 
achieved] -0.5  

2018 
onwards 

(recital 5 of  
CSR 2016, 
pp 315 of  
SP 2015 , 

not 
modified 

since then) 

2020 0.2 (-0.5) 47.1 1.3 - 

2019 [CSR 2018 and its  
recital 6) 

No fiscal target [MTO 
achieved] 2019 0.7 (-0.2) 48.9 1.7 - 

2018 [CSR 2017 and its 
recital 6] 

No fiscal target [MTO 
achieved] 2018 0.9 (0.2) 52.4 2.6 - 

2017 [CSR 2016] 0.6 - 2017 0.7 (0.3) 56.9 2.9 - 

2016 [CSR 2016] “Limit the deviation from 
the  MTO” 

2016 0.4 (1.3) 61.9 2.2 - 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/business-economy-euro/economic-and-fiscal-policy-coordination/eu-economic-governance-monitoring-prevention-correction/stability-and-growth-pact/preventive-arm/significant-deviation-procedure_en
https://ec.europa.eu/info/business-economy-euro/economic-and-fiscal-policy-coordination/eu-economic-governance-monitoring-prevention-correction/stability-and-growth-pact/preventive-arm/significant-deviation-procedure_en
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-10168-2019-INIT/en/pdf
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX:32014H0729(13)
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/file_import/cp2014_lithuania_en_0.pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-10168-2019-INIT/en/pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-9442-2018-INIT/en/pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-9442-2018-INIT/en/pdf
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX%3A32017H0809%2814%29&rid=2
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32016H0818(17)&from=EN
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-10169-2019-INIT/en/pdf
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32016H0818(24)&from=EN
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/european-semester-stability-programme_luxembourg_2016_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/2019-european-semester-stability-programme-luxembourg_en.pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-9443-2018-INIT/en/pdf
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32017H0809(15)&from=EN
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32017H0809(15)&from=EN
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32016H0818(24)&from=EN
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-10171-2019-INIT/en/pdf
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32016H0818(25)&from=EN
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/european-semester-stability-programme_malta_2016_en.pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-9444-2018-INIT/en/pdf
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32017H0809(17)&from=EN
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32016H0818(25)&from=EN
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32016H0818(25)&from=EN
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-9445-2018-INIT/en/pdf
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32016H0818(10)&from=EN
http://ec.europa.eu/europe2020/pdf/csr2014/sp2014_netherlands_en.pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-9445-2018-INIT/en/pdf
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32017H0809(18)&from=EN
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32016H0818(10)&from=EN
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32016H0818(10)&from=EN
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M
EM

BE
R 

ST
A

TE
 

Targets included in the Country Specific 
Recommendations (CSRs), if available either in the 

enacting part or in their recitals or in Significant 
Deviation Procedures (SDP) 

 
 

Level of 
MTO   

(structural 
budget bal-
ance) and 

Target year 
for MTO1 

 

REQUIRE-
MENT  

(C) 

COM forecast - Autumn 20192 
(under no policy change scenario)3 

(% of GDP) 

COM  
assessments 

of 2020 
DBPs 

 

 
Fiscal- 

structural 
adjustment 
(% of GDP) 

 
 

REQUIRE-
MENT  

(A) 

 
Expen-
diture 

Benchmark 
(% growth) 

 
 

REQUIRE-
MENT  

(B) 

Year 
 

Structural budget 
Balance4: To be 

compared to   
REQUIREMENT  

(C) 

In brackets and 
italics: y-o-y 

change: To be 
compared to   

REQUIREMENT  
(A) 

Debt 
 

GDP 
growth 

Net primary 
government 
expenditure 
(% change) 5 

 
To be 

compared to   
REQUIRE-

MENT  
(B)  

AT 

2020 [CSR 2019 and its 
recital 9] 

No fiscal target [MTO 
achieved]  -0.5 

2019 
(recital 6 of 
CSR 2017, 
CSR 2018 , 

not 
modified 

since then) 

2020 0.0 (0.0) 67.2 1.4 4.2 

2019 [CSR 2018, incl. recital 
9] 

0.3 2.9 2019 0.0 (0.3) 69.9 1.5 3.3 

2018 [recital 8 of CSR 2018] -0.2 3.3 2018 -0.3 (0.6) 74.0 2.4 3.9 

2017 [CSR 2016] 0.3 2017 -0.9 (0.2) 78.3 2.5 - 

2016 [CSR 2016,  
incl. recital 6] 

No fiscal target [but “fur-
ther measures needed”] 2016 -1.1 (-1.2) 82.9 2.1 - 

PT 

2020 [recital 9 of CSR 2019] 0.5 1.5 
Modified 
from 0.25 
(recital 6 of 
CSR 2018] 
to 0.0 in 

2020 
(recital 6 of 
CSR 2019) 

2020 -0.4 (0.0) 117.1 1.7 2.5 

2019 [CSR 2018] 0.6 0.7 2019 -0.4 (0.2) 119.5 2.0 1.9 

2018 [recital 8 of CSR 2017] 0.6 0.1 2018 -0.6 (0.8) 122.2 2.4 1.7 

2017 [CSR 2016] 0.6 - 2017 -1.4 (0.3) 126.0 3.5 - 

2016 [CSR 2016 and its 
recital 6] 

0.6 - 2016 -1.7 (0.3) 131.5 2.0 - 

SI 

2020 [recital  8 of CSR 
2019] 

0.5 4.0 
Modified 
from 0.25  
“not plan-
ned to be 
achieved 
by 2021” 

(recital 6 of 
CSR 2018) to 

-0.25 in 
2020 (reci-
tal 6 of CSR 

2019) 

2020 -0.9 (0.1) 63.1 2.7 3.6 

2019 [CSR 2018] 0.65 3.1 2019 -1.0 (-0.3) 66.7 2.6 3.3 

2018 [recital 7 of CSR 2018] 1.0 0.6 2018 -0.7 (-0.1) 70.4 4.1 2.6 

2017 [CSR 2016] 0.6 - 2017 -0.6 (0.5) 74.1 4.8 - 

2016 [CSR 2016] 0.6 - 2016 -1.1 (0.1) 78.7 3.1 - 

SK 

2019 [recital 8 of CSR 2019] 0.3 4.6 
Modified 
from -0.5 
in 2020  

(recital 6 of 
CSR 2018]) 
to -1.0 in 

2020 
(recital 6 of  
CSR 2019)   

2020 -1.8 (-0.2) 47.3 2.6 4.5 

2019 [CSR 2018] 0.5 4.1 2019 -1.6 (0.1) 48.1 2.7 4.3 

2018 [recital 8 of CSR 2017] 0.5 2.9 2018 -1.7 (-0.6) 49.4 4.0 4.2 

2017 [CSR 2016] 0.5 - 2017 -1.1 (1.1) 51.3 3.0 - 

2016 [CSR 2016] 0.25 - 2016 -2.2 (0.2) 52.0 2.1 - 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/business-economy-euro/economic-and-fiscal-policy-coordination/eu-economic-governance-monitoring-prevention-correction/stability-and-growth-pact/preventive-arm/significant-deviation-procedure_en
https://ec.europa.eu/info/business-economy-euro/economic-and-fiscal-policy-coordination/eu-economic-governance-monitoring-prevention-correction/stability-and-growth-pact/preventive-arm/significant-deviation-procedure_en
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-10173-2019-INIT/en/pdf
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32017H0809(19)&from=EN
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-9427-2018-INIT/en/pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-9427-2018-INIT/en/pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-9427-2018-INIT/en/pdf
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32016H0818(14)&from=EN
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32016H0818(10)&from=EN
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-10175-2019-INIT/en/pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-9447-2018-INIT/en/pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-10175-2019-INIT/en/pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-9447-2018-INIT/en/pdf
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32017H0809(21)&from=EN
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32016H0818(14)&from=EN
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32016H0818(26)&from=EN
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-10177-2019-INIT/en/pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-10177-2019-INIT/en/pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-9450-2018-INIT/en/pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-10177-2019-INIT/en/pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-10177-2019-INIT/en/pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-9450-2018-INIT/en/pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-9450-2018-INIT/en/pdf
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32016H0818(14)&from=EN
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32016H0818(22)&from=EN
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-10178-2019-INIT/en/pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-10178-2019-INIT/en/pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-10178-2019-INIT/en/pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-9449-2018-INIT/en/pdf
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32017H0809(24)&from=EN
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32016H0818(15)&from=EN
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32016H0818(15)&from=EN
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 COUNCIL RECOMMENDATIONS LATEST DATA RELATING TO COMPLIANCE 

M
EM

BE
R 
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A

TE
 

Targets included in the Country Specific 
Recommendations (CSRs), if available either in the 

enacting part or in their recitals or in Significant 
Deviation Procedures (SDP) 

 
 

Level of 
MTO   

(structural 
budget bal-
ance) and 

Target year 
for MTO1 

 

REQUIRE-
MENT  

(C) 

COM forecast - Autumn 20192 
(under no policy change scenario)3 

(% of GDP) 

COM  
assessments 

of 2020 
DBPs 

 

 
Fiscal- 

structural 
adjustment 
(% of GDP) 

 
 

REQUIRE-
MENT  

(A) 

 
Expen-
diture 

Benchmark 
(% growth) 

 
 

REQUIRE-
MENT  

(B) 

Year 
 

Structural budget 
Balance4: To be 

compared to   
REQUIREMENT  

(C) 

In brackets and 
italics: y-o-y 

change: To be 
compared to   

REQUIREMENT  
(A) 

Debt 
 

GDP 
growth 

Net primary 
government 
expenditure 
(% change) 5 

 
To be 

compared to   
REQUIRE-

MENT  
(B)  

FI 

2020 [CSR 2019] 0.5 1.9  
-0.5 

2019  
(CSR 2018; 
no modifi-

cation since 
then) 

2020 -1.6 (-0.2) 59.3 1.1 2.7 

2019 [recital 9 of CSR 2018] -0.2 2.9 2019 -1.4 (-0.4) 59.2 1.4 3.3 

2018 [recital 8 of CSR 2018]  -0.1 1.9 2018 -1.0 (-0.3) 59.0 1.7 2.8 

2017 [CSR 2016] 0.6 - 2017 -0.7 (0.0) 60.9 3.1 - 

2016 [CSR 2016] 0.5 - 2016 -0.7 (-0.2) 62.6 2.6 - 

Non-Euro Area Member States 

BG 

2020 [CSR2020 , incl. recital 
5] 

No fiscal target [MTO 
achieved] -1.0 

2017 
onwards 

(recital 5 of  
CSR 2016, 
pp 5/33 of 

CP 2016; not 
modified 

afterwards) 

2020 0.6 (-0.4) 19.9 3.0 - 

2019 [CSR 2018, incl. recital 
5] 

No fiscal target [MTO 
achieved] 2019 1.0 (-0.8) 21.1 3.6 - 

2018 [Recitals 5/6 of CSR 
2017] 

No fiscal target [MTO 
achieved] 2018 1.8 (0.7) 22.3 3.1 - 

2017 [CSR 2016] 0.5 - 2017 1.1 (0.9) 25.3 3.5 - 

2016 [CSR 2016] 0.5 - 2016 0.2 (1.5) 29.3 3.8 - 

CZ 

2020 [CSR 2019, incl. recital 
5] 

No fiscal target [MTO 
achieved] 

Modified 
from -1.0 
2016 (re-
cital 5 of  

CSR 2015, 
p.2 of  CP 

2015 to         
-0.75  

 2020 (reci-
tal 5 of  CSR 

2019) 

2020 -0.4 (-0.1) 30.7 2.2 - 

2019 [CSR 2018] 
No fiscal target [MTO 

achieved] 2019 -0.3 (-0.8) 31.5 2.5 - 

2018 [CSR 2017,  
incl. recital 5] 

No fiscal target [MTO 
achieved] 2018 0.5 (-0.6) 32.6 3.0 - 

2017 [CSR 2016, 
 incl. recital 5] 

No fiscal target [MTO 
achieved] 2017 1.1 (0.3) 34.7 4.4 - 

2016 [CSR 2016,  
incl. recital 5] 

No fiscal target [MTO 
achieved] 2016 0.8 (1.4) 36.8 2.5 - 

DK 

2020 [CSR 2019, incl. recital 
5] 

No fiscal target [MTO 
achieved] 

-0.5 
2016 

onwards 
(recital 5 of 
CSR 2016; 

not 
modified 

afterwards) 

2020 1.4 (-0.7) 32.3 1.5 - 

2019 [CSR 2018, incl. recital 
5] 

No fiscal target [MTO 
achieved] 2019 2.1 (1.1) 33.0 2.0 - 

2018 [CSR 2017, incl. recital 
5] 

No fiscal target [MTO 
achieved] 2018 1.0 (-0.7) 34.2 1.5 - 

2017 [CSR 2016, incl. recital 
5 ] 

0.25 - 2017 1.7 (1.1) 35.5 2.3 - 

2016 [CSR 2016, , incl. 
recital 5] 

“Respect MTO” 2016 0.6 (2.3) 37.2 2.4 - 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/business-economy-euro/economic-and-fiscal-policy-coordination/eu-economic-governance-monitoring-prevention-correction/stability-and-growth-pact/preventive-arm/significant-deviation-procedure_en
https://ec.europa.eu/info/business-economy-euro/economic-and-fiscal-policy-coordination/eu-economic-governance-monitoring-prevention-correction/stability-and-growth-pact/preventive-arm/significant-deviation-procedure_en
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-10179-2019-INIT/en/pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-9435-2018-INIT/en/pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-9435-2018-INIT/en/pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-9435-2018-INIT/en/pdf
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32016H0818(19)&from=EN
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32016H0818(19)&from=EN
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-10155-2019-INIT/en/pdf
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=uriserv%3AOJ.C_.2016.299.01.0032.01.ENG&toc=OJ%3AC%3A2016%3A299%3ATOC
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/european-semester-convergence-programme_bulgaria_2016_en.pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-9429-2018-INIT/en/pdf
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32017H0809(02)&from=EN
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32017H0809(02)&from=EN
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32016H0818(08)&from=EN
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32016H0818(08)&from=EN
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-10156-2019-INIT/en/pdf
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=uriserv%3AOJ.C_.2016.299.01.0023.01.ENG&toc=OJ%3AC%3A2016%3A299%3ATOC
http://ec.europa.eu/europe2020/pdf/csr2015/cp2015_czech_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/europe2020/pdf/csr2015/cp2015_czech_en.pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-10156-2019-INIT/en/pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-10156-2019-INIT/en/pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-9432-2018-INIT/en/pdf
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32017H0809(03)&from=EN
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32016H0818(06)&from=EN
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32016H0818(06)&from=EN
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-10157-2019-INIT/en/pdf
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32016H0818(21)&from=EN
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-9433-2018-INIT/en/pdf
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32017H0809(04)&from=EN
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32016H0818(21)&from=EN
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32016H0818(21)&from=EN
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M
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Targets included in the Country Specific 
Recommendations (CSRs), if available either in the 

enacting part or in their recitals or in Significant 
Deviation Procedures (SDP) 

 
 

Level of 
MTO   

(structural 
budget bal-
ance) and 

Target year 
for MTO1 

 

REQUIRE-
MENT  

(C) 

COM forecast - Autumn 20192 
(under no policy change scenario)3 

(% of GDP) 

COM  
assessments 

of 2020 
DBPs 

 

 
Fiscal- 

structural 
adjustment 
(% of GDP) 

 
 

REQUIRE-
MENT  

(A) 

 
Expen-
diture 

Benchmark 
(% growth) 

 
 

REQUIRE-
MENT  

(B) 

Year 
 

Structural budget 
Balance4: To be 

compared to   
REQUIREMENT  

(C) 

In brackets and 
italics: y-o-y 

change: To be 
compared to   

REQUIREMENT  
(A) 

Debt 
 

GDP 
growth 

Net primary 
government 
expenditure 
(% change) 5 

 
To be 

compared to   
REQUIRE-

MENT  
(B)  

HR 

2020 [CSR 2019] incl. recital 
5] 

No fiscal target [MTO 
achieved] Modified 

from -1.75 
by 2017 

(recitals 5/6 
of CSR 2017) 

to -1 by 
2020 

(recital 5 of 
CSR 2019) 

2020 -1.0 (-0.2) 67.7 2.6 - 

2019 [CSR 2018] No fiscal target [MTO 
achieved] 2019 -0.8 (-0.5) 71.2 2.9 - 

2018 [CSR 2017, incl. recital 
6] 

“Remain at MTO” 2018 -0.3 (-1.0) 74.8 2.6 - 

2017 [CSR 2016] 0.6 - 2017 0.7 (1.3) 78.0 2.9 - 

2016 [CSR 2016] Correct excessive deficit 2016 -0.6 (1.3) 81.0 3.5 - 

HU 

2020 [CSR 2019, SDP of 
June 2019] 0.75 4.7 

Modified 
from -1.5 
2019 to 

 -1 .0  
2020 CSR 

2019 ) 

2020 -2.1 (1.2) 66.7 2.8 7.3 

2019 [CSR 2019, SDP of Dec. 
2018 and of June 2019] 1.0 3.3 2019 -3.3 (0.5) 68.2 4.6 6.5 

2018 [CSR 2018, SDP of  
June 2018] 

1.0 2.8 2018 -3.8 (-0.1) 70.2 5.1 6.3 

2017 [CSR 2016] 0.6 - 2017 -3.7 (-1.7) 72.9 4.3 - 

2016 [CSR 2016] 0.5 - 2016 -2.0 (0.2) 75.5 2.2 - 

PL 

2020 [CSR 2019] 0.6 4.4 
-1.0  

After 2020  
(recital 5 of  

CSR 2017 
and  

p. 24 of 
CP 2017), 

not 
modified 

afterwards 
 

2020 -1.9 (0.3) 45.5 3.3 8.0 

2019 [CSR 2018] 0.6 4.2 2019 -2.2 (-0.8) 47.4 4.1 9.0 

2018 [recital 7 of CSR 2017] 0.5 3.7 2018 -1.4 (0.5) 48.9 5.1 3.8 

2017 [CSR 2016] 0.5 - 2017 -1.9 (0.2) 50.6 4.9 - 

2016 [CSR 2016] 0.5 - 2016 -2.1 (0.1) 54.2 3.1 - 

RO 

2020 [CSR 2019, SDP of 
June 2019 0.75 5.1 

-1.0 
After 2020 
(recital 6 of  
CSR 2017) 
and “The 

MTO (...) is 
not expec-
ted to be 

reached by 

2020 -4.4 (-0.9) 37.2 3.6 10.8 

2019 [CSR 2019, SDP of 
June 2019] 1.0 4.5 2019 -3.5 (-0.8) 35.5 4.1 11.6 

2018 [CSR 2018, SDP of 
June  2018] 

0.8 3.3 2018 -2.7 (0.3) 35.0 4.0 11.5 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/business-economy-euro/economic-and-fiscal-policy-coordination/eu-economic-governance-monitoring-prevention-correction/stability-and-growth-pact/preventive-arm/significant-deviation-procedure_en
https://ec.europa.eu/info/business-economy-euro/economic-and-fiscal-policy-coordination/eu-economic-governance-monitoring-prevention-correction/stability-and-growth-pact/preventive-arm/significant-deviation-procedure_en
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-10164-2019-INIT/en/pdf
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32017H0809(10)&from=EN
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-10164-2019-INIT/en/pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-9430-2018-INIT/en/pdf
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32017H0809(10)&from=EN
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32016H0818(23)&from=EN
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32016H0818(23)&from=EN
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-10170-2019-REV-2/en/pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/com2019534_hu_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/com2019534_hu_en.pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-10170-2019-REV-2/en/pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-10170-2019-REV-2/en/pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-10170-2019-REV-2/en/pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-14686-2018-INIT/en/pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-14686-2018-INIT/en/pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/com2019534_hu_en.pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-9438-2018-INIT/en/pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-9760-2018-INIT/en/pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-9760-2018-INIT/en/pdf
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32016H0818(19)&from=EN
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32016H0818(19)&from=EN
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-10174-2019-INIT/en/pdf
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32017H0809(20)&from=EN
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/2017-european-semester-convergence-programme-poland-en.pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-9446-2018-INIT/en/pdf
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32017H0809(20)&from=EN
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32016H0818(04)&from=EN
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32016H0818(04)&from=EN
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-10176-2019-INIT/en/pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/com2019533_ro_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/com2019533_ro_en.pdf
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32017H0809(22)&from=EN
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-10176-2019-INIT/en/pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/com2019533_ro_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/com2019533_ro_en.pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-9448-2018-INIT/en/pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-9761-2018-INIT/en/pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-9761-2018-INIT/en/pdf
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 COUNCIL RECOMMENDATIONS LATEST DATA RELATING TO COMPLIANCE 

M
EM

BE
R 

ST
A

TE
 

Targets included in the Country Specific 
Recommendations (CSRs), if available either in the 

enacting part or in their recitals or in Significant 
Deviation Procedures (SDP) 

 
 

Level of 
MTO   

(structural 
budget bal-
ance) and 

Target year 
for MTO1 

 

REQUIRE-
MENT  

(C) 

COM forecast - Autumn 20192 
(under no policy change scenario)3 

(% of GDP) 

COM  
assessments 

of 2020 
DBPs 

 

 
Fiscal- 

structural 
adjustment 
(% of GDP) 

 
 

REQUIRE-
MENT  

(A) 

 
Expen-
diture 

Benchmark 
(% growth) 

 
 

REQUIRE-
MENT  

(B) 

Year 
 

Structural budget 
Balance4: To be 

compared to   
REQUIREMENT  

(C) 

In brackets and 
italics: y-o-y 

change: To be 
compared to   

REQUIREMENT  
(A) 

Debt 
 

GDP 
growth 

Net primary 
government 
expenditure 
(% change) 5 

 
To be 

compared to   
REQUIRE-

MENT  
(B)  

2017 [recital 7 of CSR 2017] 
 

0.5 - 
2021, which 

is the end 
of the pro-

gramme 
horizon” 

(recital 5 of 
CSR 2018) 

2017 -3.0 (-1.2) 35.1 7.1 - 

2016 [CSR 2016] 
Limit deviation from 

MTO 2016 -1.8 (-1.6) 37.3 4.8 - 

SE 

2020 [CSR 2019, incl. recital 
5] 

No fiscal target [MTO 
achieved] 

-1.0 
2012/2013 

onwards 
(recital 10 

of CSR 2012 
and pp. 
22/39 of 

 CP 2012), 
not 

modified 
afterwards) 

2020 0.4 (0.2) 33.4 1.0 - 

2019 [CSR 2018, incl. recital 
5] 

No fiscal target [MTO 
achieved] 2019 0.2 (-0.1) 34.6 1.1 - 

2018 [CSR 2017, incl. recital 
5] 

No fiscal target [MTO 
achieved] 2018 0.3 (-0.8) 38.8 2.3 - 

2017 [CSR 2016, incl. recital 
5] 

No fiscal target [MTO 
achieved] 2017 1.1 (0.4) 40.7 2.4 - 

2016 [CSR 2016, incl. recital 
5] 

No fiscal target [MTO 
achieved] 2016 0.7 (0.9) 42.3 2.4 - 

UK 

2020 [CSR 2019] 0.6 1.9 -0.5 
 (minimum 

MTO 
calculated 

by COM 
since the 

UK did not 
submit 
MTO) 

2020 -2.5 (-0.1) 84.7 1.4 3.1 

2019 [CSR 2018] 0.6 1.6 2019 -2.4 (0.2) 85.2 1.3 2.8 

2018 [recital 7 of CSR 2017] 0.6 1.8 2018 -2.6 (0.3) 85.9 1.4 - 

2017 [CSR 2016] 0.6 - 2017 -2.9 (0.7) 86.2 1.9 - 

2016 [CSR 2016] Correct excessive deficit 2016 -3.6 (1.1) 86.8 1.9 - 

Table notes 
While the requirements (A) and (B) are the ones included in the relevant country specific Council recommendations, the COM has recalculated them 
for the years 2018-2020 in its staff working documents assessing the 2020 DBPs on the basis of updated data on the output gap and distances to the 
MTO. Against this background, the comparison of compliance data and Council requirements included in this table is of indicative nature; it is also of 
such nature because the COM overall assessment of compliance with the commitments under the SGP takes also into account other factors like e.g. 
the flexibility clauses, see pages 20-29 of the SGP Vademecum of April 2019. 
1  The sources for the level and the target year of the MTOs are the CSRs 2012; 2013, 2014, 2015, 2016, 2017, 2018, 2019 and the  SCPs 2012-2019. The 
source of the MTO of the UK is p. 92 of the 2019 edition of the Vademecum on the SGP. The COM and Member States update every few years the 
MTOs on the basis of the agreed methodology of the Code of Conduct of the SGP (please see the COM Institutional paper 034, September 2016, p. 
12).  
2 See statistical annex to the COM autumn 2019 forecast: tables 1 (GDP growth), 36 (nominal budget balance), 41 (structural balance) and 42 (gross 
debt).  
3 See COM autumn 2019 forecast Box I.4.1 (page 75) "Some technical elements behind the forecast". 
4 The structural budget indicator is measured as % of potential GDP.  The figures in italics and brackets are the year on year changes of the structural 
balance in percentage points of potential GDP, which can be regarded as a proxy for the "fiscal effort".  
5  The net primary government expenditure used is the one published in the COM staff working documents underpinning the COM opinions on the 
2020 DBPs, which is defined in the following way: annual growth (in %) of primary public expenditure, net of discretionary revenue measures, revenue 
measures mandated by law and one-offs (nominal). 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/business-economy-euro/economic-and-fiscal-policy-coordination/eu-economic-governance-monitoring-prevention-correction/stability-and-growth-pact/preventive-arm/significant-deviation-procedure_en
https://ec.europa.eu/info/business-economy-euro/economic-and-fiscal-policy-coordination/eu-economic-governance-monitoring-prevention-correction/stability-and-growth-pact/preventive-arm/significant-deviation-procedure_en
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32017H0809(22)&from=EN
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-9448-2018-INIT/en/pdf
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32016H0818(18)&from=EN
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-10180-2019-INIT/en/pdf
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX:32013H0730(21)
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/file_import/cp2013_sweden_en_0.pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-9452-2018-INIT/en/pdf
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32017H0809(26)&from=EN
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32016H0818(13)&from=EN
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32016H0818(13)&from=EN
https://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-10181-2019-INIT/en/pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/file_import/2018-european-semester-country-specific-recommendation-commission-recommendation-united-kingdom-en.pdf
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32017H0809(27)&from=EN
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32016H0818(03)&from=EN
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32016H0818(03)&from=EN
https://ec.europa.eu/info/business-economy-euro/economic-and-fiscal-policy-coordination/eu-economic-governance-monitoring-prevention-correction/stability-and-growth-pact/annual-draft-budgetary-plans-dbps-euro-area-countries/draft-budgetary-plans-2020_en
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/ip101_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/europe2020/making-it-happen/country-specific-recommendations/2012/index_en.htm
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=OJ:C:2013:217:FULL&from=EN
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=OJ:C:2014:247:FULL&from=EN
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=OJ:C:2015:272:FULL&from=EN
https://ec.europa.eu/info/publications/2016-european-semester-country-specific-recommendations-council-recommendations_en
https://ec.europa.eu/info/publications/2017-european-semester-country-specific-recommendations-council-recommendations_en
https://ec.europa.eu/info/publications/2018-european-semester-country-specific-recommendations-council-recommendations_en
https://ec.europa.eu/info/publications/2019-european-semester-country-specific-recommendations-council_en
https://ec.europa.eu/info/business-economy-euro/economic-and-fiscal-policy-coordination/eu-economic-governance-monitoring-prevention-correction/stability-and-growth-pact/stability-and-convergence-programmes_en
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/ip101_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/file_import/ip034_en_2.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/ecfin_forecast_autumn_2019_statist_annex_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/ip115_en_0.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/business-economy-euro/economic-and-fiscal-policy-coordination/eu-economic-governance-monitoring-prevention-correction/stability-and-growth-pact/annual-draft-budgetary-plans-dbps-euro-area-countries/draft-budgetary-plans-2020_en
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3. SGP implementation: recent developments 

This section summarises recent and relevant developments which have occurred before mid of June 2019 
and which have not be presented in section 1.    

2019 European Semester package  

On 5 June 2019, the COM presented the European Semester Spring 2019 Package, including:  

(1) The COM proposals for the 2019 CSRs (see separate EGOV overview for a comparison of 2018 and 2019 
CSRs) which inter alia contain explicit fiscal targets in terms of annual structural adjustment and growth of 
net primary government expenditure (these targets are only issued for those countries which are not yet 
close to or at their MTO). Notably the CSRs on fiscal policies reflect the recommendations for Council 
Opinions on the 2019 Stability or Convergence Programmes (SCPs). 

(2) A recommendation to the Council to abrogate the Excessive Deficit Procedure (EDP) for Spain, since 
the general government deficit dropped under the 3% threshold in 2018 and is forecast to remain below 
this threshold in 2019/2020. 

(3) Reports for Belgium, France, Italy and Cyprus reviewing their compliance with the deficit and debt 
criteria as defined in the Treaty and in Regulation (EC) No 1467/1997.  

The report on Italy concluded that a debt-based EDP is warranted, given that Italy did not comply with the 
debt reduction benchmark in 2018 and was not projected to comply with it in either 2019 or 2020  and given 
that the COM considers that its analysis of relevant factors does overall not justify the non-compliance:  

“The analysis presented in this report includes the assessment of all relevant factors and notably: (i) the non-
compliance with the recommended adjustment path towards the MTO in 2018 based on ex post data, together 
with a risk of significant deviation from the preventive arm requirement in 2019 and a headline deficit above 3% 
of GDP in 2020 based on the Commission forecast; (ii) the macroeconomic slowdown recorded in Italy from the 
second half of 2018, which can be argued to only partly explain Italy’s large gaps to compliance with the debt 
reduction benchmark; and (iii) the limited progress made by Italy in addressing the 2018 CSRs.  Overall, the 
analysis suggests that the debt criterion as defined in the Treaty and in Regulation (EC) No 1467/1997 should be 
considered as not complied with, and that a debt-based EDP is thus warranted”.  
As regard the limited progress in addressing the 2018 CSRs, the report concluded: “However, Italy has made 
limited progress in addressing the 2018 CSRs, and the structural reform agenda outlined by the 2019 National 
Reform Programme contains only piecemeal measures building upon past reforms in different areas and 
backtracks on elements of major reforms adopted in the past. Among others, while the Council recommended 
that Italy should reduce the share of old-age pensions in its public spending to create space for other social 
spending, the newly introduced possibility for early retirement backtracks on earlier pension reforms that 
underpin the long-term sustainability of Italy's sizeable public debt and may negatively affect Italy’s growth 
potential”. The follow-up on the COM report is outlined below in Box 1. 

 (4) Warnings and recommendations to Hungary and Romania under the Significant Deviation Proce-
dure45 (opened for Romania in 2017 and for Hungary in 2018): (a) recommendations for Council Decisions 
establishing that no effective action has been taken in response to Council decisions of 2018 which were 
requesting the correction of significant deviations from the adjustment path towards the MTO; (b) new COM 
warnings on the existence of an observed significant deviation from the adjustment path to the MTO and 
(c) new proposals for Council recommendations with a view to correcting the significant deviations; for each 
of both countries an annual structural adjustment of 1.0 % of GDP in 2019 and 0.75 % of GDP in 2020 is 
recommended (the Council recommendations which were in place when the COM made these proposals 
requested an annual structural adjustment of 1.0 % of GDP in 2019 and did not request an effort for 2020).  
                                                             
45 In accordance with Art. 6(3) and 10(3) of Reg. (EC) 1466/97, a deviation is significant if it has a total impact on the 
government balance of at least 0.5% of GDP in a single year or cumulatively in two consecutive years. 

http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_IP-19-2813_en.htm
https://ec.europa.eu/info/publications/2019-european-semester-country-specific-recommendations-council-recommendations_en
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/STUD/2019/634401/IPOL_STU(2019)634401_EN.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/business-economy-euro/economic-and-fiscal-policy-coordination/eu-economic-governance-monitoring-prevention-correction/european-semester/european-semester-timeline/national-reform-programmes-and-stability-convergence-programmes/2019-european-semester_en
https://ec.europa.eu/info/files/recommendation-council-decision-abrogating-decision-2009-417-ec-existence-excessive-deficit-spain_en
https://ec.europa.eu/info/business-economy-euro/economic-and-fiscal-policy-coordination/eu-economic-governance-monitoring-prevention-correction/stability-and-growth-pact/corrective-arm-excessive-deficit-procedure/excessive-deficit-procedures-overview_en
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/com2019_532_it_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/business-economy-euro/economic-and-fiscal-policy-coordination/eu-economic-governance-monitoring-prevention-correction/stability-and-growth-pact/preventive-arm/significant-deviation-procedure_en
https://ec.europa.eu/info/business-economy-euro/economic-and-fiscal-policy-coordination/eu-economic-governance-monitoring-prevention-correction/stability-and-growth-pact/preventive-arm/significant-deviation-procedure_en
https://ec.europa.eu/info/business-economy-euro/economic-and-fiscal-policy-coordination/eu-economic-governance-monitoring-prevention-correction/stability-and-growth-pact/preventive-arm/significant-deviation-procedure_en
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Box 1: Follow-up on Art. 126.3 report on Italy 

On 11 June 2019, in accordance with Art. 126(4) of the TFEU, the Economic and Financial Committee, EFC) 
issued an Opinion on the COM report of 5 June 2019 on Italy. In its opinion, the EFC agreed with the COM 
conclusion to open a debt based EDP: “taking into account the COM's overall analysis of the relevant factors as 
set out in its report of 5 June 2019, the Committee is of the Opinion that the debt criterion in the second 
paragraph of Article 126 should be considered as not complied with, and that a debt-based EDP is thus 
warranted. Further elements that Italy may put forward could be taken into account by the Commission 
and the Committee.” On this basis, taking into account potential arguments submitted by Italy to the COM, 
the subsequent steps are provided by Art. 126(5)-126(8) of the TFEU:  

“5. If the COM considers that an excessive deficit in a Member State exists or may occur, it shall address an opinion 
to the Member State concerned and shall inform the Council accordingly. 

6. The Council shall, on a proposal from the COM, and having considered any observations which the Member State 
concerned may wish to make, decide after an overall assessment whether an excessive deficit exists.” 

7. Where the Council decides, in accordance with paragraph 6, that an excessive deficit exists, it shall adopt, 
without undue delay, on a recommendation from the COM, recommendations addressed to the Member State 
concerned with a view to bringing that situation to an end within a given period. Subject to the provisions of 
paragraph 8, these recommendations shall not be made public.” 

8. Where it establishes that there has been no effective action in response to its recommendations within the 
period laid down, the Council may make its recommendations public.” 

On 1 July 2019, the Italian government adopted its mid-year budget for 2019 as well as a decree-law, 
which include a correction for 2019:  As a result, Italy's headline deficit is expected by the Italian govern-
ment to reach 2.04% of GDP in 2019, compared to 2.5% in the COM 2019 spring forecast, which was the target 
enshrined in the 2019 budget as adopted by the Italian Parliament. The correction in structural terms is sligh-
tly greater, amounting to 0.45% of GDP, leading to an improvement in the structural balance of around 0.2% 
of GDP (compared to a deterioration of 0.2% in the COM 2019 spring forecast). The difference compared to 
the nominal amount is due to the lower-than-expected one-off revenues from the tax amnesty, which worsen 
the fiscal target in nominal but not in structural terms. These figures do not take into account the 0.18% 
flexibility provisionally granted to Italy for 'unusual events' related to the collapse of the Morandi Bridge and 
to hydrogeological risks, which will need to be confirmed ex-post based on the outturn data for 2019. 

Taking into account the measures adopted on 1 July by the Italian government, the COM expects Italy to be 
broadly compliant with the required effort under the preventive arm of the SGP in 2019, bridging the 
0.3% of GDP gap estimated on the basis of the COM spring forecast. Moreover, the additional fiscal effort 
delivered by the government for 2019 is such that it also partially compensates the deterioration in the 
structural balance recorded in 2018. 

Finally, as regards 2020, the Italian government has reiterated its commitment to achieve a structural 
improvement in line with the requirements of the SGP, notably through a new spending review and revision 
of tax expenditures, as well as improved no-policy change projections reflecting the favourable trends 
observed so far in 2019. This information was set out in a letter sent on 2 July to the Commission from Prime 
Minister Giuseppe Conte, and Economy and Finance Minister Giovanni Tria. 

On 3 July 2019, the COM assessed that the additional fiscal effort announced by the Italian authorities 
on 1 July 2019 was sufficient not to propose to the Council the opening of an EDP for Italy's lack of 
compliance with the debt criterion at this stage. 

Pierre Moscovici, Commissioner for Economic and Financial Affairs, Taxation and Customs, said:  

"We will carefully monitor the implementation of these measures in the second half of the year. Moreover, we stand 
ready to ensure that the 2020 draft budget to be presented this autumn will be compliant with the Pact. I have no 
doubt that we will work seamlessly in this context with the next COM." 

https://images.agi.it/pdf/agi/agi/2019/06/12/132729478-6be286b8-c049-4bd7-bc7b-52ec6927160c.pdf
http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_IP-19-3569_en.htm
https://ec.europa.eu/info/files/european-economic-forecast-spring-2019_en
http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_IP-19-3569_en.htm
http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_IP-19-3569_en.htm
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Recommendations on the economic policy in the euro area: 

Out of the five current euro area recommendations adopted by the Council on 22 January 2019, the 
following one targets specifically fiscal policies under the SGP: “While pursuing policies in a manner that fully 
respects the SGP, support public and private investment and improve the quality and composition of public 
finances. Rebuild fiscal buffers, especially in euro-area Member States with high levels of public debt. Support and 
implement EU actions to combat aggressive tax planning.” Please note that the COM proposal of 21 November 
2018 was slightly different: “Rebuild fiscal buffers in euro area countries with high levels of public debt, support 
public and private investment and improve the quality and composition of public finances in all countries.”  

 

  

Box: Entry into force of the debt reduction benchmark 

EU Regulation 1467/97 stipulates that the debt reduction benchmark (which is relevant for countries with public 
debt above 60% of GDP) is applicable after a transition period of three years from the correction of the 
excessive deficit, if the country was in an EDP at the entry in force of the regulation (i.e. on 8 November 2011). 
Member States within the transition period have to comply with a so-called Minimum Linear Structural 
Adjustment (defined on p. 12 of current Code of Conduct on the SGP implementation and on pages 49-50 of the 
2019 Vademecum on the SGP). The state of play is as follows: 

- Finland (not in EDP on 8/11/2011): the debt rule is applicable without transition period since the entry in force of 
the regulation. 

For the following countries, transition periods exist(ed), since they were in EDP on 8 November 2011: 

- Germany and Malta: expiration of the transition period in the end of 2014. 

- Italy: expiration of the transition period in the end of 2015. 

- Belgium, Austria and the Netherlands: expiration of the transition period in the end of 2016. 

- Ireland, Cyprus and Slovenia: the transition periods expired in the end of 2018.  

- Portugal and Greece: expiration of the transition period end of 2019.  

- Croatia, which entered the EU after the entry in to force of the regulation and whose deficit is not any more 
excessive since 2016, the debt rule is applicable without a transition period. 

- France (deficit not excessive since the 2017): the transition period will expire end of 2020.  

- Spain (deficit not excessive since 2018): the transition period will expire end of 2021. 

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32019H0412(01)&qid=1559839711290&from=EN
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/meetings/ecofin/2019/01/22/
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?qid=1547734022733&uri=CELEX%3A52018DC0759
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?qid=1547734022733&uri=CELEX%3A52018DC0759
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=CONSLEG:1997R1467:20111213:EN:PDF
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-9344-2017-INIT/en/pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/ip101_en.pdf
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Annex: Fiscal CSRs 2019  

Belgium: “Ensure that the nominal growth rate of net primary government expenditure does not exceed 1,6 % 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 (...)” 
 
Germany: No SGP based CSR, since (Recital 23): “In the light of this assessment, the Council has examined the 2019 Stability 
Programme and is of the opinion (under Article 5(2) of Regulation (EC) No 1466/97)  that Germany is expected to comply with 
the SGP(...)”  
Nevertheless, CSR 1 stipulates “While respecting MTO, use fiscal and structural policies to achieve a sustained upward trend 
in private and public investment, in particular at regional and municipal level (...)” 
 
Estonia: “Ensure that the nominal growth rate of net primary government expenditure does not exceed 4,1 % in 2020, 
corresponding to an annual structural adjustment of 0,6 % of GDP (...)”. 
 
Ireland: No SGP based CSR, since (Recital 25): “In the light of this assessment, the Council has examined the 2019 Stability 
Programme and is of the opinion (under Article 5(2) of Regulation (EC) No 1466/97) that Ireland is expected to comply with 
the SGP (...)” . 
Nevertheless, CSR 1 stipulates “Achieve the MTO in 2020. Use windfall gains to accelerate the reduction of the general 
government debt ratio (...)” and recital 8: “In 2020, Ireland should achieve its MTO. Based on the Commission 2019 spring 
forecast, this is consistent with a maximum nominal growth rate of net primary government expenditure of 3,7 %8, 
corresponding to an annual structural adjustment of 0,7 % of GDP. Ireland is forecast to reach the MTO (...)”. 
 
Greece: No SGP related CSR, since (Recital 23): “In the light of this assessment, the Council has examined the 2019 Stability 
Programme and is of the opinion11 that Greece is expected to comply with the SGP.” 
 
Spain: “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.” 
 
France: “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 (...)”  
 
Italy: “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 (...)”  
 
Cyprus: No SGP related CSR, since (Recital 23): “In the light of this assessment, the Council has examined the 2019 Stability 
Programme and is of the opinion (under Article 5(2) of Regulation (EC) No 1466/97)  that Cyprus is expected to comply with 
the SGP(...)”  
 
Latvia: “Ensure that the nominal growth rate of net primary government expenditure does not exceed 3,5 % in 2020, 
corresponding to an annual structural adjustment of 0,5 % of GDP (...)” 
 
Lithuania: No SGP related CSR, since (Recital 18): “In the light of this assessment, the Council has examined the 2019 
Stability Programme and is of the opinion (under Article 5(2) of Regulation (EC) No 1466/97) that Lithuania expected to 
comply with the SGP (...)”  
 
Luxembourg: No SGP related CSR, since (recital 17): “In the light of this assessment, the Council has examined the 2019 
Stability Programme and is of the opinion (under Article 5(2) of Regulation (EC) No 1466/97) that Luxembourg expected to 
comply with the SGP (...)”  
 
Malta: No SGP related CSR, since (recital 18): “In the light of this assessment, the Council has examined the 2019 Stability 
Programme and is of the opinion (under Article 5(2) of Regulation (EC) No 1466/97) that Malta is expected to comply with 
the SGP (...)”  
 
Netherlands: No SGP related CSR, since (recital 21): “In the light of this assessment, the Council has examined the 2019 

http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-10154-2019-INIT/en/pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-10158-2019-INIT/en/pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-10159-2019-INIT/en/pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-10160-2019-INIT/en/pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-10161-2019-INIT/en/pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-10162-2019-INIT/en/pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-10163-2019-INIT/en/pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-10165-2019-INIT/en/pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-10166-2019-INIT/en/pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-10167-2019-INIT/en/pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-10168-2019-INIT/en/pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-10169-2019-INIT/en/pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-10171-2019-INIT/en/pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-10172-2019-INIT/en/pdf
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Stability Programme and is of the opinion that the Netherlands is expected to comply with the SGP (...)” 
 
Austria: No SGP related CSR, since (recital 21): “In the light of this assessment, the Council has examined the 2019 Stability 
Programme and is of the opinion that Austria is expected to comply with the SGP (...)” 
 
Portugal: “Achieve the MTO 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 (...)”  
and recital 9: “In 2020, Portugal should achieve its MTO, taking into account the allowance linked to unusual events for 
which a temporary deviation is granted. Based on the Commission 2019 spring forecast, this is consistent with a maximum 
nominal growth rate of net primary government expenditure of 1,5 %, corresponding to an annual structural adjustment of 
0,5 % of GDP. 
 
Slovenia: “Achieve the MTO in 2020”  
and recital 8: “In 2020, Slovenia should achieve its MTO. Based on the COM 2019 spring forecast, this is consistent with a 
maximum nominal growth rate of net primary government expenditure of 4,0 %, corresponding to a structural adjustment 
of 0,5 % of GDP.  
 
Slovakia: “Achieve the MTO in 2020” 
and recital 8: “In 2020, Slovakia should achieve its MTO. Based on the Commission 2019 spring forecast under unchanged 
policies, this is consistent with a maximum nominal growth rate of net primary government expenditure of 4,6 %, 
corresponding to a structural adjustment of 0,3 % of GDP.  
 
Finland: “Ensure that the nominal growth rate of net primary government expenditure does not exceed 1,9 % in 2020, 
corresponding to an annual structural adjustment of 0,5 % of GDP (...)” 
 
Bulgaria: No SGP related CSR, since (recital 26): “In the light of this assessment, the Council has examined the 2019 
Convergence Programme and is of the opinion that Bulgaria is expected to comply with the SGP (...)” 
 
Czech Republic: No SGP related CSR, since (recital 19): “In the light of this assessment, the Council has examined the 2019 
Convergence Programme and is of the opinion that Czechia is expected to comply with the SGP (...)” 
 
Denmark: No SGP related CSR, since (Recital 14): “In the light of this assessment, the Council has examined the 2019 
Convergence Programme and is of the opinion that Denmark is expected to comply with the SGP (...)” 
 
Croatia: No SGP related CSR, since (Recital 23): “In the light of this assessment, the Council has examined the 2019 
Convergence Programme and is of the opinion that Croatia is expected to comply with the SGP (...)” 
 
Hungary: “Ensure compliance with the Council Recommendation of 14 June 2019 with a view to correcting the 
significant deviation from the adjustment path towards the medium-term budgetary objective.”  
Council Recommendation of 14 June 2019 (under SDP): “(1) take the necessary measures to ensure that the nominal 
growth rate of net primary government expenditure does not exceed 3.3 % in 2019 and 4.7 % in 2020, corresponding to an 
annual structural adjustment of 1.0 % of GDP in 2019 and 0.75 % of GDP in 2020, thereby putting the Member State on an 
appropriate adjustment path toward the medium-term budgetary objective; (2) use any windfall gains for deficit reduction; 
budgetary consolidation measures should secure a lasting improvement in the general government structural balance in a 
growth-friendly manner (...)” 
 
Poland: “Ensure that the nominal growth rate of net primary government expenditure does not exceed 4,4 % in 2020, 
corresponding to an annual structural adjustment of 0,6 % of GDP (...)”   
 
Romania: “Ensure compliance with the Council Recommendation of 14 June 2019 with a view to correcting the significant 
deviation from the adjustment path towards the medium-term budgetary objective. Ensure the full application of the fiscal 
framework (...).” 
Council Recommendation of 14 June 2019 (under SDP): “(1) take the necessary measures to ensure that the nominal 
growth rate of net primary government expenditure does not exceed 4.5% in 2019 and 5.1% in 2020, corresponding to an 
annual structural adjustment of 1.0% of GDP in 2019 and 0.75% in 2020, thereby putting the Member State on an appropriate 
adjustment path toward the medium-term budgetary objective; (2) use any windfall gains for deficit reduction; budgetary 
consolidation measures should secure a lasting improvement in the general government structural balance in a growth-
friendly manner; (3) report to the Council by 15 October 2019 on action taken in response to this Recommendation; the report 
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https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/com2019534_hu_en.pdf
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should provide sufficiently specified and credibly announced measures with a view to complying with the required 
adjustment path, including budgetary impact of each of them, as well as updated and detailed budgetary projections for 
2019-2020.” 
 
Sweden: No SGP related CSR, since (Recital 13): “In the light of this assessment, the Council has examined the 2019 
Convergence Programme and is of the opinion that Sweden is expected to comply with the SGP (...)” 
 
United Kingdom: “Ensure that the nominal growth rate of net primary government expenditure does not exceed 1.9 % in 
2019-2020, corresponding to an annual structural adjustment of 0.6 % of GDP.” 
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This note presents the EU Member States' situation with respect to the Macroeconomic Imbalance 
Procedure, taking into account recent assessments and decisions by the European Commission and the 
Council. It also gives an overview of relevant comments on the MIP published by EU institutions. A 
separate EGOV note describes the MIP procedure. This document is regularly updated. 
 
In December 2019, the Commission published the 2020 Alert Mechanism Report, which initiates the annual 
round of the Macroeconomic Imbalance Procedure (MIP), in the wider context of the 2020 European 
Semester cycle. 

On the basis of an economic reading of the “MIP scoreboard” and its auxiliary indicators, the Commission 
identified 13 Member States for which it will undertake in-depth reviews, namely for Greece, Cyprus and Italy 
(that were experiencing excessive macroeconomic imbalances during the 2019 cycle), as well as for Bulgaria, 
France, Germany, Cyprus, Ireland, the Netherlands, Portugal, Romania, Spain and Sweden (that were 
experiencing macroeconomic imbalances during the 2019 cycle). 

Chart 1: MIP scoreboard - Member States with values beyond the thresholds 

 
Source: EGOV based on 2020 Alert Mechanism Report. Values for 2018. For country-specific summarised analysis, see Annex 3 to this 
document. 
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1. The launch of the 2020 annual round of the MIP 

The Commission published in December 2019 its latest Alert Mechanism Report (AMR). This report presents 
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 ninth annual round of the Macroeconomic Imbalance 
Procedure (see an EGOV note for a description of the MIP procedure).  

1.1 Main findings from the AMR 2020 

1 The analysis of the overall macroeconomic situation in the EU showed a weakening of the 
economic expansion that Europe has experienced lately, as it was pointed out in the Commission forecast of 
autumn 2019. Positive but slow growth is expected in all Member States, with decrease of net exports and of 
manufacturing output. The Commission states “Downward risks to the economic outlook relate in particular to 
trade tensions and the disruption of global value chains, a stronger than expected slowdown in emerging markets, 
the aggravation of geo-political tensions”. It also notes that the favourable economic conditions have facilitated 
the gradual reduction of existing macroeconomic imbalances, but in some Member States they have also been 
accompanied by growth in unit labour cost and house prices. 

The MIP scoreboard46 (see Chart 1 and Annex 2) and the Commission’s analysis shows that: 
• There is still a need to rebalance current accounts and external positions. Only two countries 

(Cyprus and the UK) had recorded external deficits beyond the MIP threshold, and several countries 
should make further efforts to reduce the stock of net foreign liabilities. In contrast, elevated current 
accounts surpluses continue in some countries: Denmark, Germany, Malta and the Netherlands.  

• Cost competitiveness conditions are becoming less favourable for several Member States: labour 
cost is growing at a fast rate in a majority of countries (especially in central and Eastern Europe), not 
completely in line with productivity growth, with risk of losses in cost competitiveness. 

• Real effective exchange rates have been appreciating in all EU Member States except Sweden and the 
UK. 

• The private sector is deleveraging, and the private debt-to-GDP ratio is decreasing, mainly due to 
high nominal GDP growth, but at a slower pace than in previous years. Deleveraging is mostly visible in 
the business sector, as households are increasing borrowing. Public debt is declining in most, but not 
all, high-debt countries. In several Member States, the combination of high debt in both the public and 
private sectors calls for general deleveraging needs. 

• House prices continued growing in most Member States, with several cases pointing to over-
evaluation; nevertheless, the acceleration decreased in 2018 compared to previous years, especially in 
countries with over-evaluation and high households’ debt.  

• The resilience of the EU banking sector is improving. Non-Performing-Loans ratios are declining, 
notably in those Member States with high stocks, but challenges remains in countries characterised by 
low capitalisation and profitability. 

• Unemployment indicators and activity rates are showing a general improvement, but there are 
differences among Member States. Wage growth is gradually resuming.  

For the euro area, the Commission notes that it continues to have the world's largest current account 
surplus. It is expected to decrease, because of slowing export demand, reflecting the weakening of global 
trade and the higher energy deficit. The euro area surplus should be reduced, to help overcoming the low-
inflation and the low-interest rate environment, and to reduce the dependency on foreign demand (Box 1 
presents some positions on the current account imbalance in the euro area taken by various institutions). 

                                                             
46 The MIP scoreboard is complemented by a set of auxiliary indicators, for which there are no thresholds. See Box 1and Table 2.1 of 
the AMR, the Statistical annex to the MIP and Annex 2 to this document.   

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?qid=1578392070452&uri=CELEX%3A52019DC0651
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/ATAG/2014/497768/IPOL-ECON_NT(2014)497768_EN.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/ip115_en_0.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/ip115_en_0.pdf
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?qid=1578392070452&uri=CELEX%3A52019DC0651
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?qid=1578392529490&uri=CELEX%3A52019SC0630
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The Commission concludes that “All in all, sources of potential imbalances are broadly the same as those 
identified in the AMR 2019, but prospects appear to be worsening in a number of respects.”  Furthermore, 
“The upcoming challenges call for a forward-looking orientation of the MIP surveillance”. 

The AMR presents  also the analysis of the macroeconomic situation in individual Member States and the 
conclusions reached by the Commission in the context of the MIP (see Annex 3 for a summary of the 
individual analyses). The Commission identified thirteen Member States that deserve further analysis:  

• Greece, Cyprus and Italy, that were experiencing excessive macroeconomic imbalances in 2019; 
• Bulgaria, Croatia, France, Germany, Ireland, the Netherlands, Portugal, Romania, Spain and Sweden, that 

were experiencing macroeconomic imbalances in 2019. 

1.2 Next procedural and institutional steps 

In February 2020, the Commission will publish the “country reports” for all Member States. For the thirteen 
countries mentioned above, these reports will include the In-depth-reviews (IDRs), which focus on 
macroeconomic imbalances and possible spill-over effects. The Commission will then assess whether 
imbalances or excessive imbalances exist: for countries that are assessed as experiencing excessive 
imbalances, the Commission may propose opening the Excessive Imbalance Procedure: despite being 
advocated by many (see Box 2), this has never happened. 

The EU Institutions deal with the Europan Semester and the MIP according to the following timeline: 
• In January 2020, two Council formations (ECOFIN and EPSCO) discuss the AMR; 
• In February 2020, the ECOFIN Council adopts conclusions on the AMR; 
• In February 2020 the European Parliament hosts the European Parliamentary Week with 

representatives from national parliaments. The meetings include the European Semester Conference 
and the Inter-parliamentary Conference on Stability, Economic Coordination and Governance in the EU; 

• In February 2020, the Commission publishes the annual Country reports, including their status with 
respect to the MIP;  

• In March and May 2020, the ECOFIN Council discusses the implementation of the Country Specific 
Recommendations (CSRs), drawing on the AMR and the Country reports; 

• In April 2020, the European Council discusses the economic situation, endorses the Recommendation 
on the economic policy of the euro area and provides guidance to Member States for their 2020 National 
Reform Programmes and Stability or Convergence Programmes; 

• In March and April, the Commission holds bilateral meetings with Member States; 
• In May, the Commission will presents its proposals for the 2020 CSRs; 
• In June, the various Council Committees (EFC, EPC, EMCO and SPC) will conduct preparatory work on 

the CSRs, and the ECOFIN Council draws conclusions on the MIP and on the IDRs; 
• In June, the ECOFIN Council approves the Council opinions on the CSRs; 
• In  June, the European Council discusses and endorses the CSRs; 
• In July, the ECOFIN Council formally adopts the CSRs. 

For those countries that have been identified as experiencing imbalances, the Commission carries specific 
monitoring activities on a continuous basis.  
In addition, Economic dialogues with representatives of the relevant institutions (Commission, the 
Eurogroup and the Council) are held in the competent committee of the European Parliament. 
In accordance with Regulation 1176/2011, the Commission was expected to publish a report on the 
application of the MIP by December 2019. Such review is part of a wider review of the EU economic 
governance framework (including also fiscal surveillance), which the Commission is expected to publish in 
early 2020. 

 

https://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-15261-2019-INIT/en/pdf
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/relnatparl/en/high-level-conferences/european-parliamentary-week.html
https://ec.europa.eu/info/business-economy-euro/economic-and-fiscal-policy-coordination/eu-economic-governance-monitoring-prevention-correction/macroeconomic-imbalance-procedure/specific-monitoring_en
https://ec.europa.eu/info/business-economy-euro/economic-and-fiscal-policy-coordination/eu-economic-governance-monitoring-prevention-correction/macroeconomic-imbalance-procedure/specific-monitoring_en
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/divers/join/2014/528738/IPOL-ECON_DV(2014)528738_EN.pdf
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32011R1176&qid=1578669394943&from=EN
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Box 1: Some institutional positions on current account imbalances in the euro area 

The Commission notes in the AMR 2020 that “The euro area current account balance has peaked, but still 
records very elevated levels. The current account balance of the euro area has moved from a broadly-balanced 
pre-crisis position to a peak of 3.2 % of GDP in 2016. Since then, its value has come down very slightly, reaching 
3.1% of GDP in 2018( ... ) It mainly reflects the large surpluses recorded in Germany and the Netherlands, whose 
combined external balances accounted for 2.8% of euro area GDP in 2018. At unchanged policies, the euro 
area adjusted current account surplus is expected to fall in 2019 according to the European Commission 
autumn 2019 forecast, reaching 2.7% of GDP, and to further decline to 2.5% of GDP by 2020 (... ).  The ongoing 
reduction in the euro area surplus is mainly the result of a weakening trade balance.” Furthermore, the 
Commission states “Rebalancing within the euro area is still incomplete, while rebalancing of both current 
account deficits and surpluses is pressing in the current economic context and would be beneficial for all 
Member States. Whereas most large current account deficits have been corrected, large surpluses persist in a 
number of euro area countries.” 

In its conclusions on the the In-depth-reviews of May 2019, the ECOFIN notes that “much progress has 
been achieved among most net debtor countries in correcting their current account deficits, but large stocks 
of external debt remain a vulnerability in a number of Member States (...)  that other Member States exhibit 
instead large current account surpluses, which have remained persistent with only modest signs of reduction 
(... ) Member States with current account deficits or high external debt should additionally seek to improve 
their competitiveness and prevent excessive growth in unit labour costs.  Member States with large current 
account surpluses should further strengthen the conditions to promote wage growth, while respecting the 
role of social partners, and continue to implement as a priority measures that foster investment, support 
domestic demand and growth potential, thereby also facilitating the rebalancing (…)”.  

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”.  

The ECB occasional paper of June 2018 on “Macroeconomic imbalances in the euro area: where do we 
stand?” reads “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 Art. IV report for the Euro Area of July 2019, the IMF states (p. 19): “The external current account 
surplus narrowed in 2018 but remains high. The euro area surplus declined modestly to 2.9 percent in 2018 
from 3.2 percent in 2017, mainly due to weaker external demand and higher oil prices (... ) Countries with large 
external surpluses should use fiscal space and structural reforms to incentivize investment and lift potential 
growth (...)  Reforms that boost productivity will improve competitiveness and strengthen the external 
position of net debtor countries”.  Furthermore, the IMF Executive Board  “supported the policy efforts to 
reduce external imbalances. They called on net external creditor countries to implement policies to incentivize 
domestic investment, which would contribute to reducing external surpluses.” (see also p. 32). 

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52019DC0651&from=EN
https://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-9021-2019-INIT/en/pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?type=TA&reference=P8-TA-2019-0201&language=EN&ring=A8-2019-0159
https://www.ecb.europa.eu/pub/pdf/scpops/ecb.op211.en.pdf
https://www.ecb.europa.eu/pub/pdf/scpops/ecb.op211.en.pdf
https://www.imf.org/%7E/media/Files/Publications/CR/2019/1EUREA2019001.ashx
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Box 2: Excerpts from Council conclusions related to MIP  in 2019 

January 2019, Conclusions on the 2019 AMR. The Council: 

• Broadly agrees with the Commission's horizontal analysis of the adjustment of macroeconomic 
imbalances in the EU and within the euro area. ...  

• Underlines the need to concentrate in the IDRs on Member States' key challenges and risks, and 
report the gravity of the identified challenges, evolution of risks, the policy response taken, and any 
policy gaps in order to highlight clear priorities and ensure swift action. RECALLS that when assessing 
macroeconomic imbalances account should be taken of their potential negative economic and 
financial spill-over effects for the euro area and the EU. 

• Welcomes the technical revisions made by the Commission to the auxiliary indicators of the 
Scoreboard. Highlights the need to continue technical work to assess the appropriateness of the 
scoreboard for the early detection of new sources of macro-financial risks and to further develop and 
improve analytical tools and frameworks for assessing developments and drivers behind the building 
up and unwinding of imbalances and related spillovers.  

• Notes that, in accordance with Regulation 1176/2011 on the MIP, the Commission will review and 
report on the application of the MIP at the latest by December 2019 and INVITES the Commission 
to involve the Economic Policy Committee in this review process and to duly take into account the 
recommendations made by the European Court of Auditors in its report on the implementation of 
the MIP.  

• Considers that MIP specific monitoring of all Member States identified to have imbalances helps foster 
an effective implementation of measures to address macroeconomic imbalances, through policy 
dialogue and peer reviews. Underlines the importance of maintaining stable and transparent practices 
with respect to the implementation of specific monitoring. 

May 2019, Conclusions on In-depth-reviews and implementation of 2018 CSRs. The Coucil: 

• Considers that the IDRs present a high-quality and comprehensive analysis of the country situation 
in each Member State under review... 

• Agrees that all 13 Member States analysed in the IDRs are experiencing macroeconomic imbalances 
of various nature and degree of severity under the MIP, and that excessive imbalances exist in three 
Member States (Cyprus, Greece and Italy).   

• Takes note of the Commission’s intention to continue reviewing developments and policy measures 
taken by all Member States with imbalances or excessive imbalances in the framework of specific 
monitoring.   

• Reiterates that the MIP 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 found appropriate by the Commission and the Council. 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 
clearly and publicly explain its reasons. 

• Notes that much progress has been achieved among most net debtor countries in correcting their 
current account deficits, but large stocks of external debt remain a vulnerability...Notes that other 
Member States exhibit instead large current account surpluses, which have remained persistent with 
only modest signs of reduction...Member States with current account deficits or high external debt 
should additionally seek to improve their competitiveness and prevent excessive growth in unit 
labour costs.  Member States with large current account surpluses should further strengthen the 
conditions to promote wage growth, while respecting the role of social partners, and continue to 
implement as a priority measures that foster investment, support domestic demand and growth 
potential, thereby also facilitating the rebalancing. 

https://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-5603-2019-INIT/en/pdf
https://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-9021-2019-INIT/en/pdf
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2. The implementation of the MIP in the 2019 European Semester 

2.1 The outcomes of the 2019 In-Depth-Reviews 

On 27 February 2019, the Commission published its Communication on “Assessment of progress on 
structural reforms, prevention and correction of macroeconomic imbalances”. This document provided an 
overview of the current situation on the economic and social context, on the Member States’ progress with 
the Country Specific Recommendations (CSRs), on the evolution of macroeconomic imbalances and on the 
implementation of the MIP.  

The Commission also published the Country reports, with the outcomes of its analysis of the economic, fiscal 
and social situation and related challenges in each EU Member State. According to the Commission, the 
reports draw on exchanges with governments, national authorities and stakeholders at both technical and 
political level. Each Country report included also a Box presenting the outcomes of the monitoring of 
performance in the light of the European Pillar of Social Rights47.  Furthermore, these reports provided an 
assessment of the implementation of the 2018 Country Specific Recommendations (CSRs).  According 
to the Commission, since the introduction of the European Semester in 2011, all Member States have made 
progress in implementing CSRs, although the rate of progress varies (see separate EGOV documents for 
further information: “Implementation of the 2018 Country-Specific Recommendations” and “Country-
specific recommendations: An overview”). 

As a novelty, Country reports identified priority areas for policy action regarding public and private 
investment in Member States, in view of increasing coherence between the coordination of economic 
policies in the European Semester and the use of related EU funds in 2021-2027.  At the ECOFIN meeting on 
12 March 2019, ministers discussed these investment-related policy recommendations. The debate was 
based on a letter from the Chair of the Economic and Financial Committee to the ECOFIN President.  

According to the Commission, policies to increase growth and productivity are country-specific and require 
both ownership and sufficient administrative and technical capacity: to these aims, the “Winter package” 
included the financing decision for the Structural Reform Support Programme and a progress report on the 
National Productivity Boards. 

For the thirteen Member States identified in the AMR of November 2018 as at risk of macroeconomic 
imbalances, the Country reports included also the in-depth reviews (IDRs) in the context of MIP. Each IDR: 

• took into account spillovers to other countries, especially for the eurozone countries; 
• included a “MIP assessment matrix” that summarises the main findings of the IDR, focuses on imbalances 

and adjustment issues relevant for the MIP and presents synthetic conclusions (Annex 4 presents the 
Commission’s assessment of the implementation of MIP-related CSRs for 2018); 

• for the Member States considered in a situation of excessive macroeconomic imbalances or 
macroeconomic imbalances in 2018, presented the main conclusions of the specific monitoring carried 
out in 2018.  

Based on the IDRs, the Commission concluded that:  

• 3 Member States were considered being in a situation of  "excessive macroeconomic imbalances": 
Greece, Italy, and Cyprus; 

• 10 Member States were considered being in a situation of "macroeconomic imbalances": Bulgaria, 
Croatia, France, Germany, Ireland, Romania, Spain, the Netherland, Portugal and Sweden;  

• 15 Member States were not considered at risk of “macroeconomic imbalances”: Belgium, Czechia, 
Denmark, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Hungary, Malta, Austria, Poland, Slovakia, Slovenia, 
Finland and the United Kingdom.  

                                                             
47 The European Pillar of Social Rights, adopted in November 2017, is designed as a compass for a renewed process of upward 
convergence towards better working and living conditions in the EU.  

https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/file_import/2019-european-semester-communication-country-reports_en_0.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/publications/2019-european-semester-country-reports_en
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/ATAG/2019/634354/IPOL_ATA(2019)634354_EN.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/BRIE/2018/624404/IPOL_BRI(2018)624404_EN.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/BRIE/2018/624404/IPOL_BRI(2018)624404_EN.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/meetings/ecofin/2019/03/12/
https://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-6957-2019-INIT/en/pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/publications/structural-reform-support-programme-financing-decisions-and-annual-work-programmes_en
https://ec.europa.eu/info/business-economy-euro/economic-and-fiscal-policy-coordination/national-productivity-boards_en#documents
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?qid=1547734121275&uri=CELEX%3A52018DC0758
https://ec.europa.eu/commission/priorities/deeper-and-fairer-economic-and-monetary-union/european-pillar-social-rights/european-pillar-social-rights-20-principles_en
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Figure 1: Situation of Member States with respect to macroeconomic imbalances in 2019 

 
Source: EGOV based on European Commission, 2019 

Once again, the Commission did not propose the opening of the Excessive Imbalance Procedure for 
Member States considered as having excessive macroeconomic imbalances: despite being advocated by 
many (see Box 3), this procedure has not been proposed, so far.  

The Country reports constituted the analytical basis for dialogues between the Commission and the 
Member States before the submission of their National Reform Programmes (NRPs) in April, as well as for 
the formulation of the Commission's proposals for the 2019 Country Specific Recommendations (CSRs).  

On 21-22 March 2019, the European Council endorsed the Recommendation on the economic policy of the 
euro area and provided guidance to Member States for their 2019 National Reform Programmes and 
Stability or Convergence Programmes. In May, the Council drew its conclusions on the In-depth reviews and 
the implementation of the 2018 CSRs. 

2.2 The “European Semester 2019 Spring Package” and the CSRs for 2019/2020 

In June 2019, the Commission published the so called “2019 Spring package”, with its decision and proposals 
on the fiscal and economic policies of member States, including the draft Country Specific 
Recommendations for the next 12 to 18 months. The Commission noted that the European economy was 
growing for the seventh consecutive year and was set to continue expanding in 2020, with all Member 
States' economies growing despite less favourable conditions and global uncertainties. The number of 
people in employment was at a record high and unemployment at a record low. At the same time, there 
were still significant differences between countries, regions and population groups. Against this backdrop, 
the Commission called on Member States to build on the progress made in recent years. In the 2019 cycle, 
the Commission focused on the investment needs of each Member State, as a way to prepare for the 
programming of the future EU funds and to ensure that reform and investment priorities are well aligned at 
national level, so that EU support can be best used.  

https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/file_import/2019-european-semester-communication-country-reports_en_0.pdf
https://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-1-2019-INIT/en/pdf
https://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-9021-2019-INIT/en/pdf
https://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_IP-19-2813_en.htm
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For Member States experiencing macroeconomic imbalances or excessive macroeconomic imbalances, the 
CSRs 2019/2020 are partly or totally underpinned by the MIP. The European Council held a discussion 
on the CSRs in June. The employment policy parts were approved by the Employment, Social Policy, Health 
and Consumer Affairs Council, while the economic parts were discussed by the ECOFIN Council. 

Following the endorsement by the European Council, the Council adopted the 2019 CSRs in July. The 
adoption represented the final step of the 2019 European Semester.  

Annex 4 presents the 2018 CSRs underpinned by the MIP procedure, together with the corresponding 
Commission’s assessment of their implementation, and the 2019 CSRs, for each relevant Member State. 
Among the 48 CSRs targeting the thirteen Member States with macroeconomic imbalances, 40 have the MIP 
as a legal basis. In 2019, all the CSRs adopted for the three Member States experiencing excessive 
macroeconomic imbalance are underpinned by the MIP procedure (2 for Greece, 5 for Italy and 5 for Cyprus). 
Section 3.2 below provides details on the evolution of MIP-related CSRs and their implementation over time. 

  

https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2019/07/09/economic-employment-and-fiscal-policies-2019-country-specific-recommendations/?utm_source=dsms-auto&utm_medium=email&utm_campaign=Economic%2c+employment+and+fiscal+policies%3a+2019+country-specific+recommendations
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3. Implementation of 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 rounds48.  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 
2019 and stabilised at 13 in the context of the 2020 European Semester cycle; 

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

• 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. 

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 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 stylized facts 
 Semester/MIP cycle 

 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 

(1) Countries under adjustment programme 4 5 4 2 1 1 1 0 

(2) Countries subject to IDR, out of which*:  12 13 17 16 19 13 12 13 

  (2.1) Excessive imbalances with corrective action 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

  (2.2) Excessive imbalances 0 2 3 5 6 6 3 3 

  (2.3) Imbalances 12 11 11 11 7 6 8 10 

  (2.4) No imbalances detected in IDR 0 0 3 0 6 1 1 0 

(3) Countries not subject to IDR (No imbalances) 11 9 7 10 8 14 15 15 

Total = (1) + (2) + (3) 27 27 28 28 28 28 28 28 
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 MIP since its inception in 2012. Italy has been 
experiencing excessive imbalances for six consecutive years, and Excessive imbalances are identified in Cyprus 
for a fourth 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.  
  

                                                             
48 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. 
 

http://ec.europa.eu/economy_finance/publications/eeip/pdf/ip039_en.pdf
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Table 2: Commission's conclusions under MIP 
No Imbalances  Imbalances  Excessive imbalances 

2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 208 2019 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 

CZ* CZ* CZ* CZ* BE BE* BE* BE* BE BE BE BE DE DE BG BG  ES HR BG BG BG HR IT 

DE* DE* DK DK* CZ* CZ* CZ* CZ* BG BG BG DE IE IE FR FR  SI IT FR FR FR IT CY 

EE* EE* EE* EE* DK* DK* DK* DK* DK DK DE IE ES ES DE DE   SI HR HR HR CY EL 

LV* LV* LV* LV* EE EE* EE* EE* ES FR IE ES NL NL IE HR    IT IT IT   

LT* LT* LT* LT* LV* LV* LV* LV* FR IT ES HU SI SI ES IE    PT PT PT   

LU* LU* LU LU* LT* LT* LT* LT* IT HU FR NL FI SE NL ES     CY CY   

MT* AT* MT MT* LU* LU* LU* LU* CY MT HU RO SE  PT NL         

NL* PL* AT* AT* HU HU* HU* HU* HU NL NL SI   SE PT         

AT* SK* PL* PL* MT* MT* MT* MT* SI FI FI FI    SE         

PL*  SK* SK* AT AT* AT* AT* FI SE SE SE    RO         

SK*    PL* PL* PL* PL* SE UK UK UK             

    RO RO* RO* SK* UK                

    SK* SK* SK* SI*                 

    UK UK* SI FI*                 

     FI FI* UK*                 

      UK                  

Source: EGOV based on European Commission. 
Note:  The table refers only to the streamlined categories applied from the 2016 cycle onwards.  

 (*) Countries not considered at risk of macroeconomic imbalances, therefore not subject to in-depth reviews according to the AMR. 

3.2 Implementation of CSRs underpinned by MIP 

The credibility of the MIP, as part of the European Semester, depends inter alia on countries’ implementation 
of the Country Specific Recommendations, which is measured by their implementation track record. The 
Commission adopts a multi-annual perspective in its assessment of the implementation of the CSRs, “(...) to 
account for the time needed for the full implementation of critical reforms”. In its Communication of 
February 2019, it stated “All Member States have made progress with the implementation of the country-specific 
recommendations albeit to varying degrees. Since the start of the Semester in 2011, Member States have made 
at least ‘some progress’ with the implementation of more than two thirds of all the country-specific 
recommendations. This rate of progress is broadly stable compared to the Commission assessment in May 2018.”  

With regards to the implementation of the CSRs underpinned by the MIP, Figure 3 below shows the 
implementation rate of MIP-specific CSRs. The percentage of CSRs showing limited/no progress decreased 
in 2018, after a continuous increase from 2014 to 2018. The percentage of CSRs showing full/substantial 
progress also increased to 6 in 2018, compared to none in 201749.  

 

  

                                                             
49 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. 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/2018-european-semester-country-report-communication_en.pdf
http://www.imf.org/external/pubs/ft/survey/so/2016/RES040616A.htm
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Chart 2: Implementation of CSRs based on MIP (2012-2018) 

 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 

 

       Total MIP-CSRs 36 56 66 57 45 35 32 

Member States  12 13 14 16 13 12 11 

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 2018 cycle implemented 
recommendations underpinned by the MIP and joint SGP/MIP legal bases to varying degrees; the progress 
in the implementation was assessed in the Country reports published by the Commission in February 201950. 
Cyprus fully implemented one CSR, Italy implemented three out of four CSRs to a limited extent only and 
Croatia showed some progress for three out of four CSRs. Croatia is no more experiencing excessive 
macroeconomic imbalances.  

Table 3: Commission's assessment on the implementation of 2018 CSRs for Member States with 
excessive imbalances during 2018 MIP Cycle 

 
Joint SGP and MIP 

legal base 
MIP legal base 

HR CSR1 CSR2 CSR3 CSR4  

IT CSR1 CSR2 CSR3 CSR4  

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 2018 MIP-related CSRs, the assessment of their implementation and the CSRS 2019 for 
the relevant Member States (see a separate EGOV document for a presentation of all the 2018 CSRs, the 
Commission’s assessments of their implementation and the 2019 CSRs). 

                                                             
50 See also the EGOV note on “Implementation of CSRs under MIP - March 2019” 
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http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/STUD/2019/634401/IPOL_STU(2019)634401_EN.pdf
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/STUD/2019/634401/IPOL_STU(2019)634401_EN.pdf
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/ATAG/2015/542650/IPOL_ATA(2015)542650_EN.pdf
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Box 3: Selected statements/positions on the corrective arm of MIP 

ECOFIN Council 
The Council, in its conclusions of May 2019, reiterated that “the MIP 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 found appropriate by the Commission and the Council...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 clearly and publicly explain its 
reasons.”. Similar text was included in the ECOFIN conclusions of 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 – should be 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 area as a whole, in particular given the fact that a tool, the EIP, has already been set 
up to deal with those cases. “ 

In July 2017, the ECB had called again on the Commission to make use of the MIP corrective arm. “The number 
of CSRs has been reduced for countries with excessive imbalances and in several cases the level of urgency 
has been reduced, insofar as the CSRs contain significantly fewer deadlines compared with last year’s 
recommendations. This comes despite the limited implementation of CSRs for countries with excessive 
imbalances. Given the difficulties of strengthening reform implementation in the context of the preventive arm of 
the macroeconomic imbalance procedure, there seems to be a strong case for applying the corrective arm of 
this procedure for all countries with excessive imbalances. This tool, which has not been used so far, offers a 
well-defined process ensuring greater traction on reform implementation for the most vulnerable Member States.”  
Previous similar statements were published in  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 context of 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 (p. 
18) “The weak implementation of CSRs in most countries, including by those six countries identified with excessive 
imbalances under the MIP, 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). 

https://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-9021-2019-INIT/en/pdf
https://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-5603-2019-INIT/en/pdf
https://www.ecb.europa.eu/pub/pdf/scpops/ecb.op211.en.pdf
https://www.ecb.europa.eu/pub/pdf/other/ebbox201705_05.en.pdf?f4604c2f0f11a820b8b7c0cdef2fa02f
https://www.ecb.europa.eu/pub/pdf/other/eb201702_focus07.en.pdf?92f7c869dc55b89f1c2137c3674d56bd
http://ec.europa.eu/priorities/economic-monetary-union/docs/5-presidents-report_en.pdf
http://www.imf.org/%7E/media/Files/Publications/CR/2017/cr17235.ashx
https://www.eca.europa.eu/en/Pages/DocItem.aspx?did=44765
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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 
61-66) 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. 

https://www.eca.europa.eu/en/Pages/DocItem.aspx?did=44765
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-6680-2018-INIT/en/pdf
https://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-5603-2019-INIT/en/pdf
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Annex 1: Procedural changes to the MIP 

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 transparency51. 
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, several actions from the Commission were in line with such considerations: 

• The Commission introduced in the MIP scoreboard three new employment-related indicators, 
namely activity rate, long-term and youth unemployment52. 

• The Commission 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 CSRs53 . 

• The commission 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 

                                                             
51 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. 
52 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”. 
53 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. 

http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52015DC0600&from=EN
http://ec.europa.eu/europe2020/pdf/csr2016/cr2016_comm_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/economy_finance/publications/eeip/pdf/ip039_en.pdf
http://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2016/01/15-conclusions-on-alert-mechanism-report-2016/?utm_source=dsms-auto&utm_medium=email&utm_campaign=Council+Conclusions+on+Alert+Mechanism+Report+2016
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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 
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 
equity-related 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. 

 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/business-economy-euro/economic-and-fiscal-policy-coordination/eu-economic-governance-monitoring-prevention-correction/macroeconomic-imbalance-procedure/specific-monitoring_en
https://ec.europa.eu/info/business-economy-euro/economic-and-fiscal-policy-coordination/eu-economic-governance-monitoring-prevention-correction/macroeconomic-imbalance-procedure/scoreboard_en
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Annex 2: The 2020 MIP scoreboard for the identification of possible macro-economic imbalances (reference year 2018) 

 External imbalances and competitiveness Internal imbalances Employment Indicators 

Year 
2018 

Current 
Account 
Balance 
% of GDP 

3 year average 

Net 
International 
Investment 

Position 
% of GDP 

Real Effective 
Exchange 
Rate with 

HICP deflator 
3 year % 
change 

Export 
Market 
Shares 
5 year 

% change 

Nominal ULC 
(2010=100) 

3 year % 
change 

House Prices 
index 

deflated 
1 year % 
change 

Private 
Sector Credit 

Flow 
% of GDP 

Private 
Sector Debt, 
consolidated 

% of GDP 

General 
Government 
Gross Debt 

% of GDP 

Unemployme
nt rate 

3 year average 

Total 
Financial 

Sector 
Liabilities, 

non-
consolidated 

1 year % 
change 

Activity rate 
% of total 

pop. aged 15-
64 

3 year change 

Long term 
unemployme

nt rate 
% of active 

pop. aged 15-
74 

3 year change 

Youth 
unemployme

nt rate 
% of active 

pop. aged 15-
24 

3 year change 

Thresholds -4/+6% -35% 
±5% (EA) 

±11% (non-
EA) 

-6% +9% (EA) 
12% (non-EA) +6% 14% 133% 60% 10% 16.5% -0.2 pp 0.5 pp 2 pp 

BE 0.3 41.3 6.9 -1.5 3.7 1.0 0.8 178.5 100.0 7.0 -2.9 1.0 -1.5 -6.3 
BG 4.0 -35.2 3.9 13.4 18.3 4.5 3.9 95.0 22.3 6.3 6.8 2.2 -2.6 -8.9 
CZ 1.2 -23.5 11.0 11.9 13.5 6.1p 5.3 70.7 32.6 3.0 7.4 2.6 -1.7 -5.9 
DK 7.5 48.5 2.6 -1.5 1.6 3.5 3.5 198.3 34.2 5.6 -4.1 0.9 -0.6 -1.6 
DE 8.0 62.0 5.3 3.1 5.6 5.1 6.5 102.1 61.9 3.8 2.0 1.0 -0.6 -1.0 
EE 2.1 -27.7 7.7 0.7 14.3 2.1 3.7 101.5 8.4 6.0 6.9 2.4 -1.1 -1.2 
IE 2.3 -165.0 2.3 77.4 -2.8 8.3 -7.8 223.2 63.6 7.0 5.1 0.8 -3.2 -6.4 
EL -2.2 -143.3 3.6 6.8 1.4 1.3e -1.1 115.3 181.2 21.5 -5.0 0.4 -4.6 -9.9 
ES 2.6 -80.4 4.1 4.6 0.7 5.3 0.4 133.5 97.6 17.4 -2.2 -0.6 -5.0 -14.0 
FR -0.6 -16.4 4.5 -0.2 2.4 1.5 7.9 148.9 98.4 9.5 1.6 0.6 -0.8 -3.9 
HR 2.4 -57.9 4.2 22.9 -2.1 4.6 2.3 93.9 74.8 10.9 4.6 -0.6 -6.8 -19.0 
IT 2.6 -4.7 3.3 0.3 2.7 -1.6 1.6 107.0 134.8 11.2 -0.1 1.6 -0.7 -8.1 
CY -4.6 -120.8 1.8 16.6 -0.4 0.2 8.4 282.6 100.6 10.8 0.3 1.1 -4.1 -12.6 
LV 0.6 -49.0 4.9 8.6 14.7 6.6 -0.2 70.3 36.4 8.6 -3.0 2.0 -1.4 -4.1 
LT -0.1 -31.0 6.4 3.5 16.5 4.6 4.3 56.4 34.1 7.1 8.2 3.2 -1.9 -5.2 
LU 4.9 59.8 3.3 16.7 7.9 4.9 -0.5 306.5 21.0 5.8 -2.0 0.2 -0.5 -2.5 
HU 2.1 -52.0 2.0 8.4 12.4 10.9 4.3 69.3 70.2 4.3 -9.2 3.3 -1.7 -7.1 
MT 8.9 62.7 4.9 24.0 3.3 5.1 7.5 129.2 45.8 4.1 2.3 5.9 -1.3 -2.5 
NL 9.9 70.7 3.2 1.7 3.0 7.4 4.5 241.6 52.4 4.9 -3.3 0.7 -1.6 -4.1 
AT 2.2 3.7 4.8 3.9 4.7 2.5 3.9 121.0 74.0 5.5 1.7 1.3 -0.3 -1.2 
PL -0.5 -55.8 0.1 25.7 8.0 4.9 3.4 76.1 48.9 5.0 3.0 2.0 -2.0 -9.1 
PT 0.9 -105.6 3.1 9.4 5.3 8.9 0.8 155.4 122.2 9.1 0.5 1.7 -4.1 -11.7 
RO -3.3 -44.1 -0.7 23.7 29.6 1.8 1.9 47.4 35.0 5.0 3.3 1.7 -1.2 -5.5 
SI 5.5 -18.9 2.0 20.4 6.1 7.4 1.3 72.8 70.4 6.6 4.1 3.2 -2.5 -7.5 
SK -2.4 -68.1 2.5 3.2 10.9 5.0 2.0 90.9 49.4 8.1 8.9 1.5 -3.5 -11.6 
FI -1.4 -2.0 3.0 -3.0 -2.6 -0.2 1.6 142.1 59.0 8.3 19.9 2.1 -0.7 -5.4 
SE 2.8 10.3 -4.0 -6.3 7.6 -3.0 9.0 200.0 38.8 6.6 -2.9 1.0 -0.4 -3.0 
UK -4.3 -10.5 -13.0 -3.7 7.9 0.7 4.4 163.3 85.9 4.4 -0.8 1.0 -0.5 -3.3 

Source: 2020 AMR. Boxes shaded in grey indicate values outside the threshold. A dedicated Eurostat website presents the latest available figures

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/DOC/?uri=CELEX:52019DC0651&from=EN
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/macroeconomic-imbalances-procedure
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Annex 3: Summaries of the country specific commentaries on imbalances, risks 
and adjustments (2020 AMR) 

Belgium: In the previous round of the MIP, no macroeconomic imbalances were identified in Belgium. In the 
updated scoreboard, a number of indicators are beyond the indicative threshold, namely the change of the real 
effective exchange rate, private debt and government debt. Overall, the economic reading highlights issues relating 
to public but also to private indebtedness, though the risks remain contained. Therefore, the Commission will at this stage 
not carry out further in-depth analysis in the context of the MIP. 

Bulgaria: In February 2019, the Commission had concluded that Bulgaria was experiencing imbalances, in 
particular related to vulnerabilities in the financial sector coupled with high indebtedness and non-performing 
loans in the corporate sector. In the updated scoreboard, a number of indicators are beyond the indicative 
threshold, namely the net international investment position (NIIP) and nominal unit labour cost growth. Overall, 
the economic reading highlights issues relating to the remaining vulnerabilities in the financial sector. Therefore, the 
Commission finds it opportune, also taking into account the identification of imbalances in February, to examine further 
the persistence of imbalances or their unwinding. 

Czechia: In the previous round of the MIP, no macroeconomic imbalances were identified in Czechia. In the 
updated scoreboard, a number of indicators are beyond the indicative threshold, namely real effective exchange 
rate, nominal unit labour cost growth and real house price growth. Overall, the economic reading highlights issues 
relating to competitiveness and pressures in the housing market although the risks appear largely contained. Therefore, 
the Commission will not at this stage carry out further in-depth analysis in the context of the MIP. 

Denmark: In the previous round of the MIP, no macroeconomic imbalances were identified in Denmark. In the 
updated scoreboard, a number of indicators are beyond the indicative threshold, namely the current account 
balance and private sector debt. Overall, the economic reading highlights issues linked to external surplus and the high 
household debt including the housing sector although risks appear contained. Therefore, the Commission will not at this 
stage carry out further in-depth analysis in the context of the MIP. 

Germany: In February 2019, the Commission concluded that Germany was experiencing macroeconomic 
imbalances, in particular related to its large current account surplus reflecting subdued investment relative to 
saving, both in the private and public sector. In the updated scoreboard, a number of indicators are beyond the 
indicative threshold, namely the current account balance, the real effective exchange rate and government debt. 
Overall, the economic reading highlights issues relating to the persistent surplus of savings over investment, reflected in 
the high but gradually declining current account surplus, underlining the need for continued rebalancing. Therefore, the 
Commission finds it useful, also taking into account the identification of imbalances in February, to examine further the 
persistence of imbalances or their unwinding. 

Estonia: In the previous round of the MIP, no macroeconomic imbalances were identified in Estonia. In the updated 
scoreboard, a number of indicators are beyond the indicative threshold, namely the real effective exchange rate 
and the nominal unit labour cost growth. Overall, the economic reading highlights issues related to the nominal unit 
labour costs and the real effective exchange rate, but risks appear contained. Therefore, at this stage the Commission will 
not carry out further in-depth analysis in the context of the MIP. 

Ireland: In February 2019, the Commission concluded that Ireland was experiencing macroeconomic imbalances, 
in particular involving vulnerabilities from large stocks of public and private debt and net external liabilities. In the 
updated scoreboard, a number of indicators are beyond the indicative threshold, namely the net international 
investment position (NIIP), private debt, public debt as well as real house price growth. Overall, the economic reading 
of the scoreboard highlights issues related to the volatility of the external position and the stock of private and public 
debt as well as the housing market. Therefore, the Commission finds it opportune, also taking into account the 
identification of imbalances in February, to examine further the persistence of imbalances or their unwinding. 

Greece: In February 2019, the Commission concluded that Greece was experiencing excessive macroeconomic 
imbalances, in particular involving high government indebtedness, a negative external position and a high share 
of non-performing loans, in a context of high, although declining, unemployment and low potential growth. In the 
updated scoreboard, a number of indicators are beyond the indicative threshold, namely the net international 
investment position (NIIP), the general government gross debt, as well as the unemployment rate. Overall, the 
economic reading highlights issues linked to the high public debt, the negative international investment position, and 
the high stock of non-performing loans, all in a context of high unemployment, low productivity growth and sluggish 
investment activity. Therefore, the Commission finds it useful, also taking into account the identification of excessive 

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/DOC/?uri=CELEX:52019DC0651&from=EN
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imbalances in February, to examine further the persistence of macroeconomic risks and to monitor progress in the 
unwinding of excessive imbalances. 

Spain: In February 2019, the Commission concluded that Spain was experiencing macroeconomic imbalances, 
relating to high levels of external and internal debt, both private and public, in a context of high unemployment. 
In the updated scoreboard, a number of indicators are beyond the indicative threshold, namely the net 
international investment position (NIIP), the government debt ratio, private debt, the unemployment rate as well 
as the decline in the activity rate. Overall, the economic reading highlights issues relating to external sustainability, 
private and public debt, in the context of high unemployment and weak productivity growth. Therefore, the Commission 
finds it opportune, also taking into account the identification imbalances in February, to examine further the persistence 
of imbalances or their unwinding. 

France: In February 2019, the Commission concluded that France was experiencing macroeconomic imbalances 
in particular involving high public debt and weak competitiveness dynamics in a context of low productivity 
growth. In the updated scoreboard, a number of indicators are beyond the indicative threshold, namely general 
government and private sector debt. Overall, the economic reading highlights issues relating to high indebtedness and 
weak, although stabilised, competitiveness, in a context of low productivity growth. Therefore, the Commission finds it 
opportune, also taking into account the identification of imbalances in February, to examine further the persistence of 
imbalances or their unwinding. 

Croatia: In February 2019, the Commission concluded that Croatia was experiencing macroeconomic imbalances, 
relating to high levels of public, private and external debt in a context of low potential growth. In the updated 
scoreboard, a number of indicators are beyond the indicative threshold, namely the net international investment 
position (NIIP), public debt, the unemployment rate and the decline in the activity rate. Overall, the economic 
reading highlights issues relating to the stock of external liabilities, public and private debt, and high NPLs in a context 
of still high unemployment and low productivity growth. Therefore, the Commission finds it opportune, also taking into 
account the identification of imbalances in February, to examine further the persistence of imbalances or their 
unwinding. 

Italy: In February 2019, the Commission concluded that Italy was experiencing excessive macroeconomic 
imbalances, in particular involving risks stemming from the very high public debt and protracted weak productivity 
growth in a context of still high nonperforming loans (NPLs) and high unemployment. In the updated scoreboard, 
government debt and the unemployment rate still exceed the indicative threshold. Overall, the economic reading 
highlights issues relating to the high level of public debt, weak productivity growth and labour market performance and 
banking sector vulnerabilities, contributing to low potential growth which in turn hamper public debt deleveraging. 
Therefore, the Commission finds it opportune, also taking into account the identification of excessive imbalances in 
February, to examine further the persistence of macroeconomic risks and to monitor progress in the unwinding of 
excessive imbalances. 

Cyprus: In February 2019, the Commission concluded that Cyprus was experiencing excessive macroeconomic 
imbalances in particular involving a very high share of non-performing loans, high stocks of private, public, and 
external debt in a context of still relatively high unemployment and weak potential growth. In the updated 
scoreboard, a number of indicators remain beyond the indicative thresholds, namely the current account balance, 
the net international investment position (NIIP), private sector debt, government debt and the unemployment rate. 
Overall, the economic reading highlights issues relating to external debt sustainability, public and private debt and 
vulnerabilities in the financial sector. Therefore, the Commission finds it useful, also taking into account the identification 
of excessive imbalances in February, to examine further the persistence of macroeconomic risks and to monitor progress 
in the unwinding of excessive imbalances. 

Latvia: In the previous round of the MIP, no macroeconomic imbalances were identified in Latvia. In the updated 
scoreboard, a number of indicators are above the indicative threshold, namely the net international investment 
position (NIIP), unit labour cost growth, and real house price growth. Overall, the economic reading highlights issues 
relating to labour supply pressures and cost competitiveness, but risks appear contained. The Commission will at this 
stage not carry out further in-depth analysis in the context of the MIP. 

Lithuania: In the previous round of the MIP, no macroeconomic imbalances were identified in Lithuania. In the 
updated scoreboard, a number of indicators are above the indicative threshold, namely the real exchange rate and 
nominal unit labour cost growth. Overall, the economic reading highlights issues relating to cost competitiveness, but 
risks appear contained at this stage. The Commission will at this stage not carry out further in-depth analysis in the 
context of the MIP. 

Luxembourg: In the previous round of the MIP, no macroeconomic imbalances were identified in Luxembourg. In 
the updated scoreboard private sector debt is beyond the indicative threshold. Overall, the economic reading points 
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mainly to issues related to increasing housing prices and household debt although risks appear contained at this stage. 
Therefore, the Commission will at this stage not carry out further in-depth analysis in the context of the MIP. 

Hungary: In the previous round of the MIP, no macroeconomic imbalances were identified for Hungary. In the 
updated scoreboard, a number of indicators are beyond the indicative threshold, namely the net international 
investment position (NIIP), unit labour cost growth, real house price growth and government debt. Overall, the 
economic reading highlights issues relating to unit labour costs, the housing market and possible risks from the exposure 
to the automotive industry. However, short-term risks appear contained. Therefore, the Commission will keep monitoring 
the situation but does not see it necessary at this stage to carry out further in-depth analysis in the context of the MIP. 

Malta: Malta: In the previous round of the MIP, no macroeconomic imbalances were identified in Malta. In the 
updated scoreboard, the current account surplus indicator is beyond the indicative threshold.  Overall, the economic 
reading points to a very elevated current account balance and relatively dynamic house price growth, while risks appear 
contained at this stage. Overall, the Commission does not see it necessary at this stage to carry out further in-depth 
analysis in the context of the MIP. 

The Netherlands: In February 2019, the Commission concluded that the Netherlands was experiencing 
macroeconomic imbalances, in particular involving a high stock of private debt and the large current account 
surplus. In the updated scoreboard a number of indicators are beyond the indicative threshold, namely the current 
account balance, private sector debt and real house price growth. Overall, the economic reading highlights issues 
relating to the high household debt, in turn linked to the housing market, and the large domestic savings surplus. 
Therefore, the Commission finds it opportune, also taking into account the identification of imbalances in February, to 
examine further the persistence of imbalances or their unwinding. 

Austria: In the previous round of the MIP, no macroeconomic imbalances were identified in Austria. In the updated 
scoreboard, the government debt indicator is beyond the indicative threshold. Overall, the economic reading 
highlights issues relating to the housing sector, but risks appear contained. Therefore, the Commission does not see it 
necessary at this stage to carry out further in-depth analysis in the context of the MIP. 

Poland: In the previous round of the MIP, no macroeconomic imbalances were identified in Poland. In the updated 
scoreboard, the net international investment position (NIIP) is beyond the indicative threshold. Overall, the 
economic reading highlight issues related to the net international investment position but risks are limited. Thus, the 
Commission does not see it necessary at this stage to carry out further in-depth analysis in the context of the MIP. 

Portugal: In February 2019, the Commission concluded that Portugal was experiencing macroeconomic 
imbalances, in particular involving the large stocks of net external liabilities, private and public debt, and a high 
share of non-performing loans in a context of low productivity growth. In the updated scoreboard, a number of 
indicators are beyond the indicative threshold, namely the net international investment position (NIIP), 
government debt, private debt, and real house price growth. Overall, the economic reading highlights issues relating 
to imbalances in stock variables, in particular external, public and private debt, banking sector vulnerabilities and weak 
productivity growth. Therefore, the Commission finds it opportune, also taking into account the identification of 
imbalances in February, to examine further the persistence of imbalances or their unwinding. 

Romania: In February 2019, the Commission concluded that Romania was experiencing macroeconomic 
imbalances, in particular involving risk of cost competitiveness losses, a continued deterioration of the external 
position and risks to financial stability. In the updated scoreboard, two indicators are beyond the threshold, namely 
the net international investment position (NIIP) and nominal unit labour cost growth. Overall, the economic reading 
highlights issues relating to strongly increasing unit labour costs and the deteriorating external position. Therefore, the 
Commission finds it opportune, also taking into account the identification of imbalances in February, to examine further 
the persistence of imbalances or their unwinding. 

Slovenia: In the previous round of the MIP, no macroeconomic imbalances were identified in Slovenia. In the 
updated scoreboard, a number of indicators are beyond the indicative threshold, namely the public sector debt 
and house price growth. Overall, the economic reading highlights issues relating mainly to fiscal sustainability and 
house price growth, although risks seem contained at this stage. Therefore, the Commission does not see it necessary at 
this stage to carry out further in-depth analysis in the context of the MIP. 

Slovakia: In the previous round of the MIP, no macroeconomic imbalances were identified in Slovakia. In the 
updated scoreboard, a number of indicators are beyond the indicative threshold, namely the net international 
investment position (NIIP) and nominal unit labour cost growth. Overall, the economic reading highlights potential 
issues relating to external sustainability, domestic wage pressures and possible risks from the exposure to the automotive 
industry. However, short-term risks appear contained. Therefore, the Commission will at this stage not carry out further 
in-depth analysis in the context of the MIP. 
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Finland: In the previous round of the MIP, no macroeconomic imbalances were identified in Finland. In the updated 
scoreboard, a number of indicators are beyond the indicative threshold, namely private sector debt and the change 
in total financial sector liabilities. Overall, the economic reading highlights persistent challenges related to the private 
sector debt, but risks remain limited. Overall, the Commission does not see it necessary at this stage to carry out further 
in-depth analysis in the context of the MIP. 

Sweden: In February 2019, the Commission concluded that Sweden was experiencing macroeconomic imbalances, 
in particular involving overvalued house price levels coupled with a continued rise in household debt. In the 
updated scoreboard, a number of indicators are beyond the threshold namely, private sector debt and export 
market shares. Overall, the economic reading highlights issues relating to high private debt and the housing sector. 
Therefore, the Commission finds it opportune, also taking into account the identification of imbalances in February, to 
examine further the persistence of imbalances or their unwinding. 

United Kingdom: In the previous round of the MIP, no macroeconomic imbalances were identified in the United 
Kingdom. In the updated scoreboard, a number of indicators are beyond the indicative threshold, namely the 
current account deficit, the real effective exchange rate, private sector debt and government debt. Overall, the 
economic reading highlights some issues relating to the external side of the economy and private debt. These issues 
appear to pose limited risks to stability in the short term. Overall, the Commission does not see it necessary at this stage 
to carry out further in-depth analysis in the context of the MIP. 
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Annex 4: 2018 Country Specific Recommendations underpinned by MIP, their implementation assessment and the 2019 CSRs 

These tables are extracted from the detailed EGOV document “Country Specific recommendations for 2018 and 2019 - A tabular comparison and overview of 
implementation”.  The order of the 2019 CSRs (but not the numbering) has been adapted to facilitate comparison with 2018 CSRs. 

 

BG 

 

Country Specific Recommendations 2018 
MIP: CSR 2, 3 

Assessment of 
implementation 

of 2018 CSRs 

February 2019 

2019 CSRs 
MIP: CSR 2 

 

2. Take follow-up measures resulting from the financial sector 
reviews and implement the supervisory action plans in order to 
strengthen the oversight and stability of the sector. Ensure adequate 
valuation of assets, including bank collateral, by enhancing the 
appraisal and audit processes. Complete the reform of the insolvency 
framework and promote a functioning secondary market for non-
performing loans. 

Some progress 

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.   

3. Increase the employability of disadvantaged groups by upskilling 
and strengthening activation measures. Improve the provision of 
quality inclusive mainstream education, particularly for Roma and 
other disadvantaged groups. In line with the National Health Strategy 
and its action plan, improve access to health services, including by 
reducing out-of-pocket payments and addressing shortages of health 
professionals. Introduce a regular and transparent revision scheme 
for the minimum income and improve its coverage and adequacy. 

Limited progress 

 

 
  

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/STUD/2019/634401/IPOL_STU(2019)634401_EN.pdf
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/AUTO/?uri=uriserv:OJ.C_.2018.320.01.0007.01.ENG&toc=OJ:C:2018:320:TOC
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/file_import/2019-european-semester-country-report-belgium_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/file_import/2019-european-semester-country-report-belgium_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/file_import/2019-european-semester-country-report-belgium_en.pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-10155-2019-INIT/en/pdf
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 DE  

2018 CSRs 

MIP: CSR 1, 2 

Assessment of 
implementation 

of 2018 CSRs 

February 2019 

2019 CSRs 
MIP: CSR 1, 2 

 1. While respecting the medium-term objective, use fiscal and structural 
policies to achieve a sustained upward trend in public and private 
investment, and in particular on education, research and innovation at all 
levels of government, in particular at regional and municipal levels. Step up 
efforts to ensure the availability of very high-capacity broadband 
infrastructure nationwide. Improve the efficiency and investment-
friendliness of the tax system. Strengthen competition in business 
services and regulated professions. 

Limited progress 

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 investment-related 
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. 

2. Reduce disincentives to work more hours, including the high tax 
wedge, in particular for low wage and second earners. Take measures to 
promote longer working lives. Create conditions to promote higher 
wage growth, while respecting the role of the social partners. Improve 
educational outcomes and skills levels of disadvantaged groups. 

Limited progress 

2. Reduce disincentives to work more hours, including the high tax 
wedge, in particular for low-wage 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. 

 
  

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?qid=1538474984830&uri=CELEX%3A32018H0910%2805%29
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/file_import/2019-european-semester-country-report-germany_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/file_import/2019-european-semester-country-report-germany_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/file_import/2019-european-semester-country-report-germany_en.pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-10158-2019-INIT/en/pdf
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  IE  Country Specific Recommendations 2018 
MIP: CSR 1, 2, 3 

Assessment of 
implementation 

of 2018 CSRs 

February 2019 

2019 CSRs 
MIP: CSR 1, 3 

 1. Achieve the medium-term budgetary objective in 2019. Use 
windfall gains to accelerate the reduction of the general government 
debt ratio. Limit the scope and the number of tax expenditures, and 
broaden the tax base. Address the expected increase in age-related 
expenditure by increasing the cost-effectiveness of the healthcare 
system and by pursuing the envisaged pension reforms. 

Limited  
progress 

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.  

2. Ensure the timely and effective implementation of the National 
Development Plan, including in terms of clean energy, transport, 
housing, water services and affordable quality childcare. Prioritise the 
upskilling of the adult working-age population, with a focus on digital 
skills 

Some progress 

 

3. Foster the productivity growth of Irish firms, and of small and 
medium enterprises in particular, by stimulating research and 
innovation with targeted policies, more direct forms of funding and 
more strategic cooperation with foreign multinationals, public research 
centres and universities. Promote faster and durable reductions in 
long-term arrears by the use of secondary markets, building on 
initiatives for vulnerable households and, where necessary, using write-
offs of non-recoverable exposures. 

Some progress 

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. 

 
  

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/AUTO/?uri=uriserv:OJ.C_.2018.320.01.0027.01.ENG&toc=OJ:C:2018:320:TOC
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/file_import/2019-european-semester-country-report-germany_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/file_import/2019-european-semester-country-report-germany_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/file_import/2019-european-semester-country-report-germany_en.pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-10160-2019-INIT/en/pdf
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EL

 

 2019 CSRs 
MIP: CSR  1, 2 

 

To avoid duplication with measures set out in the 
Economic Adjustment Programme, there were no 

additional recommendations for Greece. 

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. 

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. 

http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-10161-2019-INIT/en/pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/business-economy-euro/economic-and-fiscal-policy-coordination/eu-financial-assistance/which-eu-countries-have-received-assistance/financial-assistance-greece_en
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ES 

 

Country Specific Recommendations 2018 
MIP: CSR 1, 2, 3 

Assessment of 
implementation 

of 2018 CSRs 

February 2019 

2019 CSRs 
MIP: CSR 1, 2, 3, 4 

 1. Ensure compliance with Council Decision (EU) 2017/984 giving 
notice under the excessive deficit procedure, including through 
measures to enforce the fiscal and public procurement frameworks at 
all levels of government. Thereafter, ensure that the nominal growth 
rate of net primary government expenditure does not exceed 0,6 
% in 2019, corresponding to an annual structural adjustment of 0,65 
% of GDP. Use windfall gains to accelerate the reduction of the general 
government debt ratio. 

Limited progress 

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. 
 

2. Ensure that employment and social services have the capacity 
to provide effective support for jobseekers, including through 
better cooperation with employers. Foster transitions towards open-
ended contracts. Improve family support and increase the 
effectiveness of income guarantee schemes, by addressing 
coverage gaps, simplifying the system of national schemes and 
reducing disparities in access conditions to regional ones. Reduce 
early school leaving and regional disparities in educational 
outcomes, in particular by better supporting students and teachers. 

Limited  progress 

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. 

3. Increase public investment in research and innovation and 
systematically carry out evaluations of support policies in this area to 
ensure their effectiveness. Increase cooperation between education 
and businesses with a view to mitigating existing skills mismatches. 
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 principles of that Law and by improving cooperation between 
administrations. 

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. 
 
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. 

 
  

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/AUTO/?uri=uriserv:OJ.C_.2018.320.01.0027.01.ENG&toc=OJ:C:2018:320:TOC
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/file_import/2019-european-semester-country-report-spain_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/file_import/2019-european-semester-country-report-spain_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/file_import/2019-european-semester-country-report-spain_en.pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-10162-2019-INIT/en/pdf
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FR 

 

Country Specific Recommendations 2018 
MIP: CSR 1, 2, 3 

Assessment of 
implementation 

of 2018 CSRs 

February 2019 

 

2019 CSRs 
MIP: CSR 1, 2, 3, 4 

 
 1. Ensure that the nominal growth rate of net primary government 

expenditure does not exceed 1,4 % in 2019, corresponding to an 
annual structural adjustment of 0,6 % of GDP. Use windfall gains to 
accelerate the reduction of the general government debt ratio. 
Implement expenditure savings in 2018 and fully specify the 
objectives and new measures needed in the context of Public 
Action 2022, for them to translate into concrete expenditure savings 
and efficiency gains measures in the 2019 budget. Progressively unify 
the rules of the different pension regimes to enhance their fairness 
and sustainability. 

Limited progress 

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. 

2. Pursue the reforms of the vocational education and training 
system, to strengthen its labour market relevance and improve access 
to training, in particular for low qualified workers and jobseekers. 
Foster equal opportunities and access to the labour market, 
including for people with a migrant background and people living in 
deprived areas. Ensure that minimum wage developments are 
consistent with job creation and competitiveness. 

Some progress 

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.  

3. Simplify the tax system, by limiting the use of tax expenditures, 
removing inefficient taxes and reducing taxes on production levied on 
companies. Reduce the regulatory and administrative burden to 
increase competition in the services sector and to foster firms' growth. 
Step up efforts to increase the performance of the innovation 
system in particular by improving the efficiency of public support 
schemes and strengthening knowledge transfer between public 
research institutions and firms. 

Some progress 

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.  

 
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. 
 
 

  

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/AUTO/?uri=uriserv:OJ.C_.2018.320.01.0039.01.ENG&toc=OJ:C:2018:320:TOC
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/file_import/2019-european-semester-country-report-france_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/file_import/2019-european-semester-country-report-france_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/file_import/2019-european-semester-country-report-france_en.pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-10163-2019-INIT/en/pdf
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HR 

 

Country Specific Recommendations 2018 
MIP: CSR 1, 2, 3, 4 

Assessment of 
implementation 

of 2018 CSRs 

February 2019 

2019 CSRs 
MIP: CSR 1, 2, 3, 4 

 

1. Strengthen the fiscal framework, including by strengthening the 
mandate and independence of the Fiscal Policy Commission. Introduce 
a recurrent property tax. 

Some progress 

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. 

2. Discourage early retirement, accelerate the transition to a higher 
statutory retirement age and align pension provisions for specific 
categories with the rules of the general scheme. Deliver on the reform 
of the education and training system to improve its quality and 
labour market relevance for both young people and adults. 
Consolidate social benefits and improve their poverty reduction 
capacity. 

Some 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. 

3. Reduce the territorial fragmentation of the public 
administration, streamline the functional distribution of 
competencies and enhance the capacity to design and implement 
public policies. In consultation with social partners, introduce 
harmonised wage-setting frameworks across the public 
administration and public services. 

Limited 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. 

4. Improve corporate governance in state-owned enterprises and 
intensify the sale of state-owned enterprises and non-productive 
assets. Significantly reduce the burden on businesses arising from 
parafiscal charges and from cumbersome administrative and legislative 
requirements. Enhance competition in business services and 
regulated professions. Reduce the duration of court proceedings and 
improve electronic communication in courts. 

Some 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. 

   

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/AUTO/?uri=uriserv:OJ.C_.2018.320.01.0044.01.ENG&toc=OJ:C:2018:320:TOC
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/file_import/2019-european-semester-country-report-croatia_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/file_import/2019-european-semester-country-report-croatia_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/file_import/2019-european-semester-country-report-croatia_en.pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-10164-2019-INIT/en/pdf
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IT 

 

Country Specific Recommendations 2018 
MIP: CSR 1, 2, 3, 4 

Assessment of 
implementation 

of 2018 CSRs 

February 2019 

2019 CSRs 

MIP: CSR 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 

 
1. Ensure that the nominal growth rate of net primary government 
expenditure does not exceed 0,1 % in 2019, 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. Step up 
efforts to tackle the shadow economy, including by strengthening the 
compulsory use of e-payments through lower legal thresholds for cash 
payments. Reduce the share of old-age pensions in public spending 
to create space for other social spending. 

Limited progress 

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. 

2. Reduce the length of civil trials at all instances by enforcing and 
streamlining procedural rules, including those under consideration by 
the legislator. Achieve more effective prevention and repression of 
corruption by reducing the length of criminal trials and implementing 
the new anti-corruption framework. Ensure enforcement of the new 
framework for publicly-owned enterprises and increase the 
efficiency and quality of local public services. Address restrictions 
to competition, including in services, also through a new annual 
competition law. 

Limited 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. 
 
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. 

3. Maintain the pace of reducing the high stock of non-performing 
loans and support further bank balance sheet restructuring and 
consolidation, including for small and medium-sized banks, and 
promptly implement the insolvency reform. Improve market-based 
access to finance for firms. 

Some progress 

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. 
 
 

4. Step up implementation of the reform of active labour market 
policies to ensure equal access to effective job-search assistance and 
training. Encourage labour market participation of women through 
a comprehensive strategy, rationalising family-support policies and 
increasing the coverage of childcare facilities. Foster research, 

Limited progress 

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 

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=uriserv:OJ.C_.2018.320.01.0048.01.ENG&toc=OJ:C:2018:320:TOC#PP2Contents
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/file_import/2019-european-semester-country-report-italy_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/file_import/2019-european-semester-country-report-italy_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/file_import/2019-european-semester-country-report-italy_en.pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-10165-2019-INIT/en/pdf
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innovation, digital skills and infrastructure through better-targeted 
investment and increase participation in vocational-oriented tertiary 
education. 

educational outcomes, also through adequate and targeted investment, 
and foster upskilling, including by strengthening digital skills. 
 

 

CY 

 

Country Specific Recommendations 2018 
MIP: CSR 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 

Assessment of 
implementation 

of 2018 CSRs 

February 2019 

2019 CSRs 
MIP: CSR 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 

 

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. 

Limited progress 

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. 

 

2. Step up efforts to improve the efficiency of the judicial system 
by revising civil procedures, increasing the specialisation of courts and 
setting up a fully operational e-justice system. Take measures to fully 
operationalise the insolvency and foreclosure frameworks and 
ensure reliable and swift systems for the issuance of title deeds and the 
transfer of immovable property rights. 

Some progress 

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. 
 

 

3. Accelerate the reduction of non-performing loans by 
implementing a comprehensive strategy, including legislative 
amendments allowing for the effective enforcement of claims and 
facilitating the sale of loans. Integrate and strengthen the 
supervision of insurance companies and pension funds. 

Substantial 
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. 

 
4. Prioritise the implementation of key elements of the action plan 
for growth, in particular fast-tracking strategic investments, and take 
additional measures to improve access to finance for small and 
medium-sized enterprises. Improve the performance of state-
owned enterprises including by resuming the implementation of 
privatisation projects. 

Limited 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 

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/AUTO/?uri=uriserv:OJ.C_.2018.320.01.0055.01.ENG&toc=OJ:C:2018:320:TOC
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/file_import/2019-european-semester-country-report-cyprus_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/file_import/2019-european-semester-country-report-cyprus_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/file_import/2019-european-semester-country-report-cyprus_en.pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-10166-2019-INIT/en/pdf
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necessary permits and licences. Improve access to finance for SMEs, and 
resume the implementation of privatisation projects. 

5. Complete reforms aimed at increasing the capacity and 
effectiveness of the public employment services and reinforce 
outreach and activation support for young people who are not in 
employment education or training. Complete the reform of the 
education and training system, including teacher evaluation and 
actions to increase the capacity of vocational education and training. 
Take measures to ensure that the National Health System 
becomes fully functional in 2020, as planned 

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. 

 

 

NL 

 

Country Specific Recommendations 2018 
MIP: CSR 1, 2 

Assessment of 
implementation 

of 2018 CSRs 

February 2019 

2019 CSRs 
MIP: CSR 1, 3 

 1. While respecting the medium-term objective, use fiscal and 
structural policies to raise public and private investment in 
research, development and innovation. Take measures to reduce the 
debt bias for households and the remaining distortions in the 
housing market, in particular by supporting the development of the 
private rental sector. 

Substantial 
progress 

3. While respecting the medium-term budgetary objective, use fiscal and 
structural policies to support an upward trend in investment. Focus 
investment-related 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. 
 
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, in particular by implementing the announced measures. 

2. Reduce the incentives to use temporary contracts and self-
employed without employees, while promoting adequate social 
protection for the self-employed, and tackle bogus self-employment. 
Create conditions to promote higher wage growth, respecting the 
role of the social partners. Ensure that the second pillar of the 
pension system is more transparent, inter-generationally fairer 
and more resilient to shocks. 

Limited progress 

 
  

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/AUTO/?uri=uriserv:OJ.C_.2018.320.01.0080.01.ENG&toc=OJ:C:2018:320:TOC
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/file_import/2019-european-semester-country-report-netherlands_en_0.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/file_import/2019-european-semester-country-report-netherlands_en_0.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/file_import/2019-european-semester-country-report-netherlands_en_0.pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-10172-2019-INIT/en/pdf


Implementation of the Macroeconomic Imbalance Procedure: State-of-play - September 2019 

138  PE 497.739 
 

 

PT 

 

Country Specific Recommendations 2018 
MIP: CSR 1, 2, 3 

Assessment of 
implementation 

of 2018 CSRs 

February 2019 

2019 CSRs 
MIP: CSR 1, 2, 3, 4 

 1. Ensure that the nominal growth rate of net primary government 
expenditure does not exceed 0,7 % in 2019, corresponding to an 
annual structural adjustment of 0,6 % of GDP. Use windfall gains to 
accelerate the reduction of the general government debt ratio. 
Strengthen expenditure control, cost effectiveness and adequate 
budgeting, in particular in the health sector with a focus on the 
reduction of arrears in hospitals. Improve the financial sustainability 
of state-owned enterprises, in particular by increasing their overall net 
income and by reducing debt. 

Limited progress 

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. 

2. Promote an environment conducive to hiring on open-ended 
contracts, including by reviewing the legal framework in consultation 
with social partners. Increase the skills level of the adult population, 
including digital literacy, by strengthening and broadening the 
coverage of the training component in adult qualification programmes. 
Improve higher education uptake, namely in science and 
technology fields. 

Some progress 

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. 

3. Increase the efficiency of insolvency and recovery proceedings 
and reduce impediments to the secondary market for non-
performing loans. Improve access to finance for businesses. Reduce 
the administrative burden by shortening procedural deadlines, using 
more tacit approval and reducing document submission requirements. 
Remove persistent regulatory restrictions by ensuring a proper 
implementation of the framework law for highly regulated professions. 
Increase the efficiency of administrative courts, inter alia by 
decreasing the length of proceedings. 

Some 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. 
 

 

  

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. 

 
  

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/AUTO/?uri=uriserv:OJ.C_.2018.320.01.0092.01.ENG&toc=OJ:C:2018:320:TOC
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/file_import/2019-european-semester-country-report-portugal_en_0.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/file_import/2019-european-semester-country-report-portugal_en_0.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/file_import/2019-european-semester-country-report-portugal_en_0.pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-10175-2019-INIT/en/pdf
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RO 

  
Country Specific Recommendations 2018 

2019 CSRs 

MIP: CSR 1, 2, 3, 5 

  In 2018, Romania was not considered at risk of macro-economic 
imbalances. Therefore, none of its CSRs were underpinned by the MIP 

1. Ensure compliance with the Council Recommendation of 14 June 2019 with a view to 
correcting the significant deviation from the adjustment path towards the medium-
term budgetary objective. Ensure the full application of the fiscal framework. 
Strengthen tax compliance and collection. 
 

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. 

3. Improve the quality and inclusiveness of education, in particular for Roma and other 
disadvantaged groups. Improve skills, including digital, in particular 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 that the 
minimum wage is set on the basis of objective criteria, consistent with job creation and 
competitiveness. Improve access to and cost-efficiency of healthcare, including through 
the shift to outpatient care. 
 
 
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. 
 

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/AUTO/?uri=uriserv:OJ.C_.2018.320.01.0092.01.ENG&toc=OJ:C:2018:320:TOC
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-10176-2019-INIT/en/pdf
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SE 

 

Country Specific Recommendations 2018 
MIP: CSR 1 

Assessment of 
implementation 

of 2018 CSRs 

February 2019 

2019 CSRs 
MIP: CSR 1 

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

Limited progress 

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. 
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The role of national fiscal bodies 
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This briefing provides an overview of the advisory role played by independent 
national fiscal bodies in the preparations of the budgets of the EU Member States. The 
briefing is updated regularly. 

The objective of the analysis is twofold:  

1) to give an overview of the set-up and functioning of these independent fiscal bodies 
based on the most recent assessments by the European Commission. 

2) to give an overview of the extent to which the latest Stability or Convergence 
Programmes and the Draft Budgetary Plans contain information about the 
involvement of independent national fiscal bodies in the preparation of these 
programmes/plans. 

Summary of the findings

Set-up of the national frameworks  

The latest available information indicates that the implementation of the EU legal framework relating to 
independent fiscal bodies is overall well advanced throughout the EU. All but one signature Member 
States of the Treaty on Stability, Cooperation and Governance (TSCG) have one or several operational 
independent fiscal bodies in place, the exception being Poland (consequently Poland has no member in 
the EU network on independent fiscal institutions). It seems that these bodies are also operationally 
independent in the countries where they are formally attached to the government (Belgium, Luxembourg, 
Slovakia, Slovenia, the Netherlands and Finland). 

The latest available information by the European Commission (COM) on the set-up of the national 
frameworks of independent fiscal bodies is notably included in the European Semester country reports of 
February 2019. These reports shows that notably three countries have made progress on the set-up: (1) The 
autonomy of the High Council of Finance of Belgium has been reinforced; (2) in Germany, legislation 
ensuring that macroeconomic forecast underlying the budgetary projections of the government came into 
effect in the second half of 2018; (3) in the Czech Republic, the independent fiscal institution became 
operational (despite the fact that the country is - until it joins the euro - not bound by the Fiscal Compact); 
(4) In Sweden, revised rules further strengthening the mandate of the independent Fiscal Policy Council to 

https://www.euifis.eu/eng/fiscal/120/members
https://ec.europa.eu/info/publications/2019-european-semester-country-reports_en
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monitor fiscal rules and evaluate the official macro-
forecasts came into force in 2019 and (5) in Croatia, the 
new Fiscal Responsibility Act is aimed mainly at 
reinforcing the set-up and mandate of the independent 
fiscal body; there were delays in the appoinmtent of the 
chairperson. 

Recently, the European Court of Auditors published a re-
port which analyses whether the EU requirements for na-
tional budgetary frameworks are adequate and well im-
plemented. It focuses on the EU fiscal rules and the asses-
sments of compliance carried out by independent 
national fiscal bodies, the COM and the European Fiscal 
Board (see Box 1). It does not provide an assessment of 
the legal and operational capacities of the independent 
fiscal bodies and of their assessments of the macro-
economic forecast of their respective governments.  

A country-specific screening (please see the annex of this 
briefing for details) shows that the use of independent 
forecasts in the preparations of the 2020 Draft 
Budgetary Plans (DBPs) was as follows: 

1. All euro area Member States have operationally  
independent fiscal bodies in place producing or 
endorsing the macro-forecasts used by the 
governments in the DBP.  

2. In six euro area countries, the forecasts were 
produced by the independant bodies: Belgium, 
Netherlands, Luxembourg, Austria, Slovenia and 
Finland. The DBPs of alle these countries used the 
most recent forecasts prepared by the respective 
independent body, so that all euro area Member 
States complied now with EU Regulation 473/2013. 

3. In 12 euro area countries, the forecasts were 
endorsed by the independent bodies: Germany, 
Estonia, Ireland, Greece, Spain, France, Cyprus, Latvia, 
Lithuania, Malta, Portugal and Slovakia. Within this 
group of countries, the endorsements were often 
accompanied by some critical comments on the 
forecasts, notably in Portugal, Latvia, Estonia, Ireland, 
France and Greece.  

The use of independent forecasts in the preparations of the 2019 Stability Programmes (SP):  

4. For the first time, all euro area Member States have used macro-economic forecasts prepared or 
endorsed by independent fiscal bodies, now also Germany, where one year before the independent 
body was not yet in place. However, as for the preparation/endorsement of the forecasts underlying the 
2020 DBP, the bodies preparing/endorsing the macro-economic forecasts of the 2019 SP, were formally 

Box 1: Recent report by European Court of 
Auditors on EU fiscal governance 

The European Courrt of Auditors published in 
December 2019 a report entitled “EU 
requirements for national budgetary 
frameworks: need to further strengthen them 
and to better monitor their application on EU 
fiscal governance”  which focuses to a large 
extent on the assessments of compliance with EU 
fiscal rules  carried out by national independent 
fiscal bodies, the European Fiscal Board and the 
COM. The report identifies a risk of divergence 
between the COM’s and the Independent Fiscal 
Institutions’ assessments, which could reduce the 
effectiveness of the EU fiscal framework. According 
to the report, a major reason is that that the COM 
makes “extensive use of its margin of discretion when 
assessing compliance with the EU fiscal rules (i.e. 
compliance with the adjustment path towards the 
MTO)”. The report also assesses that the ef-
fectiveness of the European Fiscal Board is limited 
by its current institutional set-up and notes that the 
COM can ignore its advice without providing ap-
propriate explanation. It recommends that the 
COM reviews EU requirements for national 
budgetary frameworks, enhances its assessments 
of how Member  States implement these 
requirements, improves cooperation with 
Independent Fiscal Institutions and strengthens 
the European Fiscal Board. The COM accepts all but 
one recommendations: it does not accept the 
recommendation to strengthen the European 
Fiscal Board, since it considers that it is analytical 
and functional independent. Furthermore, while 
accepting the recommendation to take into 
account international standards and best practices, 
it notes inter alia “some of the principles/features 
promoted by the IMF and OECD are sometimes very 
granular or operational as those are meant to be used 
as detailed guidance, as opposed to legally binding 
requirements.” 

 

 

https://www.eca.europa.eu/Lists/ECADocuments/SR19_22/SR_Fiscal_Stability_EN.pdf
https://www.eca.europa.eu/Lists/ECADocuments/SR19_22/SR_Fiscal_Stability_EN.pdf
https://www.eca.europa.eu/Lists/ECADocuments/SR19_22/SR_Fiscal_Stability_EN.pdf
https://www.eca.europa.eu/Lists/ECADocuments/SR19_22/SR_Fiscal_Stability_EN.pdf
https://www.eca.europa.eu/Lists/ECADocuments/SR19_22/SR_Fiscal_Stability_EN.pdf
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attached to the government in Belgium, Luxembourg, Slovakia, Slovenia, the Netherlands and Finland. 
In Finland, the body was (and still is) even located in the Ministry of Finance.54 

5. In six eurea area countries, the forecasts were produced by the independant bodies: Belgium, 
Netherlands, Luxembourg, Austria, Slovenia and Finland. The Commission 2019 country report on 
Luxembourg and the 2019 SP of Luxembourg mentions some problems: On Luxembourg, one 
independent fiscal body (National Council of Public Finances) issued recommendations on the 
macroeconomic scenario underlying the budgetary projections, which were however rejected by the 
Finance Ministry as it argued that the macroeconomic projections are developed by the other 
independent body (STATEC) and was therefore not in the area of competence of the National Council of 
Public Finances.55 

6. In 12 euro area countries the forecasts were endorsed by the independent bodies: Germany, Estonia, 
Ireland, Italy, Spain, France, Cyprus, Latvia, Lithuania, Malta, Portugal and Slovakia. Within this group of 
countries, the endorsements were often accompanied by some critical comments on the forecasts, 
notably in Spain, Portugal, Estonia and Greece.  

The use of independent forecasts in the preparations of the 2019 Convergence Programmes (CP):   

7. Poland is the only EU Member State that has not established and does not have plans to establish an 
independent fiscal body.  

8. The UK is the only non-euro area Member State whose independent body has produced the macro-
economic forecast used in its CP. 

9. In no single non-euro area Member State, the CP is entirely based on macroeconomic and budgetary 
forecasts which have been, in accordance with EU Directive 2011/85, “compared with the most updated 
forecasts of the Commission and, if appropriate, those of other independent bodies. (...)”. However, the 
Swedish CP contains some forecast comparisons with the COM. Also, the Bulgarian CP contains at least 
“assumptions about key indicators of the external environment provided by the International Monetary Fund, 
the World Bank, the European Commission and the Ministry of Finance of the Republic of Bulgaria, as of 
March 2019“.  Furthermore, the 2019 CP of Poland informs that Poland has enacted (in 2018) a law which 
stipulates that the draft budget needs to include the macroeconomic scenario and its comparison with 
the most recent forecasts of the European Commission and other independent institutions and that the 
“the provisions of the amending Act entered into force on 31 July 2018 and were applied to the draft Budget 
Act for 2019.” The CP does however not include such comparisons. 

10. Concerning Croatia, the 2019 country report and COM assessment of the CP inform that mandate and 
set-up of the independent body has been strengthened in 2019, but that the appointment of the new 
chairperson was delayed so that “the Fiscal Polciy Commission continues to work under the old legal 
provisions.” 

A further result of the screening (as presented in the overleaf annex) is that Austria, Belgium, Luxembourg, 
the Netherlands, Slovenia and Slovakia have several national independent bodies. The main division of 
tasks for each of these countries is that one body is responsble for producing/endorsing the macro-
economic forecast underlying the Stability or Convergence Programme (SCP) or DBP while another body is 
responsible for the assessment of the national fiscal rules. 
 
For further country specific information, please see the annex overleaf. 

                                                             
54 In Finland, the only euro area member where the independent body is located in the Ministry of Finance, the head of the 
department responsible for the forecasting has the final say on the macroeconomic projections and cannot be overruled by the 
Minister of Finance (Law No 79/2015). 
55 Luxembourg has indeed two independent bodies: The Institute of Statistics and Economic Studies (STATEC), which produces the 
forecasts used in the Stability Programmes and the Draft Budgetary Plans of Luxembourg, and the National Council of Public 
Finances, which is responsible for the surveillance of the application of the fiscal rules 

http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:L:2011:306:0041:0047:EN:PDF
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Sources used for the country-specific screening 

The country specific screening of the role played by national fiscal bodies presented in this document (see 
annex overleaf) is based on the recent Commission country reports of February 2019, information provided 
by the Member States themselves in their 2019 Stability or Convergence Programmes (SCP) and 2020 DBP  
and on the assessments by the Commission of these Member States’ programmes.  

In those cases where the SCP and DBP do not provide information on whether the macro-economic forecasts 
have been approved or endorsed by independent bodies (euro area Member States) or compared with the 
most updated forecasts from the Commission or independent fiscal bodies (non-euro area Member States), 
the screening in this document is supplemented by any information available on websites of the respective 
independent bodies. 

However, it is worth noting that the below screening of available information does not as such provide 
substantial information on the actual effectiveness of a given independent fiscal body. Such information 
can only be based on in-depth country specific assessments containing judgemental elements (see e.g. 
country case studies on the UK and Slovakia published in the 2018 annual report of the European Fiscal 
Board) or on surveys based on the perceptions of the independent bodies themselves or from other 
stakeholders.  

For other sources on the role and the work of independent fiscal bodies in the EU, see also: 

• The 2019 annual report of the European Fiscal board, which carried out some analyses on the role of 
independen independend fiscal bodies (with indepth comments on Sweden and Spain). It concluded : 
“In some Member States, independent fiscal institutions (IFIs) played an important role in strengthening 
transparency and accountability. Like in previous years, several IFIs intervened in the 2018 assessment cycle to 
flag downside risks to medium-term economic forecasts (e.g. in France and Italy). In some cases, IFIs took a 
proactive role in flagging compliance risks in fiscal plans (e.g. in Austria and Belgium). Several IFIs (e.g. in Spain 
and Slovenia) also criticised an insufficient medium-term orientation in government fiscal policies. Finally, in 
a number of Member States, IFIs enhanced the transparency of the electoral process by assessing the fiscal 
impact of political programmes (e.g. in the Netherlands, Latvia and Slovenia).” It also recommended that 
“Defining a set of minimum standards would help to make EU IFIs more effective. EU IFIs have been designed 
in a number of different ways, which means their mandate, resources, and access to information may vary 
substantially. While EU and intergovernmental legislation have established a set of guiding principles for 
designing independent institutions, these were broadly defined to avoid the need for uniform solutions and 
allow Member States to set up institutions that reflect country-specific characteristics. As a consequence, 
however, some IFIs remain in a weak position, with limited safeguards to their independence. Establishing and 
monitoring at the EU level a set of minimum standards could make IFIs more effective while safeguarding their 
local”  

11. The 2018 annual report of the European Fiscal Board which analysed more in-depth the role independent 
fiscal bodies played in selected Member States in 2017. 

12. Publications of the EU network of independent fiscal bodies (see e.g. publications of January 2019 on 
“Network Statement on the Need to Reinforce and Protect EU independent fiscal bodies” and “Good times are 
not used to build fiscal buffers”). 

• COM paper  (July 2017) on “Independent Fiscal institutions in the EU Member States: The early years” 
(László Jankovics and Monika Sherwood, Discussion paper 067)” which looks more into the various 
aspects of the roles and functions of the independent bodies; 

13. A Commission database that aims to measure the breadth of tasks discharged by the bodies; it is based 
on information reported by the bodies themselves. The latest vintage of the index dates from March 
2019 and refers to the years 2015-2017 (the first database vintage refers to the year 2013). 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/publications/2019-european-semester-country-reports_en
https://ec.europa.eu/info/business-economy-euro/economic-and-fiscal-policy-coordination/eu-economic-governance-monitoring-prevention-correction/european-semester/european-semester-timeline/national-reform-programmes-and-stability-convergence-programmes/2019-european-semester_en
https://ec.europa.eu/info/business-economy-euro/economic-and-fiscal-policy-coordination/eu-economic-governance-monitoring-prevention-correction/stability-and-growth-pact/annual-draft-budgetary-plans-dbps-euro-area-countries/draft-budgetary-plans-2020_en
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/2018-efb-annual-report_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/2019-efb-annual-report_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/2018_efb_annual_report_en.pdf
https://www.euifis.eu/eng/home
https://www.euifis.eu/download/statement_reinforcing_and_protecting_ifi_s.pdf
https://www.euifis.eu/eng/fiscal/251/good-times-are-not-used-to-build-fiscal-buffers
https://www.euifis.eu/eng/fiscal/251/good-times-are-not-used-to-build-fiscal-buffers
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/dp_067_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/publications/fiscal-institutions-database_en
https://ec.europa.eu/info/publications/fiscal-institutions-database_en
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See also a screening of the SCP and DBP of the years 2016 and 2017 in a  EGOV briefing of April 2018, which 
includes a summary of the “Fiscal Compact” implementatiion assessments of 2017 by the Commission (these 
assessments contained also data on resources and access to information by each independent fiscal body).   

The current EU legal framework 

In accordance with the EU legal framework (Article 121 TFEU and relevant secondary law) for the surveillance 
of Member States’ budgetary policies), Member States of the Euro Area submit annually to the Commission 
their SP during the spring and their DBP during the autumn, while non-Euro Area Member States only submit 
their CP during the spring. The aim of the annual submission and assessment of these Stability or Conver-
gence Programmes (SCP) and DBP is to ensure a smooth functioning of the EU fiscal framework on the 
basis of regularly updated data on the national budgetary situations and plans. In order to enhance the relia-
bility of the underlying forecast figures, the EU legal bases require that the macro-economic forecasts used 
in the SCP and DBP are to be produced or endorsed by independent bodies.  

There are  four legal bases stipulating that Member States should have independent fiscal bodies in place: 

14. EU Directive 2011/85 (part of the “6-pack”), which is applicable to all EU Member States (except the UK), 
stipulates (Art. 4 of the Directive) that the national “macroeconomic and budgetary forecasts shall be 
compared with the most updated forecasts of the Commission and, if appropriate, those of other independent 
bodies. (...)”. Furthermore, the Directive stipulates (in the recitals and Art. 6) that national budgetary 
frameworks should be based on fiscal rules and that the effective and timely monitoring of compliance 
with the rules shall be based on reliable and independent analysis carried out by independent bodies or 
bodies endowed with functional autonomy vis-à-vis the fiscal authorities of the Member States.  

15. The amended EU Regulation 1466/97 governing the preventive arm of the Stability and Growth Pact 
stipulates that the SP (or the CP) shall be based on the most likely macrofiscal scenario or on a more 
prudent scenario and that the macroeconomic and budgetary forecasts shall be compared with the 
most updated European Commission forecasts “and, if appropriate, those of other independent bodies”. 

16. EU Regulation 473/2013 (part of the “2-pack”) stipulates that Euro area Member States (1) should have 
in place independent bodies which produce or endorse national medium-term fiscal plans and draft 
budgets as well as their underpinning macroeconomic forecasts and (2) they should indicate whether 
those fiscal plans were produced or endorsed by independent fiscal bodies or not. In accordance with 
the same Regulation, the independent bodies shall be endowed with functional autonomy vis-à-vis the 
budgetary authorities of a Member State.  

17. The TSCG stipulates the existence of independent fiscal institutions monitoring compliance with 
national fiscal rules.

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/IDAN/2017/602071/IPOL_IDA(2017)602071_EN.pdf
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:L:2011:306:0041:0047:EN:PDF
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32011R1175&from=EN
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:L:2013:140:0011:0023:EN:PDF
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=LEGISSUM:1403_3
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 Box 2: Potential revisions of the current legal framework on independent bodies in the 
EU 

1. Review of the existing EU legislation on independent bodies  

The amended EU Regulation 1466/97 (part of the so-called “6-pack”) and EU Regulation 473/2013 (part 
of the so-called “2-pack”) provides for a review (including possible proposals for amendements of the 
Regulations) by 14/12/2019. The review had to be submitted to the European Parliament and Council. In 
accordance with Art. 18 of EU Directive 2011/85, the Commission had also to publish by 14 December 
2018 a review of the suitability of this Directive.  Owing to delays to the confirmation of the newly 
established Commission, the ‘reviews of the six pack’ and ‘two pack’ regulations are now expected to be 
published in February 2020. 

2. Integration of the substance of the “Fiscal Compact” into EU law 

On 6 December 2017, the European Commission made a proposal for a Council Directive in order to 
integrate the substance of the “Fiscal Compact” of the TSCG into the Union’s legal framework; the 
proposal consolidates national independent bodies as key institutions to promote responsible 
fiscal policies at the national level. At the time, the contracting parties of the TSCG agreed to seek 
integration of the core provisions of the TSCG into Union law at most within five years of the date of its 
entry into force, i.e. by 1 January 2018.  The work on the Commission proposal has not continued in the 
European Parliament nor the Council. Below is a summary of institutional statements and opinions issued 
since publication of the COM proposal. 

2.1 EU Network of independent fiscal bodies 

In a statement of February 2018, the network “welcomes the fact that the Commission Proposal introdu-
ces new obligations to Member States with respect to national independent fiscal institutions. In par-
ticular, according to the Proposal, Member States become obliged to ensure national independent 
fiscal institutuion’s effectively (and not only de iure) meet a set of minimum conditions to be able to 
effectively perform their tasks. The conditions spelled out in the Proposal seem mostly adequate but should 
be complemented with a clearer definition of minimum standards and an effective system for their 
safeguarding.” The network also requests that “independent fiscal instituions should also have complete, 
real-time and stable access to all information relevant for the fulfilment of their mandates, at no cost and in 
an accessible way. This should be clearly stated in national and EU legislation, and be enforceable(...) The 
Network is of the view that the Proposal should also envisage a specific and recurrent monitoring process at 
the EU level to verify periodically that Member States are effectively complying with these obligations. An EU 
institution with operative capacity should be tasked with this regular monitoring role.”  

2.2 Opinion of the ECB 

On 1 May 2018, the ECB issued an opinion on the Commission proposal. It welcomed the proposed 
Directive , but considered necessary to make several amendments to it, in order to further strengthen 
fiscal responsibility in the Member States, simplify the legal framework and ensure more effective 
implementation and enforcement of fiscal rules at Union and national level. On national independent 
fiscal bodies, the opinion supported the provisions of the proposed directive, which aim to strengthen 
the role of independent bodies by assigning them a mandate that goes beyond their existing tasks under 
Regulation (EU) No 473/2013. Therefore, it suggested that the proposed Directive should rather only 
expand the tasks attributed to these independent bodies. 
 

 

http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32011R1175&from=EN
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A52017PC0824
http://www.airef.es/documents/42901/403613/STATEMENT_FINAL.pdf/07fdc180-63e3-44c3-819a-d1133c59edde
https://oeil.secure.europarl.europa.eu/oeil/popups/printficheglobal.pdf?id=688334&l=en
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Annex: Country-specific screening of national fiscal bodies: Selected information on 
their set-up and use  

M
S 

2019 Commission (COM) staff assessments: 
- November 2019 (analyses of the 2020 DBP)  

- May 2019 (assessments of the 2019 SCP) 
- February 2019 (2019 European Semester country reports) 

Information provided by the Member States in: 
- 2020 DBP,  2019 SP or CP 

(and in some cases - when indicated - by the 
independent bodies themselves) 

EURO AREA MEMBER STATES 

Be
lg

iu
m

 

COM analysis of the 2020 DBP 
 
“In Belgium, the National Accounts Institute is responsible for 
providing the 'economic budget' containing the macroeconomic 
projections required to prepare the budgets of the federal 
government and the regions and communities. The National 
Accounts Institute delegates this task by law to the Federal 
Planning Bureau (FPB). The Federal Planning Bureau is a well-
established institution that is formally attached to the 
government but positions itself as an independent body.  The DBP 
uses the macroeconomic scenario prepared by the FPB and 
published in September 2019. The September projections are 
referred to as 'Draft Budgetary Plan scenario' in Section 2.  
Therefore, the macroeconomic scenario underlying the 2019 
DBP used the most recently available independently-
produced macroeconomic forecasts and appears to be fully in 
line with Council Directive (EU) No 85/2011 on requirements for 
budgetary frameworks of the Member States.” (p. 3) 
 
COM assessment of the 2019 SP  
 
“The macroeconomic forecast underlying the SP has been 
prepared by the Federal Planning Bureau (FPB). The FPB is a 
well-established institution positioning itself as independent, 
however formally attached to the government. As stipulated 
in the Law of 21 December 1994, which constitutes the FPB in 
its current form, the Prime Minister and the Minister of 
Economic Affairs supervise the institution, while the federal 
government provides guidance on the FPB's proceedings. The 
Belgian Parliament and the Central Economic Council or the 
National Labour Council have the right to seek an evaluation by 
the FPB of the federal government's economic, social and 
environmental policies.” (p. 24) 
 
2019 European Semester country report   
 
«The autonomy of the High Council of Finance (HCF) has 
recently been reinforced. The Royal Decree of 23 May 2018 
boosted the independence of the Public Sector Borrowing 
Requirements section of the High Council (HCF-PB), which was 
appointed as the independent monitoring institution envisaged 
by the TSCG. The royal decree also provided the section with 
additional staff and ensured its capacity to communicate freely. 
The authorities also signed a protocol on the free exchange of 
information between the National Accounts Institute and the 
HCF-PB. Progress has also been achieved in formalising the 
‘comply or explain’ principle, whereby the opinion of the HCF-PB 
would either be followed, or the government would explain why 
it departed from it.      
                                                       
Budgetary coordination is not sufficiently effective yet, as the 
2013 cooperation agreement has not been fully implemented. As 
described in the 2018 country report, Belgian federated entities 

2020 DBP 
 
No English version of the DBP is available. However, the 
French version states the the macroeconomic para-
meters, used by the Federal government in its 2020 
DBP, have been established by the Federal Planning 
Bureau at the request of the National Accounts Institute 
and published in the framework of the budget report, 
dated 5 September 2019 («Les prévisions 
macroéconomiques pour les années 2019 et 2020 ont 
été établies par le Bureau fédéral du Plan (BFP) à la 
demande de l’Institut des Comptes nationaux (ICN) et 
publiées dans le cadre du budget économique du 5 
septembre 2019») (p.4). 

 

 
2019 SP 
 
No English version of the SP is available. However, the 
French version  states that the budgetary forecasts and 
the objectives of the SP are based on the assessment of 
the medium-term economic outlook for 2019-2024 
period established by the Federal Planning Bureau 
published on 14 February 2019 («...il se base sur 
lapréfiguration des perspectives économiques à 
moyen terme pour la période 2019-2024 établies par le 
Bureau fédéral du Plan et publiée le 14 février 2019.») 
(p.8) 

 

 
Comment of EGOV: Belgium has two independent 
bodies: The High Council of Finance is inter alia 
responsible to propose a fiscal trajectory and the 
Federal Planning Bureau is inter alia responsible for 
providing objective macro-economic forecasts for the 
budgetary planning of Belgium. 

http://ec.europa.eu/info/2017-european-semester-national-reform-programmes-and-stability-convergence-programmes_en
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/swd2019_911_en_autre_document_travail_service_part1_v4.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/01_be_sp_assessment_0.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/2020_dbp_be_fr.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/2020_dbp_be_fr.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/2019-european-semester-stability-programme-belgium_fr.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/2019-european-semester-stability-programme-belgium_fr.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/2019-european-semester-stability-programme-belgium_fr.pdf
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and the federal government signed a cooperation agreement in 
2013 to ensure effective budget coordination. In contrast with the 
practice of previous SP, when the Concertation Committee ‘took 
note’ of the fiscal trajectory, all levels of government approved the 
overall fiscal trajectory presented in the 2018 SP and supported 
the achievement of the fiscal targets by 2020 for all government 
levels. Although this approval added credibility to the overall 
trajectory, there was no formal agreement on the annual fiscal 
targets at each level of government. A lack of agreement on the 
targets at each level of government may undermine the viability 
of the overall trajectory towards the medium-term objective. In 
addition, this prevents the Public sector borrowing requirements 
section of the High Council of Finance from effectively monitoring 
compliance with these targets (see High Council of Finance, 2018, 
pp 13-14). »   (p.23).  

G
er

m
an

y 

COM analysis of the 2020 DBP 
 
«According to the Regulation on the Economic Projections of the 
Federal Government (Vorausschätzungsverordnung) passed by 
the Ministry of the Economy and Energy in agreement with the 
Ministry of Finance and effective from July 2018, the Joint 
Economic Forecast project group has been named as the 
independent body in charge of assessing and endorsing the 
economic projections underlying the DBPs and the SPs within 
the meaning of the Law on the Economic Projections 
(Vorausschätzungsgesetz) codifying the procedure for producing 
the government's economic forecasts and within the meaning of 
Regulation (EU) No 473/2013. The Joint Economic Forecast project 
group comprises the German Institute for Economic research in 
Berlin (DIW), the IFO institute in Munich, the Instiute for World 
Economy – Kiel, the Economic Research Insitute in Halle (IWH) and 
the Economic Research Insitute in Essen (RWI). The Joint 
Economic Forecast project goup has endorsed the projection 
underlying the 2020 DBP on 17 April 2019 in a statement 
published on its website (gemeinschaftsdiagnose.de) stating that 
"The projection of the Federal Government appears plausible 
against the background of the current information situation. The 
Joint Economic Forecast project goup supports this projection.» 
(p. 3) 
 
 
COM assessment of the 2019 SP  
 
«The macroeconomic scenario underlying the SP is based on the 
federal government’s annual projection of macroeconomic trends 
published on 30 January 2019. This forecast has been endorsed 
by the Joint Economic Forecast project goup in a statement 
published on 30 January 2019 on its website 
(gemeinschaftsdiagnose.de), giving a favourable opinion. 
According to the Regulation on the Economic Projections of the 
Federal Government (Vorausschätzungsverordnung) passed by 
the Ministry of the Economy and Energy in agreement with the 
Ministry of Finance and effective from July 2018, the Joint 
Economic Forecast project group has been named as the 
independent body in charge of assessing and endorsing the 
economic projections underlying the DBPs and the SPs within 
the meaning of the Law on the Economic Projections 
(Vorausschätzungsgesetz) codifying the procedure for producing 
the government's economic forecasts and within the meaning of 
Regulation (EU) No 473/2013. The Joint Economic Forecast project 
group comprises the German Institute for Economic research in 
Berlin (DIW), the IFO institute in Munich, the Instiute for World 

2020 DBP 
 
«The 2020 DBP is based in particular on the following 
sources and information: (...) Federal government 
spring projection, of 17 April 2019 which was endorsed 
by the Joint Economic Forecast group as an 
independent body in accordance with the Forecasting 
Act (Vorausschätzungsgesetz) and the Forecasting 
Ordinance (Vorausschätzungsverordnung)». (p.6) 
 
 
2019 SP 
 
The 2019 SP  does not include information on an 
independent fiscal body in charge of producing or 
endrosing macroeconomic forecasts of the 
government. It states in this regard:  
«The projections of budgetary trends contained in the 
SP are based on all the information available at the time 
of publication, especially the federal government’s 
annual projection on macroeconomic trends of 30 
January 2019 (...)». (p.5) 
 
  
 
 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/file_import/2019-european-semester-country-report-belgium_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/swd2019_913_en_autre_document_travail_service_part1_v3.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/2020_dbp_de_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/2020_dbp_de_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/business_economy_euro/economic_and_fiscal_policy_coordination/documents/2019-european-semester-stability-programme-germany-en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/business_economy_euro/economic_and_fiscal_policy_coordination/documents/2019-european-semester-stability-programme-germany-en.pdf
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Economy – Kiel, the Economic Research Insitute in Halle (IWH) and 
the Economic Research Insitute in Essen (RWI). » (p. 14) 
 
 
2019 European Semester country report   
 
«For the first time the macroeconomic forecast underlying the 
budgetary projections is endorsed by an independent body. 
In July 2018, the Regulation on the Economic Projections of the 
Federal Government (‘Vorausschätzungsverordnung’) came into 
effect. It names the Joint Economic Forecast Project Group, 
comprising the five leading German economic research institutes, 
as the independent body responsible for endorsing the 
macroeconomic forecast underlying the DBPs. On 16 October 
2018, the Joint Economic Forecast project group gave a 
favourable opinion endorsing the macroeconomic 
projections underlying the draft budgetary plan for 2019. As 
regards the upper limit on the general government structural 
deficit of 0.5 % of nominal GDP, the Stability Council's Advisory 
Board assesses Germany as complying with the rules (in its report 
of December 2018). (p.33). 

 

Es
to

ni
a 

COM analysis of the 2020 DBP 
 
“The macroeconomic forecast underlying the DBP was 
prepared by the Fiscal Policy Department in the Ministry of 
Finance of Estonia and was endorsed by the Fiscal Council 
(Eelarvenõukogu), which is an independent advisory body 
attached to the Bank of Estonia. The Council assesses the 
macroeconomic and fiscal forecasts of the Ministry of Finance and 
the extent to which the budget rules are followed, in accordance 
with the requirements of the State Budget Act and European 
Union law. On 26 September 2019, the Fiscal Council  published 
an opinion on its website on the macroeconomic and fiscal 
forecasts of the Ministry of Finance. The Fiscal Council’s opinion is 
also summarised in the DBP. The Fiscal Council considers that the 
Ministry's macroeconomic forecast for 2019 and 2020 is in line 
with the changes in the Estonian economy and with the 
assumptions used in the forecast. Nevetheless, the Fiscal Council 
highlights external global risks that may lead to Estonian 
economic growth being slower than projected.  The Fiscal 
Council also considers that tax revenue forecast is broadly in line 
with expected economic developments but notes that expen-
diture projections are not sufficiently explained. Coupled with 
the macroeconomic risks, this could lead, in the Council’s opinion, 
to a weaker fiscal outcome. The Council moreover notes that 
the general government fiscal position has been in a structu-
ral deficit since 2016, throughout the peak of the economic 
cycle. The Fiscal Council finds that this is not a suitable fiscal 
policy and recommends that the government improves the 
fiscal balance substantially in the years ahead." (p. 2) 
 
 
COM assessment of the 2019 SP  
 
“The no-policy-change scenario of the SP is based on the 
macroeconomic and budgetary forecast prepared by the Fiscal 
Policy Department of the Ministry of Finance of Estonia. The Fiscal 
Council of Estonia (Eelarvenõukogu) is an independent body 
charged with assessing the macroeconomic and fiscal 
forecasts of the Ministry of Finance and the extent to which 
the national budgetary rules are followed. On 18 April 2019, the 
Fiscal Council published its opinion on the macroeconomic and 
fiscal forecast of the Ministry of Finance. Since the forecast 

2020 DBP 
 
The 2020 DBP  states that «The Draft 2020 State Budget 
of the Republic of Estonia is based on the summer 
forecast of the Ministry of Finance, published on 9 
September 2019. » (p. 5). In addition, the DBP contains a 
summary (p.9-10) of the opinion of the Fiscal Council,  
which assesses that  «The Fiscal Council finds that the 
summer forecast of the Ministry of Finance is in line with 
the changes in the Estonian economy and the 
assumptions used for the forecast» (p.3 of the opinion), 
«but it also considers though that there is a risk that 
geopolitical and foreign trade tensions may have more 
of an effect than assumed, and this could lead to 
economic growth being slower than forecast, and also 
slower than the risk scenario of the forecast of the 
ministry (...)»(p.3 of the opinion) 
 
 
 
2019 SP 
 
No English version of the SP is available. The Estonian 
version states that the national fiscal strategy and SP are 
based on the spring forecast of 2019 published by the 
Finance Ministry on 4 April and have been prepared 
by analysts of the Fiscal Policy Department.  
 
The Fiscal Council published its opinion on the spring 
2019 forecast of  the Ministry of Finance on its website: 
«The new macroeconomic forecast for 2019-2023 is 
similar to other forecasts written this year and takes 
account of changes in the recent past in the global 
economy and in the Estonian economy. The only 
change from the earlier forecast is in the trajectory of 
the slowdown in growth, as it will slow more sharply 
than previously expected at the beginning of the 
period, and more gently in the final years of the forecast 
horizon.» (p.3) 
 
 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/05_de_sp_assessment_0.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/file_import/2019-european-semester-country-report-germany_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/swd_2019_914_en_autre_document_travail_service_part1_v3.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/2020_dbp_ee_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/2020_dbp_ee_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/2020_dbp_ee_en.pdf
https://media.voog.com/0000/0036/0984/files/Opinion%20summer%20forecast%202019.pdf
https://media.voog.com/0000/0036/0984/files/Opinion%20summer%20forecast%202019.pdf
https://media.voog.com/0000/0036/0984/files/Opinion%20summer%20forecast%202019.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/2019-european-semester-stability-programme-estonia_et_0.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/2019-european-semester-stability-programme-estonia_et_0.pdf
https://www.eelarvenoukogu.ee/publications
https://media.voog.com/0000/0036/0984/files/2019_spring_forecast.pdf


IPOL | Economic Governance Support Unit 
 

 150  PE 587.374 

 
 

underlies also as the no-policy-change scenario of the 2019 SP, the 
Fiscal Council’s opinion can be considered as applicable also with 
respect to this document.  The Fiscal Council endorsed the 
macroeconomic forecast of Ministry of Finance, considering it 
plausible with risks broadly balanced and a suitable basis for 
preparing the state budget strategy. The Fiscal Council found 
that the forecast for tax revenues in the state budget was in line 
with the macroeconomic projections. Still, the Council noted 
that the probability of forecast error was heightened, as had 
also been the case in the previous years, since the behavioural 
response to recent tax changes was difficult to predict (in 
particular with respect to corporate income tax, personal income 
tax and excises). (...) The Council argues that the current good 
economic times offer a suitable setting for budgetary 
consolidation and the government should take measures 
(curbing expenditure growth) to achieve the balanced 
structural position already in 2019.” (p. 14) 
 
2019 European Semester country report   
 
Estonia’s fiscal framework is based only on the budget ba-
lance rule (medium-term fiscal targets) in structural terms. 
The exclusive focus on the structural balance rule for general go-
vernment limits the importance and visibility of other relevant in-
dicators. Most notably, expenditure rules or binding expenditure 
targets are not used, which reduces the framework’s countercycli-
cal properties. Accordingly, the currently relatively rapid growth 
in public expenditure in 2018 and 2019 is not assessed against any 
domestic expenditure constraint, such as an expenditure rule, cei-
ling or target. To mitigate possible risks, a regular assessment 
of developments on the expenditure side of the budget would 
usefully inform the national budgetary process (such an asses-
sment could for example be done by the Fiscal Council (www. 
eelarvenoukogu.ee), which is an independent body assessing the 
macroeconomic and public finance forecasts used for budgetary 
planning and monitoring compliance with the domestic 
budgetary rules, as well as budgetary rules in the EU law). (p. 16). 
 

Ir
el

an
d 

COM analysis of the 2020 DBP 
 
“ The macroeconomic forecast in Ireland's DBP for 2020 was 
prepared by the Department of Finance. The procedures 
underlying the endorsement process have been set out in a 
Memorandum of Understanding, which was agreed 
between the Department of Finance and the Irish Fiscal 
Advisory Council that has the task of assessing and 
endorsing the macroeconomic forecast. 
On 30 September 2019, the Irish Fiscal Advisory Council sent 
a letter to the Department of Finance on the macroeconomic 
forecasts of the Department. The DBP states clearly the 
endorsement. The Fiscal Council has endorsed the set of 
macroeconomic projections underpinning the 2020 DBP 
for 2019 and 2020, as “within the range of appropriate 
forecasts”. In the endorsement letter, the Fiscal Council 
stressed that the endorsement decision comes at a time of 
exceptional uncertainty for the Irish economy. It underlines 
that, although the Department of Finance has taken on 
board a scenario in which the UK leaves the EU without a 
deal in its forecast, the potential impact from such a 
scenario could be more severe, especially in the short 
run." (p. 2) 

2020 DBP 
 
«The Macroeconomic forecasts contained in this 
document were produced by the Department of Finance 
and subsequently endorsed by the Irish Fiscal Advisory 
Council on the 30th of September 2019.»  (p.3) 
 
2019 SP 
 
«The macroeconomic forecasts contained in the SP were 
endorsed by the Irish Fiscal Advisory Council on 5th 
April 2019.» (p.i) 
 
 
 
 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/05_de_sp_assessment_0.pdf
http://www.eelarvenoukogu.ee/
http://www.eelarvenoukogu.ee/
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/file_import/2019-european-semester-country-report-estonia_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/swd2019_919_en_autre_document_travail_service_part1_v3.pdf
https://www.fiscalcouncil.ie/
https://www.fiscalcouncil.ie/
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/2020_dbp_ie_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/2019-european-semester-stability-programme-ireland_en.pdf
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COM assessment of the 2019 SP  
 
“The task of assessing the macroeconomic forecast 
underpinning the annual budget plans and the SP 
Programme is assigned to the Irish Fiscal Advisory Council, 
according to the Fiscal resposnibility Act. The  Irish Fiscal 
Advisory Council endorsed the set of macroeconomic 
forecasts underpinning the 2019 SP as being within the 
range of appropriate projections. The letter of 
endorsement was signed on 5 April 2019. ” (p. 19) 
 
2019 European Semester country report   
 
Public debt continues to fall, but remains significant. As 
warned by the Irish Fiscal Advisory Council, the 
improvements in the primary budget balance have 
stalled since 2015, despite the favourable environment 
(Irish Fiscal Advisory Council, 2018). Other metrics, like the 
interest-to-revenue ratio, at 7.6 % in 2017, highlight that 
debt remains high by EU standards (see Section 3). 
Contingent liabilities continued to decline. In Ireland, a 
major part of the guarantees is towards financial institutions. 
They fell to 0.5 % of GDP in 2017, from 1.9 % in 2016. (p.23). 
 

 

G
re

ec
e 

COM analysis of the 2020 DBP 
 
“The macroeconomic forecast underlying the DBP for 
2020 was endorsed by the independent Hellenic Fiscal 
Council, which decision is indicated in the DBP as well. The 
assessment of the macroeconomic scenario was published 
in the form of a short analytical note on 6 October 2019. The 
Hellenic Fiscal Council concluded that the Ministry of 
Finance’s growth forecast for 2019 and 2020 is “ambitious 
and could be realized given that certain conditions are met.” 
In particular, it was pointed out that the official 
projections for private consumption and private 
investments were contingent on a decisive 
improvements in credit conditions." (p. 3) 
 
COM assessment of the 2019 SP  
 
“The macroeconomic forecasts underlying the SP had 
been endorsed by the Hellenic Fiscal Council (HFC) on 30 
April 2019. The HFC endorsed that the macroeconomic 
forecast underlying the SP since they were considered within 
acceptable range in the light of the information currently 
available. More specifically, as stated in the SP, the HFC 
concluded that the GDP growth projections were 
considered optimistic but achievable under certain 
conditions. The risks flagged in the HFC’s assessment are 
mainly linked to the challenges faced by the banking 
sector and especially the high ratio of non-performing loans, 
the unfavourable demographic developments and the 
potential deterioration of the external environment. 
The HFC is an independent body established by Law 
4270/2014. Its main responsibilities are (a) the assessment 
of the macroeconomic forecasts and the fiscal projections 
underlying the Medium Term Fiscal Strategy, the preliminary 
draft budget and the final budget; (b) the evaluation of the 
methodologies and assumptions used to prepare the 
forecasts and a regular ex post evaluation of past forecast 

2020 DBP 
 
« The macroeconomic forecasts used for this year and next 
were endorsed by the Hellenic Fiscal Council (HFC) as 
required under article 4(4) of the Regulation.» (p.3)  

 

2019 SP 
 
«The macroeconomic forecasts included in the SP have 
been endorsed  by the Hellenic Fiscal Council (HFC), as 
required under Article 4(4) of Regulation (EU) 473/2013.» 
(p.2)  

 

 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/07_ie_sp_assessment_0_0.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/file_import/2019-european-semester-country-report-ireland_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/swd-2019-916-en_autre_document_travail_service_part1_v3.pdf
https://www.hfisc.gr/en/introduction
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/2020_dbp_el_en.pdf
https://www.hfisc.gr/en/introduction
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/2019-european-semester-stability-programme-greece_en.pdf
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performance; and (c) both ex ante and ex post monitoring of 
compliance with domestic fiscal rules. The HFC is required to 
publish semi-annual reports, explaining the conclusions of 
its assessments on macroeconomic and fiscal forecasts as 
well as of its opinions in relation to compliance with the 
numerical fiscal rules.  ” (pp. 17-18) 
 
2019 European Semester country report   
 
Greece has established a rule-based comprehensive 
fiscal governance framework, in line with the relevant 
European legislation (Budgetary Frameworks Directive, 
Two-pack, and Fiscal Compact). The country introduced a 
medium-term fiscal strategy and strengthened expenditure 
procedures and fiscal reporting to safeguard fiscal 
accountability. A structural budget balance rule was laid 
down coupled with an automatic correction mechanism and 
specific sectoral corrective mechanisms (i.e. local govern-
ment, health care, extra-budgetary funds and State-owned 
businesses). The Hellenic Fiscal Council has made major 
progress in rolling out its activities since it became 
operational in late 2015. It has also published its 
mandatory semi-annual reports on the annual and medium-
term fiscal plans and on compliance with domestic 
numerical rules. (p.20). 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/08_el_sp_assessment.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/file_import/2019-european-semester-country-report-greece_en.pdf
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COM analysis of the 2020 DBP 
 
“The macroeconomic forecasts underpinning the 2020 
DBP have been endorsed by Spain's independent fiscal 
institution – Autoridad Independiente de 
Responsabilidad Fiscal (AIReF) in a report published on 
AIReF's website on 25 October 2019.  
AIReF's mandate is broad, thus allowing it to play a relevant 
role in Spain's budgetary processes. Its mandate includes is-
suing reports assessing the SP, the DBP, compliance of fiscal 
policy, including the regions' economic and financial plans, 
with the domestic numerical fiscal rules, and giving advice on 
the activation of the correction mechanisms set out in Spain's 
Organic Law on Budgetary Stability and Financial 
Sustainability. 
AIReF deems the macroeconomic scenario of the DBP and 
its underlying external assumptions as "feasible" and the 
growth composition, based on an increasing contribution 
of domestic demand, as "credible". The growth forecast for 
2020 underpinning the DBP falls within the central part of the 
confidence interval of AIReF’s macroeconomic projections. 
In the same report, AIReF considers it "achievable" for Spain to 
reach a nominal general government deficit of 2.0% of GDP or 
better, attaching a 44% likelihood to this outcome." (p. 3) 
 
 
COM assessment of the 2019 SP  
 
“Overall, the macroeconomic projections underpinning the 
SP are broadly in line with the Commission 2019 spring fore-
cast in 2019-2020 and appear overall plausible for the period 
2019-2022. They were endorsed on 25 of April by Spain's 
independent fiscal institution (AIReF) (see section 6). AIReF 
deems the programme’s macroeconomic scenario as "pru-
dent". (p. 5) and “The macroeconomic projections underpin-
ning the SP were endorsed on 25 of April 2019 by Spain's inde-
pendent fiscal institution (AIReF). AIReF considers the 
government revenue estimates as optimistic and not fully 
consistent with the prudent macroeconomic forecasts. 
AIRef also noted that the SP does not include sufficient 
information on the fiscal risks. “ (p.25)  
 
2019 European Semester country report   
 
With support from the European Commission, the 
expenditure reviews, carried out by the Spanish Independent 
Authority for Fiscal Responsibility (AIReF) in 2018 and 
approved for 2019, have the potential to lead to 
improvements in the efficiency and effectiveness of public 
spending in selected areas. Some provisions adopted 
through a Royal Decree in March 2018 further enhanced 
the functions and the role of the Independent Authority 
for Fiscal Responsibility (AIReF). Spain’s fiscal framework 
can be further strengthened, among other things, by pursuing 
a more automatic activation of measures to prevent and 
correct deviations from fiscal targets at the local level and by 
enhancing the contribution of the domestic spending rule to 
the sustainability of public spending (see European 
Commission 2018a, p.28-29, and European Commission 
2018c). (p. 32). 

2020 DBP 
 
No English version of the DBP is available. The Spanish 
version states that the macroeconomic scenario described 
in the 2020 DBP is endorsed by the Independent Fiscal 
Responsibility Authority (AIReF) (p.5).  In its opinion on 
the DBP, AIReF states that it «considers the Government 
followed a prudent approach in the preparation of its 
forecasts by presenting a no-policy-change scenario, 
consistent with the current situation of an acting 
government».(p.3)  
 
2019 SP 
 
«The 2019-2022 SP Update of the Kingdom of Spain 
presents a prudent and realistic macroeconomic and fiscal 
scenario based on conservative assumptions. The 
Independent Authority for Fiscal Responsibility 
(AIReF) has endorsed the Government's macroeconomic 
scenario and considers it prudent overall, taking into 
account the exogenous assumptions and policies defined 
therein. It has also underlined the progress made in 
transparency vis-á-vis previous years in response to 
recommendations on good practices».(p.6).   
 
 

  

https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/swd-2019-915_en_autre_document_travail_service_part1_v3.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/09_es_sp_assessment_0_0.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/09_es_sp_assessment_0_0.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/file_import/2019-european-semester-country-report-spain_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/2020_dbp_es_es.pdf
https://www.airef.es/wp-content/uploads/2019/10/Informes/2019-10-22-ExecutiveSummary-Previs-Macro-Plan-Presupuestario.pdf
https://www.airef.es/wp-content/uploads/2019/10/Informes/2019-10-22-ExecutiveSummary-Previs-Macro-Plan-Presupuestario.pdf
hhttps://www.airef.es/wp-content/uploads/2019/10/Informes/2019-10-22-ExecutiveSummary-Previs-Macro-Plan-Presupuestario.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/2019-european-semester-stability-programme-spain_en_0.pdf


IPOL | Economic Governance Support Unit 
 

 154  PE 587.374 

 
Fr

an
ce

 
COM analysis of the 2020 DBP 
 
«The High Council of Public Finances, the independent 
monitoring body attached to the French Court of Auditors, 
adopted on 23 September an opinion on the 
macroeconomic forecasts underlying the DBP as well as on 
the underlying budgetary strategy. This opinion is attached to 
the DBP submitted to the National Assembly, and was made 
public by the High Council of Public Finances on its website on 
27 September. In its opinion, the High Council of Public 
Finances considers that the macroeconomic scenario 
underpinning the Draft Budgetary Plan is within reach for 
2019 and plausible for 2020 regarding the projections for 
GDP growth. The High Council of Public Finances assesses the 
inflation, employment and salary mass forecasts as coherent 
with the available information for 2019 and as reasonable for 
2020. The High Council of Public Finances nevertheless 
flagged the growing uncertainty surrounding the external 
environment scenario (especially related to the possibility 
of a Brexit without a deal at that time). Moreover, the High 
Council of Public Finances assesses as plausible the public 
finances scenario» (p. 3) 
 
COM assessment of the 2019 SP  
 
«The High Council for Public Finances (HCPF), the 
independent monitoring body attached to the French 
Court of Auditors, released on 10 April an opinion endor-
sing the macroeconomic forecasts underlying the SP. In its 
opinion, the HCPF considers that the macroeconomic scenario 
underpinning the SP is realistic regarding the 2019 macro-
economic projections for GDP growth, employment and salary 
mass, while the inflation projections are plausible. Moreover, 
the HCFP also flagged that potential growth and output gap 
estimates, while surrounded by uncertainty, are reasonable and 
fall within the range of available estimates. Furthermore, the 
HCPF highlights the need to respect the revised targets in terms 
of public expenditure reduction, especially in view of the 
stronger reduction of tax revenues, the upward revision to the 
debt trajectory and the higher deficits than planned in the 
DBP.» (p.23)  
 
2019 European Semester country report   
 
The French fiscal framework is complemented by expendi-
ture rules and supervised by the independent monitoring 
institution, the HCPF. Expenditure rules are in place at the 
state level and a cap on the growth of healthcare spending 
facilitates the respect of the social security spending targets. In 
addition, the public finance programming law provides 
indicative growth rates for expenditure by local governments. 
The French Court of Auditors issues reports on the situation and 
trends in public finances, including on state expenditure 
compared to the expenditure rules in force and an alert 
committee is in charge of monitoring the growth of healthcare 
expenditure. Enforcement is weaker at local government level 
and certain social security funds are less monitored. Established 
by the 2012 ‘Organic Law’, the High Council for Public Finances 
plays a central role in the oversight of the fiscal strategy as it 
monitors the respect of the numerical fiscal targets and 
assesses compliance of the budgetary objectives set in the 
annual budgets with the objectives of the programming laws. 
Nonetheless, in case the public finance programming law is 
amended by Parliament, the assessment of the High Council for 
Public Finances is made against the new objectives set in the 

2020 DBP 
 
«The Directorate General of the Treasury prepares 
macroeconomic forecasts and compiles public finance 
forecasts. (...) These forecasts were submitted to an 
independent fiscal body, the High Council on Public 
Finances (“Haut Conseil des finances publiques”, HCFP) for 
its opinion. (...) The HCFP issues an opinion on all of these 
components. This opinion is attached to the DBP submitted 
to Parliament, and made public by the HCFP at the same 
time under the terms of the Constitutional Bylaw. The 
Constitutional Council has ruled that opinions issued by the 
HCFP shall be taken into consideration when assessing 
whether the texts submitted for its review are sincere. »  
(p.62)  The opinion of the HCFP,  states that it «considers 
that the Government's growth forecast is achievable by 
2019 and plausible by 2020. Furthermore, it stresses that 
this forecast does not take into account the possibility of a 
no-deal Brexit and its consequences on French growth. The 
Council notes that the Government submits an article of 
the budget bill, which deviates significantly from the 
trajectory of the 2018 public finance programming law.» 
 
2019 SP 
 
The 2019 SP «provides an update of the French 
government’s growth forecasts and targeted public 
finances adjustment path for the period 2019-2022. The 
High Council provides Parliament, the Constitutional 
Council and outside observers with an independent 
assessment of the Government’s forecasts.» (p.65). 
Furthermore, it states that the HCFP has publicly issued an 
opinion on the macroeconomic forecasts used in the SP 
and that this opinion has been attached to the SP which  
was submitted to the Council of the European Union and 
the European Commission at the end of April 2019 (p.66). 
The opinion of the HCFP is published on its website  and 
considers «that the growth, employment and payroll 
forecasts for 2019, which have been revised 
downwards since the last budget bill, are realistic. The 
inflation forecasts are plausible.» Moreover, it deems «that 
the  Government's estimates of potential growth and 
output gap for the years 2019 to 2022 are reasonable, as 
they are within the available estimation range.» One of the 
HCFP concerns is Brexit implementation which has a major 
risk upon growth prospects.  
 
The HCFP notes that «the Government chose to build a 
more credible medium term macroeconomic scenario. 
However, it points out that, due to the revision of the 
macroeconomic scenario and to the more significant tax 
reduction in comparison with the previous SP, the current 
one leads to a significantly lower reduction of actual and 
structural deficits in 2022 and, as a consequence, of public 
debt. Therefore, a rigorous respect of public expenditure 
objectives is even more required. » 
 
 
 
 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/swd-2019-918_en_autre_document_travail_service_part1_v3.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/10_fr_sp_assessment_0_0.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/2020_dbp_fr_en.pdf
https://www.hcfp.fr/sites/default/files/2019-09/Opinion%20anglais%20derni%C3%A8re%20version_1.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/2019-european-semester-stability-programme-france_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/2019-european-semester-stability-programme-france_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/2019-european-semester-stability-programme-france_en.pdf
https://www.hcfp.fr/sites/default/files/2019-09/HCFP%20Opinion%202019-1%20Stability%20Program.pdf
https://www.hcfp.fr/en/liste-avis/opinion-ndeg2019-1-stability-program
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COM analysis of the 2020 DBP 
 
«Italy’s 2020 DBP is based on the macroeconomic scenario 
outlined in the update of the Economic and Financial Docu-
ment of 30 September 2019. The Economic and Financial 
Document  presents a trend scenario, based on the hypothesis 
of unchanged legislation, and a programme scenario, 
including the impact of the measures proposed in the DBP. 
Both macroeconomic scenarios have been prepared by the 
government. The Parliamentary Budget Office, Italy’s 
independent fiscal monitoring institution, endorsed both 
the trend and the programme scenario observing that the 
estimates were inside the acceptable range given the 
information currently available. Compared to the trend 
scenario, the programme scenario presents a deficit target for 
2020 of 2.2% of GDP (compared to 1.4%) and real GDP growth 
of 0.6% (compared to 0.4%). 
 
The endorsement of the trend and programme scenario, 
mentioned in the DBP, took the form of two letters (dated 23 
September and 8 October 2019, respectively) addressed to the 
Italian Minister of Economy and Finance and publicly available 
on the Parliamentary Budget Office’s website. In its 
parliamentary hearing on the Economic and Financial 
Document , the Parliamentary Budget Office  noted that 
the growth outlook for 2020 was subject to downside risks 
that might further amplify in the following years.» (p.2) 
 
COM assessment of the 2019 SP  
 
«In April 2019, the Parliamentary Budget Office (PBO), 
validated both the baseline and policy scenario of 
macroeconomic projections of the SP. The macroeconomic 
projections of the SP in the policy scenario are positioned 
within the bounds of the forecast range considered by the 
PBO for its assessment. However, the PBO stresses that the 
projections are subject to sizeable downward risks, both 
external and domestic, and that the government’s projections 
for investment exceed the PBO panel forecast range by a 
marked margin. » (pp.25/26)  
 
2019 European Semester country report   
 
There is no mention of the role of independent fiscal bodies in 
the  country report . 
 

 

2020 DBP 
 
«The Parliamentary Budget Office (PBO) endorsed the 
2019-2020 macroeconomic forecasts presented in the 
Update of the Economic and Financial Document 
(NADEF) that was approved by the Council of Ministers 
on 30 September 2019. The forecast under unchanged 
legislation of NADEF was formally endorsed by UPB on 23 
September 2019, following consultations between UPB 
and the Treasury. The policy forecast of NADEF was 
endorsed on 8 October. UPB deemed the official 
projections plausible but argued that there are 
significant downside risks to the forecast and that such 
risks are particularly relevant on a longer horizon, 
spanning the 2021-2022 scenario. The latter, however, 
is not subject to an official endorsement by the UPB at this 
stage.  The present document confirms the 
macroeconomic forecast of NADEF. » (p.10). See also PBO 
website. 
 
 
2019 SP 
The macroeconomic forecast based on unchanged legislation 
was validated by the Parliamentary Budgetary Office (PBO) 
on 25 March 2019. (p.5). See also PBO website. 
 
 
 

 

programming law, which is a structural weakness of the French 
fiscal framework. In case of departure from the targets, it can 
trigger the correction mechanism. Finally, the High Council 
for Public Finances provides endorsement of the macro-
economic forecast underlying the budgetary documents. 
(p.32). 
 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/swd2019_920_en_autre_document_travail_service_part1_v3.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/12_it_sp_assessment_0.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/file_import/2019-european-semester-country-report-italy_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/2020_dbp_it_en.pdf
http://en.upbilancio.it/hearing-of-the-chairman-of-the-pbo-as-part-of-the-examination-of-the-2020-budget-act/
http://en.upbilancio.it/hearing-of-the-chairman-of-the-pbo-as-part-of-the-examination-of-the-2020-budget-act/
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/2019-european-semester-stability-programme-italy_en.pdf
http://en.upbilancio.it/reports/
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/file_import/2019-european-semester-country-report-france_en.pdf
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COM analysis of the 2020 DBP 
 
«The macroeconomic forecast underpinning the DBP was 
endorsed by the independent Fiscal Council, as recalled in 
the DBP document. The draft 2020 budget document, inclu-
ding the official forecast, was submitted to the Fiscal Council 
on 23 September 2019. On 30 September 2019, the Council 
published a press statement announcing the endorsement by 
concluding that the projections for macroeconomic variables 
as prepared by the Ministry of Finance was “within acceptable 
limits”. 
The Council's 2019 autumn report presented a detailed 
comparative analysis covering risks to the official 
macroeconomic scenario as well as other fiscal challenges. As 
regards economic risks, the Council specifically pointed to the 
deterioration in the external environment, the aftershocks of 
the Thomas Cook bankruptcy to the tourism sector, the 
remaining vulnerabilities stemming from the high ratio of 
public and private debt, as well as the stock of non-performing 
loans in the banking sector. The report also listed some fiscal 
risks, such as the overdependence on the ‘citizenship for 
investment’ scheme (...) » (p.4) 
 
COM assessment of the 2019 SP  
 
«The macroeconomic forecasts underlying the SP had been 
submitted to the independent Fiscal Council for 
endorsement. On 15 April 2019, the Council concluded in a 
letter to the Minister of Finance that the macroeconomic 
forecast underlying the SP was deemed to be within 
acceptable limits, thus endorsing the authorities’ 
macroeconomic forecast. More specifically, as stated in the 
SP, the Council concluded that the headline GDP and budget 
balance figures as forecasted by the Ministry of Finance were 
considered realistic for the programming period under 
consideration. The Council's detailed assessment is expected 
to appear in its 2018 spring report.» (p.21)  
 
2019 European Semester country report   
 
A rigorous implementation of the budgetary framework 
is essential to contain risks of fiscal relaxation. Currently, 
the focus is on implementing the secondary legislation of the 
Fiscal Responsibility and Budget System Law rigorously, in 
particular not exceeding the expenditure ceilings set in the 
medium-term budget framework. Furthermore, in March 
2018, the government approved a decision accompanying 
the Fiscal Responsibility and Budgetary Framework Law 
to fully transpose the Budgetary Frameworks Directive 
(EU 2011/85). The adopted changes clarified the responsi-
bilities for assessing the macroeconomic and budgetary 
forecasts so as to improve the transparency of public finances. 
In particular, in its semi-annual reports the Fiscal Council 
is requested to compare the official macro-fiscal 
projections with the Commission’s most recent forecasts, 
while the Ministry of Finance is responsible for explaining 
any significant differences between these projections. The 
Fiscal Council’s mandate on the ex-post evaluation of the 
accuracy of the government’s macro-fiscal forecasts is set to 
cover at least four consecutive years. (pp.26 - 27).  
 

2020 DBP 
«The macroeconomic projections underlying the 
budgetary outcomes have been endorsed by the Fiscal 
Council» (p.3). 
 
 
 
2019 SP 
«The macroeconomic and fiscal forecasts underlying this 
Programme have been submitted to the Fiscal Council for 
endorsement and the Council concluded that the headline 
GDP and budget balance figures as forecast by the 
Ministry of Finance are considered realistic for the 
programming period under consideration» (p.5). 
 
 
 
 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/swd2019_912_en_autre_document_travail_service_part1_v3_0.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/13_cy_sp_assessment_0_0.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/file_import/2019-european-semester-country-report-cyprus_en.pdf
http://www.fiscalcouncil.gov.cy/fiscalcouncil/fiscalcouncil.nsf/page19_en/page19_en?OpenDocument
http://www.fiscalcouncil.gov.cy/fiscalcouncil/fiscalcouncil.nsf/page19_en/page19_en?OpenDocument
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/2020_dbp_cy_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/2019-european-semester-stability-programme-cyprus_en_0.pdf
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COM analysis of the 2020 DBP 
 
«The macroeconomic forecast underlying the DBP was 
prepared by the Ministry of Finance and endorsed by the 
Fiscal Discipline Council (FDC) in June 2019. The 
endorsement report is published on the FDC’s website and 
acknowledged in the DBP. The FDC is an independent body 
established with the purpose of monitoring compliance with 
the Fiscal Discipline Law. It has also been charged with the task 
of endorsing the macroeconomic forecasts underlying the 
budgetary plans.  
 
Along with the endorsement, the FDC made several 
comments, pointing out the risks to the forecast, mainly 
due to weakening external demand. It also noted inflation 
risks stemming from the tight labour market and agreed that 
the current investment cycle was winding down and that, 
therefore, Latvia should generally expect lower growth rates 
over the coming years compared to the growth rates it 
enjoyed in 2017 and 2018. Moreover, in the more recent Fiscal 
Discipline Surveillance Report from September 2019 the FDC 
noted that a number of short-term economic indicators had 
worsened since the adoption of the June opinion on the 
macroeconomic forecast. » (pp. 2/3) 
 
COM assessment of the 2019 SP  
 
«The macroeconomic forecast underlying the SP was 
endorsed by the FDC on 15 February 2019. The FDC consi-
dered the macroeconomic forecasts of the Ministry of Finance 
to be realistic, while highlighting that the economic condi-
tions remain favourable as the output gap is assessed to be 
positive. It cautioned the government about the need to pur-
sue fiscal policy that is appropriate in the current economic 
conditions and that would better prepare the public finances 
in case of unfavourable economic developments..» (p.18)  
 
2019 European Semester country report   
 
The fiscal framework is broadly followed, but 
expenditure limits are occasionally disregarded in budget 
implementation. The budgetary planning is based on the 
fiscal rules set by the fiscal discipline law and takes into 
account the allowed deviations for implementing structural 
reforms. However, applying the national budgetary rules is 
problematic in two areas. Firstly, the Latvian authorities treat 
the transitional costs of the tax reform as one-off measures, 
while they are not recognised as such by the Commission 
because the adopted measures are deliberate policy actions. 
Secondly, authorities tend to reallocate expenditure from 
budgetary positions the fiscal discipline law allows to 
fluctuate, to expenditure positions fixed through pre-
determined limits. The apparent breaches of the fiscal 
discipline law requirements are flagged by the 
independent Fiscal Discipline Council, but this has not yet 
led to policy change. Disregarding the expenditure limits has 
contributed to the recent rapid expenditure growth and 
undermines principles of fiscal prudence.  (p.19). 

 

2020 DBP 
 
«Macroeconomic indicators’ forecasts are agreed with the 
Bank of Latvia and Ministry of Economics by signing an 
agreement protocol, and were approved by the Fiscal 
Discipline Council on June 20, 2019. In the preparation of 
the forecasts, the MoF consulted experts from the 
International Monetary Fund and the EC. Framework Law 
2019-2022 was developed based on these 
macroeconomic indicators’ forecasts.» (p.5)   
The  opinion of the Fiscal Discipline Council concludes 
that «broadly, the Council considers the MoF's 
macroeconomic forecasts to be realistic and endorses 
them. » (p.3)   
 
2019 SP 
 
«Forecasts of the macroeconomic indicators have been 
approved by the Fiscal Discipline Council, by publishing 
its opinion on 15 February 2019».(p.16).  
The FDC publishes its opinion on its website on the 15th 
of February 2019,  stating «The MoF macroeconomic 
forecast is largely in line with the forecasts of the European 
Commission (...), the International Monetary Fund and the 
Bank of Latvia's (hereafter – BoL)» (p.27) and «Broadly, the 
Council considers the MoF's macroeconomic forecasts 
to be realistic and endorses them. » (p.30)  
 
 
 

 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/swd-2019-923.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/14_lv_sp_assessment_0_0.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/file_import/2019-european-semester-country-report-latvia_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/2020_dbp_lv_en.pdf
https://fiscalcouncil.lv/files/uploaded/FDP_1_08_215_20190215_macroeconomic_forecasts_opinion.pdf
https://fiscalcouncil.lv/files/uploaded/FDP_1_08_215_20190215_macroeconomic_forecasts_opinion.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/2019-european-semester-stability-programme-latvia_en.pdf
http://fiscalcouncil.lv/reports
https://fiscalcouncil.lv/files/uploaded/FDP_1_08_393_20190423_Interim_report_Ann2.pdf
https://fiscalcouncil.lv/files/uploaded/FDP_1_08_393_20190423_Interim_report_Ann2.pdf
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COM analysis of the 2020 DBP 
 
«The macroeconomic forecast underlying the DBP for 2020 
was prepared by the Ministry of Finance and published on its 
website on 11 September 2019. The macroeconomic 
scenario was reviewed by the National Audit Office of 
Lithuania which carries out the function of an 
independent fiscal institution via its Budget Policy 
Monitoring Department.   
 
On 19 September, the Budget Policy Monitoring Depart-
ment issued a positive opinion of the economic scenario 
and submitted it to the Parliament. In its opinion the Natio-
nal Audit Office also shared the views of the Ministry of Fi-
nance on the main downside risks to the macroeconomic sce-
nario. The opinion was also published on the website of the 
National Audit Office and the website of the Ministry of Fi-
nance. (...).» (pp. 2/3).  
 
COM assessment of the 2019 SP  
 
«On 29 March 2019, the Independent Fiscal Institution 
presented its opinion to the Parliament endorsing the 
economic development scenario underpinning the SP. The 
Ministry of Finance had published the economic development 
scenario on March 21. The Independent Fiscal Institution 
assessed that the economic scenario was based on the recent 
available statistical data and did not contradict economic 
trends» (p.16)  
 
 
2019 European Semester country report   
 
The section on fiscal frameworks does not mention the role of 
the Lithuanian independent fiscal body (p. 19). 
 

 

2020 DBP 
 
No English version of the DBP is available. The Lithuanian 
version states that the economic development scenario 
for 2019-2022 was developed by the Ministry of Finance 
and approved by the Budget Policy Monitoring Authority 
(p.3). The NAO does not  provide information on whether 
it approved or endorsed the underlying macroeconomic 
forecasts of the DBP. 
 
 
2019 SP 
 
The 2019 SP states that the program of the Ministry of 
Finance for 2018-2022 is evaluated by the Fiscal 
institution. «The programme presents information on the 
updated Economic Development Scenario that was 
published on 21 March 2019 on the website of the Ministry 
of Finance, medium-term fiscal objectives and the general 
government fiscal projections.» (p.7) 
 
The SP indicates the conclusion of the Fiscal institution of 
29 March 2019 on the approval of the EDS «the scenario 
developed by the Ministry of Finance is determined  by 
selected and named assumptions, it is based on the 
available statistical data and it does not contradict 
economic patterns. The Fiscal institution approves the 
economic development scenario of 2019-2022 which is 
appropriate for the preparation of the Lithuanian Stability 
Programme for 2019 and of the budgets belonging to the 
government sector» (p.8) 
 
 
 
 
 

http://www.vkontrole.lt/bp/opinions.aspx
http://www.vkontrole.lt/bp/opinions.aspx
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/swd-2019-923.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/15_lt_sp_assessment_0.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/file_import/2019-european-semester-country-report-lithuania_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/2020_dbp_lt_lt.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/2020_dbp_lt_lt.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/2020_dbp_lt_lt.pdf
http://www.vkontrole.lt/bp/defaultEN.aspx
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/2019-european-semester-stability-programme-lithuania_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/2019-european-semester-stability-programme-lithuania_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/2019-european-semester-stability-programme-lithuania_en.pdf
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COM analysis of the 2020 DBP 
 
«The macroeconomic scenario underlying the DBP, which 
was submitted on 14 October, is based on ad-hoc 
projections updated for this particular purpose by the 
"Direction Etudes, Prévisions et Recherche" of the 
National Statistical Office, "STATEC", which also provides 
the methodology for the calculation of the output gap. As 
stated in its Introduction, the DBP is based on the most 
recent macroeconomic forecasts independently produced 
by STATEC, as tabled to Parliament on 14 October 2019 by the 
Government, in line with article 6 of Regulation (EU) No 
473/2013. STATEC is an autonomous entity placed under 
the authority of the Ministry of Economy. Since 2018, 
STATEC has been involved in the process of adapting the 
public national accounts, which are presented in the DBP in 
accordance with the ESA2010 framework. The updated 
projections have been published only within the 2020 DBP. 
STATEC will publish the next forecast update on the 
forthcoming issue of its biannual forecast exercise, scheduled 
for December ("Note de Conjoncture, 2-2019" forthcoming). 
STATEC is also responsible for the preparation of the midterm 
projections2 in the context of the SP and the National Reform 
Plan.» (pp. 1/2).  
 
COM assessment of the 2019 SP  
 
«The macroeconomic forecast underlying the SP has been 
prepared by the Direction "Etudes, prévisions et 
recherche" of the national statistical office STATEC, which 
also provided the methodology for the calculation of the 
output gap. STATEC is an autonomous entity placed under 
the authority of the Ministry of Economy.  Its mandate and 
organisation were revised by the law of 10 July 2011, which 
explicitly highlights STATEC's scientific and administrative 
independence, its ability to access to appropriate information 
to carry out its mandate and its capacity to communicate 
freely. Its director is appointed by the Grand-Duke. Its 
statutes contain provisions supporting independence of 
the institution as a body producing macroeconomic 
forecasts.» (p.17)  
 
2019 European Semester country report   
 
The mandate of the National Council of Public Finances, 
Luxembourg’s independent fiscal body, was broadened in 
2017 to include the expost evaluation of macroeconomic 
and budgetary forecasts (on December 15 2017, the budget 
law for 2018 amended the law of 12 July 2014 on the 
coordination and governance of public finances). The first 
such analysis by the Council was published in June 2018 
and was based on 10 to 20 years-worth of forecast data 
(1996-2016). The analysis covered projections for real 
growth, employment and unemployment, inflation and 
nominal general government balance. In its analysis, the 
Council identified a pessimistic bias in the projections for the 
budget balance and employment, leading to upward revisions 
in the years following their first publication. On an institutional 
note, the mandate of the members of the Council came to its 
end in November 2018 and the new composition is currently 
awaiting approval by Parliament.  
 
The authorities provided their answer to the public 
finances evaluation formulated by the National Council of 

2020 DBP 
 
«The present DBP is based on the most recent 
macroeconomic forecasts independently produced by 
STATEC and it draws upon the fiscal objectives presented 
in the draft budget 2020 as tabled to Parliament on 14 
October 2019 by the Government» (p.1)   
The NCPF does not provide information on its website 
about any involvement in the 2020 DBP. 
 
 
 
2019 SP 
 
The SP gives information of involvement of the National 
Council of Public Finance (CNFP) as an independent 
body responsible for monitoring public finances (p.47). It 
states that «the Government's budgetary projections are 
based on macroeconomic forecasts independently 
elaborated by STATEC.» (p.3) However, the NCPF states 
on its website that the forecasts of STATEC are used in 
an incoherent manner and too optimistic compared to 
international organisations (pp. 4/5). 
 
 
  

https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/swd-2019-922_en_autre_document_travail_service_part1_v3.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/16_lu_sp_assessment_0.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/2020_dbp_lu_en.pdf
https://cnfp.public.lu/en.html
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/2019-european-semester-stability-programme-luxembourg_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/2019-european-semester-stability-programme-luxembourg_en.pdf
https://cnfp.public.lu/en/conseil/missions.html
https://cnfp.public.lu/dam-assets/documents/evaluations/2018-06-evaluation/2a-evaluation-psc2018-juin2018.pdf


IPOL | Economic Governance Support Unit 
 

 160  PE 587.374 

Public Finances. In line with the Memorandum of Under-
standing concluded in October 2017, the Ministry of Finance 
provided a public response to the recommendations of the 
Council’s report of June 2018 on the evaluation of public fi-
nances. The public position was in apparent disagreement 
with the main Council’s recommendation on the 
appropriateness of running budgetary surplusses beyond 
the Stability and Growth Pact benchmarks, in seek the 
long-term sustainability of public finances, and it refused 
the recommendations on the macroeconomic scenario 
underlying the budgetary projections, as it lays under the 
responsibility of the STATEC, which is an independent 
body. (pp. 21 -22). 
 
 

 

 

 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/file_import/2019-european-semester-country-report-luxembourg_en.pdf
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COM analysis of the 2020 DBP 
 
«The macroeconomic projections underlying the DBP 
have been endorsed by the Malta Fiscal Advisory Council 
(MFAC), an independent fiscal council established with 
the Fiscal Responsibility Act. The endorsement took the 
form of a letter addressed to the Minister of Finance, published 
on the Malta Fiscal Advisory Council’s website. The Malta 
Fiscal Advisory Council concludes that the macroeconomic 
forecast for 2019 and 2020 prepared by the Ministry for 
Finances ‘lies within its endorsable range’.» (p.2).  
 
COM assessment of the 2019 SP  
 
«The macroeconomic forecast underlying the SP were 
prepared by the Ministry of Finance and endorsed by the 
MFAC in a letter of endorsement published on 30 April 2019 
on the website of the MFAC. The MFAC considered that 
macroeconomic forecasts lie within its endorsable range. A 
detailed assessment is to be published by the MFAC at a later 
stage. The MFAC evaluates also the fiscal forecasts presented 
in the SP. However, the assessment was not yet available at the 
time of writing this report.» (p.16)  
 
 
2019 European Semester country report   
 
The fiscal framework is robust and many fiscal 
transparency practices are sound. Public finances have 
benefited from the strengthening of the fiscal framework due 
to the Fiscal Responsibility Act in 2014. A key element has 
been the creation of Malta’s Fiscal Advisory Council, which 
has been endowed with a broad mandate, and its 
contribution to the public debate on fiscal developments. 
Fiscal reports now cover all general government entities and 
are published in a frequent and timely manner. Budget 
documentation provides a medium-term perspective to fiscal 
planning and clear fiscal policy objectives are embedded in 
legislation. The government discloses and assesses 
macroeconomic risks to the fiscal outlook and reports on risks 
to the government’s debt portfolio e.g. in the Stability 
Programme and the Draft Budgetary Plans submitted to the 
European Commission. The National Audit Office, the Central 
Bank and the Treasury Department also report on these risks. 
These positive elements are also recognised by the 
International Monetary Fund’s Fiscal Transparency Evaluation 
report for Malta (IMF, 2018) (The report found that Malta 
meets the standard of good or advanced-level practice on 21 
out of 35 principles in the IMF’s Fiscal Transparency Code, and 
basic practice on a further 12 principles). 
 
While strong overall, fiscal transparency could be further 
improved. As highlighted by the IMF, currently there is no 
fiscal report that provides a consolidated view of the 
performance of the public corporation sector and tax 
expenditures are not comprehensively reported. No full 
details are provided on the performance of different budget 
entities or on the revenue and expenditure of extrabudgetary 
units and of public investment projects. The discussion of risks 
to the fiscal forecast presented in various reports currently 
focusses on risks stemming from the macroeconomic 
environment.  (p.19) 
 
 

2020 DBP 
 
«The targets contained in this Plan fulfil the legal 
requirements established by virtue of the Fiscal 
Responsibility Act. In addition, the macroeconomic 
forecasts underlying this Plan and the 2020 Budget 
have been endorsed by the Malta Fiscal Advisory 
Council.» (p.5)   
 
2019 SP 
 
«In the context of the requirements of the Fiscal 
Responsibility Act, this Programme is being submitted 
to the Malta Fiscal Advisory Council (MFAC) for its 
endorsement thus elevating it to the status of Malta’s 
Medium-Term Fiscal Plan. The Medium-Term Fiscal Policy 
Strategy includes the expenditure priorities and the public 
investment programme highlighted in this chapter in 
order to fulfi l the requirements of Article 15(7) of the Act. 
In the process of its assessment, the Malta Fiscal Advisory 
Council will carry out a fiscal risk assessment. Once this is 
completed, the report of the Malta Fiscal Advisory 
Council will be considered by Government and will 
then be submitted to the House of Representatives in 
conjunction with the Stability Programme. » (p.5) 
 
 
 

 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/swd-2019-924.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/18_mt_sp_assessment_0_0.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/file_import/2019-european-semester-country-report-malta_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/2020_dbp_mt_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/2019-european-semester-stability-programme-malta_en.pdf
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COM analysis of the 2020 DBP 

«The macroeconomic forecast underlying the draft budget 
for 2020 was produced by the CPB Netherlands Bureau for 
Economic Policy Analysis (Centraal Planbureau, CPB). The 
government traditionally uses the CPB's macroeconomic 
forecast to present the budgetary and economic effects of 
planned measures. This established practice has been 
formalised in 2013 by virtue of the Law on the Sustainability of 
Public Finances (Wet houdbare overheidsfinanciën). The 
revenue measures were endorsed as ‘unbiased and 
reasonable’ by the CPB.» (p.2).  
 
COM assessment of the 2019 SP  
 
The macroeconomic forecast underlying the SP was 
prepared by the CPB. While the CPB is a government body, 
it enjoys independence, formally guaranteed by law. The 
government traditionally uses the CPB's macroeconomic 
forecast to present the budgetary and economic effects of 
planned measures. This established practice has been 
formalised in 2013 by virtue of the Wet HOF.   » (p.16)  
 
2019 European Semester country report   
 
The Netherlands has a well-established fiscal framework. 
Since the mid-nineties, the Netherlands has been conducting 
a trend-based fiscal policy with a strong multi-annual focus. 
The main characteristics of this multi-annual trendbased fiscal 
framework include: (i) the use of independently derived 
macroeconomic assumptions; (ii) the use of inflation-adjusted 
expenditure ceilings for the government’s entire term; (iii) the 
use of automatic stabilisers on the revenue side, and (iv) a 
well-defined budgetary process for decision-making and clear 
distribution of responsibilities, including the tasks of 
independent fiscal institutions, the  Bureau for Economic 
Policy Analysis  and the Advisory Division of the Council of 
State. The Bureau for Economic Policy Analysis carries out 
independent macro-economic and fiscal forecasts while 
the Advisory Division of the Council of State, as fiscal 
council, is tasked with monitoring compliance with 
numerical fiscal rules and a normative assessment of 
government finances. The commitment to comply with EU 
fiscal rules is embedded in the legal framework of the 
Netherlands, in particular via the law on sustainable public 
finances (Wet Houdbare Overheidsfinancien). (p. 24). 

2020 DBP 
 
«The economic and budgetary forecasts are based on the 
most recent Macroeconomic Outlook by the Netherlands 
Bureau for Economic Policy Analysis (CPB) and the 
2020 Budget Memorandum. » (p.3) 
 
 
2019 SP 
 
«Unless indicated otherwise, the figures used in this report 
are based on the most recent projections of the 
Netherlands Bureau for Policy Analysis (CPB), as 
published in the Central Economic Plan (CEP) of 21 March 
2019.» (p.3) 
 

 

COMMENTS BY EGOV: The tasks prescribed by the EU 
legislation have been entrusted in the Netherlands to two 
different independent bodies: The Advisory Division of the 
Council of State and the Bureau for Economic Policy 
Analysis; the latter has produced the forecasts of the 2018 
SP and the 2019 DBP.  

 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/swd2019_926_en_autre_document_travail_service_part1_v3.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/18_mt_sp_assessment_0_0.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/file_import/2019-european-semester-country-report-netherlands_en_0.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/2020_dbp_nl_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/2019-european-semester-stability-programme-netherlands_en_0.pdf
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COM analysis of the 2020 DBP 
 
«The DBP for 2020 submitted by Austria is based on the 
macroeconomic forecast published by the Austrian 
Institute of Economic Research (WIFO) on 4 October 2019. 
WIFO is a non-profit association under Austrian law, 
recognised for high-quality economic research and 
realistic and unbiased forecasts. It is a long-standing 
practice in Austria that the Ministry of Finance bases its fiscal 
plans on the macroeconomic forecast that WIFO produces 
four times a year following an established, pre-announced 
calendar.» (pp.2/3).  
 
COM assessment of the 2019 SP  
 
«The SP for the period 2018-2023 submitted by Austria 
states that it constitutes the medium-term fiscal plan required 
under Article 4(1) of Regulation (EU) 473/2013. It is based on 
the Federal Budgetary Framework Law 2017 to 2020 (BFRG) 
and the parameters of the Austrian Stability Pact (ÖStP), 
national accounts data from Statistics Austria (STAT) until 
2018, the medium-term economic forecast by the Austrian 
Institute of Economic Research (WIFO) of March 2019, and 
calculations and assessments by the Federal Ministry of 
Finance (BMF).  
  
It is a long-standing practice in Austria that the Ministry of 
Finance bases its fiscal plans on the macroeconomic 
forecast that WIFO produces four times a year following 
an established, pre-announced calendar. The main features 
of WIFO's forecasts are freely available to the public.» (p.20)  
 
 
2019 European Semester country report   
 
The is no mention of the role of the Austrian independent 
fiscal bodies in the country report. 
 

 

2020 DBP 
 
«This document is drafted in accordance with the „Two 
Pack Code of Conduct”. It is based on (...) forecasts by the 
Austrian Institute of Economic Research (WIFO) from 
October 4th, 2019. »(p.3) 
 
2019 SP 
The SP states that «the updating of the Austrian Stability 
Programme for the period 2018 to 2023 follows the 
content and form of the "Code of Conduct".  This update is 
based on data from the following sources (...), the 
medium-term economic forecast of the Austrian 
Institute for Economic Research (WIFO) of March 2019 
and calculations and assessments by the Federal Ministry 
of Finance (BMF).» (p.4) 
It also mentions that «the independent Fiscal Council has 
been legally assigned the role of monitoring compliance 
with EU fiscal requirements». (p.34) «The Fiscal Council 
confirmed that the WIFO forecasts for GDP growth (real 
and nominal) used for budget planning were statistically 
not significantly distorted (...) Overall, the Fiscal Council 
did not find any significant systematic errors in the BMF's 
budget forecasts. » (p.24). 
 
 

COMMENTS BY EGOV: The screening  of the COM and 
Austrian documents shows that the tasks prescribed by 
the EU legislation have been entrusted to two different 
independent bodies: The Fiscal Advisory Council (FAC) 
and the Austrian Institute for Economic Research (WIFO). 

  

https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/swd2019_910_en_autre_document_travail_service_part1_v4.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/20_at_sp_assessment_0.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/file_import/2019-european-semester-country-report-austria_en.pdf
https://www.wifo.ac.at/jart/prj3/wifo/resources/person_dokument/person_dokument.jart?publikationsid=61981&mime_type=application/pdf
https://www.wifo.ac.at/jart/prj3/wifo/resources/person_dokument/person_dokument.jart?publikationsid=61981&mime_type=application/pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/2020_dbp_at_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/2019-european-semester-stability-programme-austria_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/2019-european-semester-stability-programme-austria_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/2019-european-semester-stability-programme-austria_en.pdf
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COM analysis of the 2020 DBP 
 
«The macroeconomic forecast underlying Portugal's updated 
DBP for 2020 has been prepared by the Department of 
Planning, Strategy, Evaluation and International Relations 
(Gabinete de Planeamento, Estratégia, Avaliação e Relações 
Internacionais, GPEARI) of the Ministry of Finance. The Public 
Finance Council (Conselho das Finanças Públicas, CFP) 
assessed and endorsed the macroeconomic forecast. The 
CFP was established through the May 2011 reform of the 
Budgetary Framework Law (Article 12-I) as an independent 
body with a mandate that includes the analysis of govern-
ment forecasts. The endorsement by the CFP is attached to the 
updated DBP and has been available on the institution's 
website since the submission of the updated DBP. For 2019, the 
CFP considered that the macroeconomic forecast in the upda-
ted DBP appeared to be the most likely as regards GDP growth 
and the evolution of most of its components. For 2020, the 
CFP considered that the assumption in the updated DBP of 
keeping the same profile for real GDP growth as in 2019 
carries downward risks, given the uncertainty in the interna-
tional economic outlook and the persistance of trade tensions 
that have been detrimental to the growth of Portugal’s main 
trading partners, in particular given the vulnerability of the 
Portuguese economy to external shocks.» (p.2).  
 
COM assessment of the 2019 SP  
 
«The macroeconomic forecasts underlying the SP were 
analysed by the Portuguese Public Finance Council (CFP). 
In its Opinion No 01/2019 of 12 April, attached to the SP, 
the CFP endorsed the macroeconomic forecasts therein for 
the period 2019-2020, but not for the period 2021-2023. 
Focusing on the period 2019-2020, the CFP pointed to likely 
downside risks to the government’s macroeconomic forecasts, 
mainly stemming from the external macroeconomic 
environment. In turn, focusing on the period 2021-2023, the 
CFP considered that the government’s macroeconomic 
forecasts constituted neither the most likely, nor the most 
prudent scenario.» (p.26)  
 
 
2019 European Semester country report 
 
There is no mention of the role of the Portuguese independent 
fiscal bodies in the country report. 
 
 

2020 DBP 
 
The updated 2020 DBP includes the opinion (in 
Portuguese) of the Public Finance Council’s (Conselho 
das Finanças Públicas, CFP)  on macro-econiomc forecast 
underlying the udpated DBP (p.54 and following). Whilst 
the Public Finance Council endorses the underlying macro-
economic forecast, it notes that the growth profile for 2020 
entails downside risks, given the uncertainty that persists in 
the international economic outlook and the continuing 
trade tensions that have been detrimental to the growth of 
Portugal's main trading partners, allied to the vulnerability 
of the Portuguese economy to external shocks. 
  
 
2019 SP 
 
The 2019 SP includes an assesment report of the Public 
Finance Council (p.11 and following). In its conclusion, it 
states «as a result of the assessment carried out, the 
Portuguese Public Finance Council endorses the 
macroeconomic forecasts underlying the 2019-2020 
Stability Programme’s draft. However, it does not 
endorse the forecasts for 2021-2023, given the 
significant divergence from the other forecasts and 
projections considered, both as regards gross domestic 
product growth and its acceleration path. In PFC’s view, 
based on the available information, such forecasts do not 
translate into the most likely macroeconomic or a more 
prudent scenario.» The assessment of the PFC is available 
on the  website as well. 
 
 

 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/swd-2020-5_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/22_pt_sp_assessment_0.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/file_import/2019-european-semester-country-report-portugal_en_0.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/swd-2020-5_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/2020_dbp_update_pt_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/2019-european-semester-stability-programme-portugal_en_0.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/2019-european-semester-stability-programme-portugal_en_0.pdf
https://www.cfp.pt/pt/publicacoes/programa-de-estabilidade/cfp-analisa-programa-de-estabilidade-2019-2023
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COM analysis of the 2020 DBP 
 
«The macroeconomic scenario underpinning the DBP is 
the Autumn 2019 Forecast of Economic Trends produced 
by the Institute of Macroeconomic Analysis and 
Development (IMAD). IMAD is an independent 
government office, whose management is responsible 
directly to the Prime Minister.» (p.2).  
 
COM assessment of the 2019 SP  
 
«The macroeconomic scenario underpinning the SP is the 
Spring 2019 Forecast of Economic Trends produced by the 
Institute of Macroeconomic Analysis and Development 
(IMAD). The independent status and tasks of IMAD arise from 
legislation. IMAD produces economic forecasts twice a year (in 
March and October) to underpin the SP in April and the DBP in 
autumn.» (p.21) 
 
 
2019 European Semester country report 
 
The Fiscal Council warns of non-compliance with fiscal 
rules in the years 2018 to 2021. The Fiscal Council assessed 
that most fiscal rules were respected in 2017 and that the fiscal 
policy was appropriate. However, after examining the 2018 
stability programme drafted based on unchanged policies, it 
called on the government to take additional measures to 
avoid non-compliance with the fiscal rules in the years 2018 to 
2021. According to the Fiscal Council, the coalition agreement 
fails to address adequately long-term risks to fiscal 
sustainability. The Fiscal Council warned in autumn 2018, and 
again in January 2019, that, if implemented as agreed, the 
fiscal policy of the new government would be pro-cyclical 
(Fiscal Council, 2018b; Fiscal Council, 2019). (p.16). 

 

2020 DBP 
 
«IMAD autumn macroeconomic projections ,which are 
used in the DBP, forecasts a decline of economic growth 
in 2019 to 2.8%. of which the government was informed 
on 12 September 2019. » (p.10) 
 
 
2019 SP 
 
«The Framework for the Preparation of Budgets 2020-
2022 is a medium term plan of fiscal projections by the 
Government of the Republic of Slovenia, which is based 
on the 2019 Spring Forecast of Economic Trends 
(IMAD, March 2019) .» (p.3)  
 
The Fiscal council states on its website «that after 
reviewing the proposal for a Decree on the Framework for 
the Budgeting of the General Government Sector and the 
draft Stability Program 2019 for the period 2019-2022, 
concludes that the projected fiscal movements this year 
deviate from the fiscal rules. » 
 
 
 
COMMENTS BY EGOV: While the COM report under Art. 
8 of TSCG (p. 4 - 5) states that the Fiscal Council is the 
independent fiscal body in accordance with the TSCG, the 
SP and DBP mention that another independent body (the 
Institute of Macroeconomic Analysis and Development, 
IMAD) prepared the macro-economic forecasts used in 
these budgetary plans. It can be concluded that Slovenia 
has several independent fiscal bodies. 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/swd2019_927_en_autre_document_travail_service_part1_v3.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/24_si_sp_assessment_0.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/file_import/2019-european-semester-country-report-slovenia_en.pdf
http://www.umar.gov.si/en/forecasts/autumn-forecast/forecast/news/jesenska-napoved-gospodarskih-gibanj-2019/?tx_news_pi1%5Bcontroller%5D=News&tx_news_pi1%5Baction%5D=detail&cHash=476990eea63a59f6f0c72d93cf89501b
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/2020_dbp_si_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/2019-european-semester-stability-programme-slovenia_en.pdf
http://www.fs-rs.si/ocena-fiskalnega-sveta-skladnost-javnofinancne-politike-s-fiskalnimi-pravili-na-podlagi-osnutka-programa-stabilnosti-2019-in-predloga-odloka-o-okviru-za-pripravo-proracunov-sektorja-drzava-za-obdobje/
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/slovenia_-_country_annex_to_the_report_c20171201.pdf
http://www.umar.gov.si/en/
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COM analysis of the 2020 DBP 
 
«Slovakia's DBP is based on the macroeconomic forecast 
published by the Institute for Financial Policy (IFP) of the 
Ministry of Finance in September and endorsed by the 
Macroeconomic Forecasting Committee (MFC). According 
to the statutes, in its deliberations the MFC is independent 
and free from the government's influence. The MFC 
consists of a chairman (the Director of the IFP) and members 
from eight independent institutions entitled to vote (the 
Central Bank, the Academy of Science, the Institute of 
Informatics and Statistics and five commercial banks). There 
are three other members of the MFC who are in the role of 
observers without voting rights (the Council for Budgetary 
Responsibility, the National Statistical Office and one 
commercial bank). The MFC assesses whether the draft 
forecast submitted by the IFP is "conservative", "realistic" or 
"optimistic". The draft forecast is accepted by the MFC if the 
majority of voting members assesses the forecast as 
"conservative" or "realistic". According to the minutes 
published on the website of the IFP, the macroeconomic 
forecast underpinning the Draft Budgetary Plan was 
deemed "realistic" by the four members of the MFC voting 
at the meeting held on 11 September 2019.» (p.3).  
 
COM assessment of the 2019 SP  
 
« The macroeconomic forecast underlying the SP was 
published by the Institute for Financial Policy (IFP) of the 
Ministry of Finance on 4 February 2019 and was endorsed as 
realistic by the Macroeconomic Forecasting Committee at 
its meeting of 30 January 2019. The Macroeconomic 
Forecasting Committee was established by the Constitutional 
Act on Fiscal Responsibility as an advisory body to the Mister 
of Finance. According to the Committee's statutes, it is 
independent from the government's influence in its 
deliberations.» (p.21)  
 
 
2019 European Semester country report 
 
There is no mention of the role of independent fiscal bodies in 
the country report. 

 

2020 DBP 
No English version of the 2020 DBP is available at the time 
of publication of this overview. The Slovak language 
version states that the macroeconomic forecasts 
underpinning the 2020 DBP have been endorsed by 
Macroeconomic Forecasts Committee. (p.14) 
 
2019 SP 
No English version of the 2019 SP is available at the time 
of publication of this overview. The Slovak language 
version states that «the macroeconomic forecast 
underlying the Stability Program 2019 was approved by 
the Macroeconomic Forecasts Committee on 4 
February 2019. (p.9) After the meeting of the 
Macroeconomic Forecasts Committee in September 2019, 
seven members assessed the medium-term 
macroeconomic forecast of the Ministry of Finance as 
realistic, while one member marked it as conservative.» 
(p.45). Furthermore, the CBR evaluation indicates that the 
government approved its medium-term macroeconomic 
forecast of the SP for 2019 – 2022. (p.3) 
 
 
 
 
COMMENTS BY EGOV: The screening  of the COM and 
Slovak  documents shows that the tasks prescribed by the 
EU legislation have been entrusted to several different 
independent bodies: The Council for Budget 
Responsibility (CBR), the Macroeconomic Forecasting 
Committee (MFC) and the Tax Revenue Forecasting 
Committee (TRFC). 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/swd2019_928_en_autre_document_travail_service_part1_v4.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/25_sk_sp_assessment_0.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/file_import/2019-european-semester-country-report-slovakia_en_0.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/2020_dbp_sk_sk.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/2020_dbp_sk_sk.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/2020_dbp_sk_sk.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/2019-european-semester-stability-programme-slovakia_sk_0.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/2019-european-semester-stability-programme-slovakia_sk_0.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/2019-european-semester-stability-programme-slovakia_sk_0.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/2020_dbp_sk_sk.pdf
https://www.rozpoctovarada.sk/download2/strednodobe_ciele_2019_zhrnutie_eng.pdf
https://www.rozpoctovarada.sk/download2/strednodobe_ciele_2019_zhrnutie_eng.pdf
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COM analysis of the 2020 DBP 
 
«The macroeconomic forecast underpinning the budget 
has been prepared by the Economics department of the 
Ministry of Finance. Finland is the only euro area Member 
State that has designated a Ministry of Finance 
department as the independent forecast producer in the 
meaning of Regulation 473/2013 of the Two-pack. The 
management of the Economics department is separated from 
the Budget department and, according to the law adopted 
in spring 2015, the Economics department is independent 
in its forecasting activities. According to the National Audit 
Office, the forecasts prepared by the Ministry of Finance are at 
least as reliable as are those of other national or international 
forecasters. » (p.2).  
 
COM assessment of the 2019 SP  
 
«The macroeconomic forecast underlying the SP were 
prepared by the Ministry of Finance and endorsed by the 
MFAC in a letter of endorsement published on 30 April 2019 
on the website of the MFAC. The MFAC considered that 
macroeconomic forecasts lie within its endorsable range. A 
detailed assessment is to be published by the MFAC at a later 
stage. The MFAC evaluates also the fiscal forecasts presented 
in the SP.» (p.16)  
 
 
2019 European Semester country report 
 
Finland is the only euro area country where the 
macroeconomic forecast underpinning the budgetary 
planning is prepared by the Ministry of Finance. The 
management of the Economics Department and the 
Budget Department of the Ministry of Finance are 
separated and the Economics Department is independent 
in its forecasting activities. Questions about the realistic and 
unbiased nature of the Ministry’s macroeconomic projections, 
that were raised in the 2017 stability programme (European 
Commission, 2018b), have not been present in the last 
surveillance cycle. However, the particular arrangement for 
macroeconomic forecasting underpinning the budgetary 
planning warrants regular surveillance to ensure that the 
separation and independence of both functions within one 
institution are preserved. (p.19). 
 

 

2020 DBP 
The 2020 DBP does not include information about any 
involvement of the NAO or any other independent body in 
the production or endorsement of the underlying 
macroeconomic projections. It only mentions in this 
respect: «In accordance with Article 4 of Regulation 
473/2013, the General Government Fiscal Plan is based 
on independent macroeconomic and fiscal forecasts 
produced by the Economics Department of the 
Ministry of Finance. » (p.1) 
The NAO states on its website: «According to the NAOF’s 
assessment, the General Government Fiscal Plan 
corresponds in material respects to the statutory 
requirements, and the forecast of the Ministry of Finance 
on which the Plan is based is realistic. The targets in the 
Plan have been set according to the obligations, but, 
according to current forecasts, they will not be achieved 
without additional measures. To ensure compliance with 
the EU fiscal rules in the coming years, Finland should 
improve the employment rate. In the General Government 
Fiscal Plan, the Government has not yet presented any 
detailed measures for achieving the targets.»  
 
2019 SP 
The 2019 SP does not include a reference that the 
budgetary and macroeconomic forecasts have been 
approved or produced by the national Audit Office or 
any other independent fiscal body. It mentions only: 
«The data in the Stability Programme tables are actual data 
with respect to 2018, while the data for 2019– 2022 are 
based on the independent forecast of the Economics 
Department of the Ministry of Finance. » (p. 65)  
The NAO’s ex-post assessment “Fiscal policy monitoring 
assessment of the management of government finances, 
spring 2019” mentions that the forecast underlying the SP 
has been prepared independently within the Ministry of 
Finance (p. 1) and : «For 2019, the Ministry of Finance 
forecast a 1.7% growth in GDP and a 1.4% growth for 2020. 
The forecast for each year is close to the median forecast 
by all the forecasters on the Finnish economy that the 
NAOF follows. The Ministry’s forecast of the deficit of 
general government finances for 2019–2020 is also close 
to the median level of all the forecasters followed. On this 
basis, the forecast by the Ministry of Finance cannot be 
considered unrealistic in the manner specified in the rules. 
» (p.5) 
 
 

  

https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/swd-2019-917_en_autre_document_travail_service_part1_v3.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/18_mt_sp_assessment_0_0.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/file_import/2019-european-semester-country-report-finland_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/2020_dbp_fi_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/2020_dbp_fi_en.pdf
https://www.vtv.fi/en/publications/fiscal-policy-monitoring-assessment-on-management-of-general-government-finances-autumn-2019/
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/business_economy_euro/economic_and_fiscal_policy_coordination/documents/2019-european-semester-stability-programme-finland-en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/business_economy_euro/economic_and_fiscal_policy_coordination/documents/2019-european-semester-stability-programme-finland-en.pdf
https://www.vtv.fi/en/publications/fiscal-policy-monitoring-assessment-of-the-management-of-government-finances-spring-2019/
https://www.vtv.fi/app/uploads/2019/05/NAOF_Fiscal_policy_monitoring_assessment_of_the_management_of_government_finances_spring_2019.pdf
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COM assessment of 2019 CP  

« The Fiscal Council was not involved in the endorsement 
or the ex-ante assessment of the macroeconomic scenario 
underpinning the Programme. .» (p. 17). 
 
 
2019 European Semester country report 
 
The Bulgarian Fiscal Council has made some progress in 
rolling out its activities. Based on its broad mandate, the 
Council has established a system for releasing its mandatory 
monitoring reports on the annual and medium-term fiscal 
plans as well as on budgetary execution and compliance with 
all the numerical rules laid down in the Public Finance Act. 
With the recent strengthening of its staff, the analytical 
underpinning of its reports is expected to improve. Moreover, 
to bring the domestic fiscal framework into full compliance 
with the budgetary frameworks directive (Council Directive 
2011/85/EU of 8 November 2011 on requirements for 
budgetary frameworks of the Member States), the Fiscal 
Council's mandate was extended to encompass the regular 
and comprehensive ex post evaluations of the government’s 
macroeconomic and fiscal forecast. (p.25). 
 

 

2019 CP 
«This Convergence Programme is based on the 
macroeconomic framework for the period 2019–2022 and 
has been developed using the medium-term 
macroeconomic model of the Ministry of Finance with the 
assumptions about key indicators of the external 
environment provided by the International Monetary 
Fund, the European Commission and the Ministry of 
Finance of the Republic of Bulgaria, as of mid-March 
2019. » (p.7) 
 
It also mentions also «At the first stage of the procedure, 
in April 2019 the Council of Ministers will consider and 
approve the Medium-Term Budgetary Forecast for the 
period 2020-2022 and adopt the standards for the state-
delegated activities with natural and value indicators in 
2020, as well as the motives prepared by the Minister of 
Finance upon rejection of the reasoned opinion and the 
recommendations of the Fiscal Council about the spring 
macroeconomic forecast and/or the Medium-Term 
Budgetary Forecast for the period 2020-2022. »(p.74) 
 
 
 

 
 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/02_bg_cp_assessment_0_0.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/file_import/2019-european-semester-country-report-bulgaria_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/2019-european-semester-convergence-programme-bulgaria_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/2019-european-semester-convergence-programme-bulgaria_en.pdf
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COM assessment of 2019 CP  
 
The COM assessment does not concretely state that the 
macroeconomic scenario underpinning the 2019 has been 
endorsed by an independent body. It only states in this 
regard: 
  
«The Committee on Budgetary Forecasts also became 
operational and, as of July 2018, started assessing the 
macroeconomic and fiscal forecasts prepared by the 
government. The Committee’s role is to evaluate the 
robustness of macroeconomic and fiscal forecasts underlying 
the budgetary process. It has 11 members from the financial 
sector, the social partners and academia, and some represent 
institutions that prepare their own economic forecast.  
The Czech authorities notified the Council of the European 
Union in April 2019 that the Czech Republic is adhering to the 
Treaty on Stability, Coordination and Governance in the EMU. 
However, until it joins the euro area, the country is 
effectively bound only by the governance section of the 
treaty. The fiscal core of the treaty, namely the Fiscal 
Compact, which can be binding for non-euro area Member 
States only on a voluntary basis, was not subject to such a 
declaration. The Czech Republic was the last Member State 
to ratify the treaty, except for the United Kingdom.» (p. 16). 
 
 
2019 European Semester country report 
 
The independent fiscal institution became operational in 
early 2018. The main tasks of the Fiscal Council are the 
publication of an annual report on long-term sustainability 
and the evaluation of the fiscal framework. The Committee on 
Budgetary Forecast, composed of appointees from public and 
private organisations, also started assessing the 
macroeconomic and fiscal forecasts prepared by the 
government. The Parliament ratified the Treaty on Stability, 
Coordination and Governance in the Economic and Monetary 
Union in December 2018. The key element of the treaty, the 
Fiscal Compact, is not binding for non-euro area countries and 
the government does not intend to adhere to it voluntarily.  
 
Fiscal coordination among the various levels of general 
government remains low. A third of the general government 
expenditure is autonomous and outside the state budget. The 
Fiscal Responsibility Law of January 2017 introduced a cap of 
60 % of the 4-year average of revenues for local governments’ 
debt. The Ministry of Finance will assess the compliance with 
the new debt management rule in 2019. The Czech Republic 
has not yet fully transposed Council Directive 2011/85/EU on 
the requirements for the budgetary framework. The deadline 
for the transposition was 31 December 2013. In particular, the 
Legal Act on Management and Control Systems in Public 
Administration has not been adopted yet. (p.17). 

 

2019 CP 
 
«The macroeconomic scenario is based on the 
Macroeconomic Forecast of the Ministry of Finance 
published in April 2019. (p.1) 
Compliance with the medium-term budgetary objective 
framework is facilitated by two new institutions – the 
Czech Fiscal Council and the Committee on Budgetary 
Forecasts. » (p.2) 
 
 
«At its meeting on 15 April 2019, the Committee on 
Budgetary Forecasts assessed, in accordance with Act No. 
23/2017 Coll., the macroeconomic scenario of the 
Convergence Programme in terms of the probability of its 
materialisation. The Committee assessed the 
macroeconomic forecast as realistic. Six out of a total of 
eight present members of the Committee voted for this 
assessment. »  
 
 
 

 

 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/03_cz_cp_assessment_0_0.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/file_import/2019-european-semester-country-report-czech-republic_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/2019-european-semester-convergence-programme-czech-republic_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/2019-european-semester-convergence-programme-czech-republic_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/2019-european-semester-convergence-programme-czech-republic_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/2019-european-semester-convergence-programme-czech-republic_en.pdf
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COM assessment of 2019 CP  

No information in the COM assessment on the inolvement 
of the independent body (Danish Council DØRS) in the 
preparation or endorsement of the government forecast. 
The COM assessment includes  however:  

« The Danish Economic Council (DØRS) acts as fiscal watch dog 
and monitors adherence to the fiscal rules. If it finds that there 
is a risk of significant deviation from the legal limit, i.e. a 
structural deficit of 1.0% of GDP or higher, a corrective 
mechanism will be triggered, requiring the Finance Minister to 
resolve the breach of the deficit ceiling.    (...) 
Based on the information provided in the Convergence Pro-
gramme, the past, planned and forecast fiscal performance in 
Denmark therefore appears to comply with the requirements 
of the applicable national numerical fiscal rules..» (p. 16). 
 
 
2019 European Semester country report 
 
The Economic Council is being relocated. Since 2017, the 
Economic Council (DØRS) has held the role of national 
productivity board. The national productivity boards are 
objective, neutral and independent institutions that 
investigate productivity challenges, contributing to 
evidencebased policy making and boosting domestic 
ownership of structural reforms. The Council also acts as the 
fiscal watchdog. It is being relocated from Copenhagen to 
Horsens as part of the government’s strategy to diversify 
public employment across the country. A satellite office of six 
employees will remain in Copenhagen. The move has resulted 
in a loss of employees. It has also resulted in the postponement 
of DØRS’ biannual reports and the annual report of the 
productivity board. The new Horsens office opened on 2 
January 2019.  
 
The Economic Council’s latest fiscal projections expect the 
government to comply with national fiscal rules in 2018. 
Using the Ministry of Finance’s own methodology for the 
structural deficit, The Economic Council (DØRS) projects a 
larger structural deficit than the Ministry of Finance’s 
projection in 2018. This is primarily due to DØRS using a lower 
estimate of structural revenues from North Sea oil- and gas 
exploration than the ministry, as well as a different treatment 
of tax arrears. At -½ % of GDP, however, the structural deficit 
remains within the boundaries of the deficit limit as mandated 
by national law. DØRS also expects that the government will 
comply with the expenditure ceiling set for 2019 to 2022. 
(p.17). 
 

 

2019 CP 
 
The 2019 CP does not include a reference that the 
underlying macroeconomic forecasts have been 
approved or produced by an independent fiscal body. 
It only mentions: «The assessment of the economic 
outlook for 2019 and 2020 is based on the forecast in 
Economic Survey, December 2018. »(p.17) 
Reference is made to the role of the Danish Economic 
Council: «The Danish Economic Council continually 
(annually) assesses long-term fiscal sustainability and the 
medium-term development in the budget balance, and 
further that the expenditure ceilings are complied with 
and aligned with the medium-term fiscal objectives.» 
(p.70) 
 
However, the website of the Danish Economic Council 
does not provide information on whether it approved or 
endorsed the underlying macroeconomic forecasts of the 
CP. 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/04_dk_cp_assessment_0.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/file_import/2019-european-semester-country-report-denmark_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/2019-european-semester-convergence-programme-denmark_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/2019-european-semester-convergence-programme-denmark_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/2019-european-semester-convergence-programme-denmark_en.pdf
https://dors.dk/english/list-of-reports
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COM assessment of 2019 CP  
 
No information in the COM assessment on the inolvement 
of the independent body in the preparation or 
endorsement of the government forecast. The COM 
assessment includes  however: «After a long delay, the new 
Fiscal Responsibility Act was finally adopted in December 
2018. It is expected to improve the fiscal framework by 
strengthening the status and  mandate of the Fiscal Policy 
Commission and replacing the previous fiscal rules with 
new ones that are more in line with the provisions of the 
Stability and Growth Programme. Awaiting the 
appointment of a new chairperson, which is facing 
challenges, the Fiscal Policy Commission continues to 
function according to old legal provisions.» (p. 18). 
 
 
2019 European Semester country report 
 
Long delayed measures aimed at strengthening the fiscal 
framework are progressing. In December 2018, the 
Parliament adopted the Fiscal Responsibility Act while the 
State Audit Office Act was passed for the second reading in 
January 2019. The new Fiscal Responsibility Act is aimed 
mainly at reinforcing the set-up and mandate of the Fiscal 
Policy Commission and laying down numerical fiscal rules, 
including a structural budget balance rule. The new State 
Audit Office Act aims to address the low implementation of its 
instructions and recommendations by introducing 
sanctioning mechanisms. It also increases the scope of the 
State Audit Office audits, including the Croatian National Bank. 
The Budget Act — aimed at specifying the short and mid-term 
budgetary framework at central and local level — is scheduled 
for adoption by the government in early 2019. (p. 24). 
 

 

2019 CP 
 
No English version of the CP is available on the EC website.   
The Croatian version does not include a  reference that 
the underlying macroeconomic forecasts have been 
approved/produced by an independent fiscal body, or 
that they have been compared with the most updated 
forecasts of the Commission and, if appropriate, those of 
other independent bodies. It only indicates that 
procedures have also been prescribed in case the 
Government of the Republic of Croatia, at the proposal of 
the Ministry of Finance or the Fiscal Policy Committee, 
finds significant deviations from the fiscal rules defined by 
the Act.»(p.48) 
 

 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/11_hr_cp_assessment_0.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/file_import/2019-european-semester-country-report-croatia_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/business_economy_euro/economic_and_fiscal_policy_coordination/documents/2019-european-semester-convergence-programme-croatia-hr.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/2018-european-semester-convergence-programme-croatia-hr.pdf
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COM assessment of 2019 CP  
 
«The Fiscal Council has not been involved in the 
endorsement or assessment of the macroeconomic 
scenario underpinning the Programme.» (p. 24). 
 
 
2019 European Semester country report 
 
The mandate of the Fiscal Council has been extended by 
recent measures, but its analytical remit remains narrow. In 
July 2018, the Economic Stability Act was amended, extending 
the Council’s monitoring mandate to cover the domestic 
nominal and structural budget balance rules. This step means 
that the Fiscal Council is to check compliance with all national 
numerical rules, in line with the provisions of the Budgetary 
Frameworks Directive. Even before this legislative change, in 
June 2018, the Council  had, for the first time, at its own 
initiative, issued an opinion on the 2017 budgetary execution, 
which included an ex post assessment of compliance with all 
domestic rules in force. Although these reforms are steps in the 
right direction, an imbalance persists between the narrow 
analytical remit of the Fiscal Council, in particular as regards 
fiscal issues outside the annual budget-making cycle, and its 
constitutionally enshrined veto right. (p.20). 
 
 

2019 CP 
 
No English version of the CP is available. The Hungarian 
version does not include a reference that the 
underlying macroeconomic forecasts have been 
approved/produced by an independent fiscal body or 
that they have been compared with the most updated 
forecasts of the Commission and, if appropriate, those of 
other independent bodies. 
It only states that «the functions of the Fiscal Council have 
been expanded to include rules on government balance, 
including the achievement of the MTO. (p.72) 
 
The website of the Fiscal Council  does also not indicate 
that it approved or endorsed the underlying 
macroeconomic forecasts of the CP. 
 
 

 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/17_hu_cp_assessment_0.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/file_import/2019-european-semester-country-report-hungary_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/2019-european-semester-convergence-programme-hungary_hu.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/2019-european-semester-convergence-programme-hungary_hu.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/2019-european-semester-convergence-programme-hungary_hu.pdf
http://www.parlament.hu/web/koltsegvetesi-tanacs/in-english
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COM assessment of 2019 CP  
 
«Poland is the only EU Member State without an 
independent fiscal council. While some functions typically 
assigned to fiscal councils are performed by several other 
institutions, this scattered approach may undermine their 
impact. Tasks usually assigned to fiscal councils include the 
preparation or endorsement of macroeconomic forecasts and 
the analysis of the long-term sustainability of public finances. 
Currently, the macroeconomic forecasts underpinning the 
CP are produced by the government without the 
involvement of independent stakeholders. Also, there is no 
independent analysis of the longterm sustainability of public 
finances. However, external assessments take place in the case 
of the macroeconomic forecasts underpinning annual budgets. 
Ex ante this is carried out by the Monetary Policy Council and 
ex post by the Supreme Audit Office.» (p. 20). 
 
 
2019 European Semester country report 
 
Poland remains the only EU Member State with no fiscal 
council. Several analyses show that fiscal councils can improve 
fiscal governance, especially if combined with fiscal rules. When 
fiscal councils are properly empowered and staffed, they 
appear to limit the deficit bias and contribute to better budget 
processes. Whereas the exact remit of fiscal councils varies 
between EU Member States, they fulfil an important role when 
informing the public on the main issues related to fiscal policy. 
Currently in Poland, some but not all of the functions usually 
assigned to fiscal councils are executed by several bodies, 
differing in terms of impact they can make. This scattered 
approach limits their potential influence on policymakers. 
Poland is the only EU Member State that has no plans to 
establish a fiscal council. (p.23). 
 

 

 
2019 CP 
 
«On the other hand, in order to supplement the 
implementation of Council Directive 2011/85/EU of 8 
November 2011 on requirements for budgetary 
frameworks of the Member States, the Public Finance Act 
was amended. The amending Act (i.e. the Act of 6 June 
2018 amending the Public Finance Act) introduced a 
definition of a macroeconomic scenario and an 
obligation to include in the justification attached to the 
draft Budget Act the information on:   the 
macroeconomic scenario and its comparison with the 
most recent forecasts of the European Commission and 
other independent institutions,   measures taken in the 
case of significant deviations affecting the macroeconomic 
projections in the four consecutive fiscal years preceding 
the development of the macroeconomic scenario,   a 
sensitivity analysis related to general government deficit 
and debt,  public debt and the level of expenditure referred 
to in Article 112aa(1) of the Public Finance Act, with 
different assumptions concerning the economic growth 
and interest rates. The provisions of the amending Act 
entered into force on 31 July 2018 and were applied to 
the draft Budget Act for 2019.» (p. 34) 

 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/21_pl_cp_assessment_0.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/file_import/2019-european-semester-country-report-poland_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/2019-european-semester-convergence-programme-poland_en.pdf
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COM assessment of 2019 CP  
 
No information in the COM assessment on the inolvement 
of the independent body (Fiscal Council) or that the macro-
economic forecasts underling the CP have been compared 
with the most updated forecasts of the Commission and, if 
appropriate, those of other independent bodies. However, it 
includes: « Similarly to previous years, the authorities 
derogated from the requirement to sign a statement that the 
2018 and 2019 budgets and the accompanying fiscal strategies 
respect the fiscal rules and principles of fiscal responsibility.  
According to the Romania’s Fiscal Council, the 2018 budget 
"is in flagrant contradiction with the fiscal rules set up by 
the Fuiscal Responsibility Law (FRL)” Similarly, in the 2019 
budget “the fiscal rules set by the FRL remain inoperable” 
» (pp. 18/19). 
 
2019 European Semester country report 
 
As in previous years, the national fiscal framework has not 
been respected. According to the national Fiscal Council, 
the 2018 budget is in flagrant contradiction with the fiscal 
rules set up by the Fiscal Responsibility Law (Fiscal Council 
2017). In particular, the 2018 budget targeted a headline de-
ficit of close to 3 % of GDP, which is inconsistent with the 
structural deficit rule. The 2018 budget amendment from Sep-
tember broke, among others, rules prohibiting increases: (i) of 
the nominal headline and primary deficit ceilings during the 
fiscal year; and (ii) in personnel expenditure and total govern-
ment expenditure excluding EU funds during the fiscal year. 
The second 2018 budget amendment, published in November, 
also broke several national fiscal rules. The draft 2019 budget, 
approved by the government on 8 February, again broke mult-
iple fiscal rules, including the structural deficit rule (Fiscal 
Council, 2019). Moreover, as in previous years, the authorities 
did not send an update of the medium-term fiscal strategy to 
Parliament by the statutory August deadline, thereby 
undermining its guiding role. Also, as in previous years, the 
authorities derogated from the requirement to sign a state-
ment that the 2019 budget and the fiscal strategy respect the 
fiscal rules and principles of fiscal responsibility. (pp.24-25). 

 

2019 CP 
 
The 2019 CP does not mention that an independent 
body has been involved in the prodcttion or 
endorsement of the macro-economic forecast 
underlying the CP. However, it includes a comparison 
with recent forecasts from the COM and the IMF (p.17 
and following). 
 «The 2019 edition of the Convergence Programme is based 
on the provisions of the Fiscal and budgetary strategy 
for 2019-2021 and the updated macroeconomic 
framework for the period 2018-2022 (the version of 
Spring 2019)» (p.4)  
«The medium-term macroeconomic development scenario 
presented in this program does not differ significantly from 
the scenario of the previous version of the Convergence 
Programme (...).»(p.61) 
 
The website of the Fiscal Council does not include an 
opinion on the 2019 CP. 
 
 
 

 

  

https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/23_ro_cp_assessment_0.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/file_import/2019-european-semester-country-report-romania_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/2019-european-semester-convergence-programme-romania_ro_0.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/2019-european-semester-convergence-programme-romania_ro_0.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/2019-european-semester-convergence-programme-romania_ro_0.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/2019-european-semester-convergence-programme-romania_ro_0.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/2019-european-semester-convergence-programme-romania_ro_0.pdf
http://www.fiscalcouncil.ro/
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COM assessment of 2019 CP  
 
«The Fiscal Policy Council is not involved in the 
endorsement or assessment of the macroeconomic 
scenario underpinning the CP. However, in its 2019 annual 
report, it noted that while fiscal policy is expected to be in line 
with the new surplus target of 1/3% of GDP going forward, 
neither the present target, nor the previous one of 1% of GDP 
was met based on the measure of the backward-looking 8-year 
average. The Fiscal Policy Council also called for the govern-
ment to explain the principles and considerations underlying 
the proposed level of the expenditure ceiling.» (p. 17). 
 
 
2019 European Semester country report 
 
In 2019, revised rules came into force in Sweden to further 
strengthen its fiscal framework. The main improvements in-
clude the introduction of a new debt anchor and the streng-
thened mandate of the independent Fiscal Policy Council  
to monitor fiscal rules and evaluate the official macro-
forecasts (European Commission, 2018a). 
  
Sweden adopted a fiscal framework already in 1997. In 
response to the economic crisis in the early 1990s, Sweden 
introduced a comprehensive fiscal framework, with broad 
political support, which substantially contributed to its 
effectiveness. The core elements included the introduction of 
numerical rules: (i) three-year expenditure ceilings binding for 
the next two years, (ii) a general government surplus target and 
(iii) a balanced budget rule at the local level. In 2007 an 
independent Fiscal Policy Council was set-up to assess whether 
the government had achieved its fiscal and economic policy 
objectives, in particular long-term fiscal sustainability and 
consistency with the surplus target, the expenditure ceiling 
and the economy’s cyclical position. (p.21). 

 

2019 CP 
 
No English version of the CP is available on the EC website, 
nevertheless the Swedish Ministry of Finance publishes an 
English version . It does not mention that an 
independent body has been involved in the production 
or endorsment of the macro-econimic forecast 
underlying the CP. However, it includes some forecast 
comparisons with the European Commission (pp. 
78/79). 
 
The Swedish version of the CP does not include a reference 
that the underlying macroeconomic forecasts. It only 
indicates that Sweden's Convergence Programme for 2019 
is based on the Spring Fiscal Policy Bill for 2019 (Bill 
2019/18:100), which was presented by the Government 
to the Riksdag (Swedish Parliament) on 10 April 2019. 
(..) and that the Swedish Fiscal Policy Council should be 
assigned a clearer role in monitoring the fiscal policy 
framework. (p.7) 
 
The website of the Fiscal Council does also not indicate 
that it approved or endorsed the underlying 
macroeconomic forecasts of the CP. 
 
 

 

 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/27_se_cp_assessment.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/file_import/2019-european-semester-country-report-sweden_en.pdf
https://www.government.se/reports/2019/05/swedens-convergence-programme-2019/
https://www.government.se/reports/2019/05/swedens-convergence-programme-2019/
https://www.government.se/4adaa0/contentassets/830c164b99d443feb2186de49f8e1057/swedens-convergence-programme-2019.pdf
https://www.government.se/4adaa0/contentassets/830c164b99d443feb2186de49f8e1057/swedens-convergence-programme-2019.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/2019-european-semester-convergence-programme-sweden_sv.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/2019-european-semester-convergence-programme-sweden_sv.pdf
http://www.finanspolitiskaradet.com/english/swedishfiscalpolicycouncil.4.6f04e222115f0dd09ea80001437.html
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COM assessment of 2019 CP  
 
«The macroeconomic forecasts underpinning the CP have 
been prepared by the OBR, which is also required by the 
Charter for Budget Responsibility to judge whether the 
government has a greater than 50 per cent chance of meeting 
its fiscal targets under current policy. The most recent OBR 
assessment, included in its March 2019 Economic and Fiscal 
Outlook, shows that all three of the supplementary fiscal 
targets are expected to be met.» (p. 20). 
 
2019 European Semester country report 
 
While the current assessment of compliance with the fiscal 
targets is favourable, some downside risks could prevent the 
UK from complying with the fiscal rules in the medium term. 
The OBR expects the government to meet all three fiscal 
targets. While the mid-2020s is beyond its forecast horizon, 
the OBR judges that meeting the fiscal objective could be 
challenging. On the expenditure side, pressures due to an 
ageing population pose risks. Also the upcoming ‘Spending 
Review’ in 2019 could lead to higher medium-term expenditure 
plans, possibly further calling into question the medium-term 
fiscal objective of a balanced budget by the mid 2020s.  (p.19). 
 

 

2019 CP 
 
«The forecasts for the economy and public finances 
included in the UK’s Convergence Programme are 
prepared by the independent Office for Budget 
Responsibility (OBR). Information on the OBR’s mandate 
is set out in Chapter 4. The forecasts set out in the 
Convergence Programme are from the OBR’s March 2019 
Economic and fiscal outlook, which was published 
alongside Spring Statement 2019»(p.3) 
 
 

Sources: Own screening of the 2019 SCP, the 2020 DBP, the COM assessments of the 2019 SCP, the COM analyses of the 2020 DBP, 
the COM country reports under the 2019 European Semester and the individual websites of the independent bodies (see 
consolidated weblinks on EU network and German independent body websites).  

 

 

Disclaimer and Copyright 

The content of this document is the sole responsibility of the author and any opinions expressed therein do not necessarily represent the official 
position of the European Parliament. It is addressed to the Members and staff of the EP for their parliamentary work. 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, 2020. Contact: egov@ep.europa.eu 
This document is available on the Internet at: www.europarl.europa.eu/supporting-analyses 

 
 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/28_uk_cp_assessment_0.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/file_import/2019-european-semester-country-report-united-kingdom_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/2019-european-semester-convergence-programme-uk_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/business-economy-euro/economic-and-fiscal-policy-coordination/eu-economic-governance-monitoring-prevention-correction/european-semester/european-semester-timeline/national-reform-programmes-and-stability-convergence-programmes/2019-european-semester_en
https://ec.europa.eu/info/business-economy-euro/economic-and-fiscal-policy-coordination/eu-economic-governance-monitoring-prevention-correction/stability-and-growth-pact/annual-draft-budgetary-plans-dbps-euro-area-countries/draft-budgetary-plans-2020_en
https://ec.europa.eu/info/business-economy-euro/economic-and-fiscal-policy-coordination/eu-economic-governance-monitoring-prevention-correction/stability-and-growth-pact/stability-and-convergence-programmes/assessment-programmes-2019_en
https://ec.europa.eu/info/business-economy-euro/economic-and-fiscal-policy-coordination/eu-economic-governance-monitoring-prevention-correction/stability-and-growth-pact/annual-draft-budgetary-plans-dbps-euro-area-countries/draft-budgetary-plans-2020_en
https://ec.europa.eu/info/publications/2019-european-semester-country-reports_en
http://www.euifis.eu/eng/fiscal/120/members
http://www.stabilitaetsrat.de/EN/Beirat/Fiskalraete/Fiskalraete_node.html
mailto:egov@ep.europa.eu
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/supporting-analyses
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The Advisory European Fiscal Board 
This note provides an overview of the main features and recent developments regarding the 
advisory European Fiscal Board. This body was established by the European Commission in 
October 2015, in the context of the implementation of an “integrated framework for sound 
fiscal policies”, proposed in the Five Presidents' Report of June 2015. The Annex presents 
excerpts from the latest Annual Reports published by the board.  

The Decision by the European Commission
In June 2015, the Five Presidents' Report on Completing Europe's Economic and Monetary Union set up a 
roadmap towards a deep, genuine and fair Economic and Monetary Union. One of the planned immediate 
initiatives was the creation of an advisory European Fiscal Board (EFB), aimed at providing a public and 
independent assessment of the budgetary policies of the Member States and the fiscal stance of the Euro 
area. On 21 October 2015, the European Commission presented a Commission Decision establishing an 
independent advisory European Fiscal Board (EFB), as part of the package of measures for a Deeper and 
Fairer Economic and Monetary Union. 

Tasks  
The EFB is tasked to contribute - in an advisory capacity - to the exercise of the Commission's functions in 
the multilateral fiscal surveillance, performed in 
accordance with Articles 121, 126 and 136 of the Treaty on 
the Functioning of the European Union (TFEU). The EFB is 
mandated by the Commission to carry out four main tasks: 
1) Providing to the Commission an assessment of the 
implementation of the Union fiscal framework, in 
particular through the evaluation of the horizontal 
consistency in the decisions taken and the cases of serious 
non-compliance with fiscal rules; 

2) Advising the Commission on the prospective fiscal 
stance appropriate for the Euro area, and on the 
consistency between national fiscal stances and the 
advised fiscal stance of the Euro area; 
3) Cooperating with national fiscal councils, facilitating 
the exchange of best practices; 

4) Providing ad-hoc advice, upon a request of the 
President of the Commission (see further below a request 
made by President Juncker). 

Box: The EFB in the Five Presidents' 
EMU-report  

In accordance with the Guiding Principles of 
the Five Presidents' report (Annex 3), the EFB 
should: 

• Coordinate the network of national fiscal 
councils; 

• Advise the Commission and provide an 
economic judgement on the 
appropriate fiscal stance at the Euro Area 
and national level, on the basis of the 
rules of the Stability and Growth Pact 
(SGP); 

• Issue opinions in connection with the 
assessment of Stability Programmes and 
Draft Budget Plans; and 

• Provide an ex post evaluation on the 
implementation of the economic 
governance framework. 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/business-economy-euro/economic-and-fiscal-policy-coordination/european-fiscal-board-efb_en
http://ec.europa.eu/priorities/economic-monetary-union/docs/5-presidents-report_en.pdf
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=uriserv:OJ.L_.2015.282.01.0037.01.ENG
http://ec.europa.eu/priorities/economic-monetary-union/index_en.htm
http://ec.europa.eu/priorities/economic-monetary-union/index_en.htm
https://ec.europa.eu/info/business-economy-euro/economic-and-fiscal-policy-coordination/european-fiscal-board-efb_en
http://ec.europa.eu/priorities/economic-monetary-union/docs/5-presidents-report_en.pdf
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Composition, independence and accountability  
The EFB is composed of a Chair and four Members. They are appointed by the Commission on a proposal 
of the President, for a period of three years (renewable once), and selected on the basis of merit and 
experience in macroeconomics and budgetary policy-making. The Commission Decision reads "in the 
performance of their tasks, the members of the Board shall act independently and shall neither seek nor take 
instructions from the Union's institutions or bodies, from any government of a Member State or from any other 
public or private body. The members of the secretariat shall take instructions only from the Board "56.  

The Members of the EFB are assisted by a Secretariat, administratively attached to the Commission’ 
Secretariat-General and led by the Head of the Secretariat, appointed for three years, renewable once57. 

Following a call for expression of interest for the selection of the members of the EFB, the Commission 
appointed on 19 October 2016 the Chair and the four Members, chosen after consultation with the European 
Central bank (ECB), the Eurogroup Working Group and the national fiscal councils.  

The EFB’s Chair is Niels Thygesen, from Denmark, Professor Emeritus of International Economics at the 
University of Copenhagen and previously member of the Delors Committee, which prepared the outline of 
the Economic and Monetary Union in Europe in 1988-89. The other members of the EFB are: 

> Roel Beetsma (The Netherlands), Professor at the University of Amsterdam. 
> Massimo Bordignon (Italy), Professor of Public Economics at the Catholic University of Milan.  
> Sandrine Duchêne (France), General Secretary of AXA France and previously Deputy Director-General of 

the French Treasury.  
> Mateusz Szczurek (Poland), Professor of public finance and international economics at Warsaw 

University, former Finance Minister of Poland.  
In accordance with the Commission Decision (Article 6), the EFB provides advice to the Commission and 
publishes an annual activity report, with summaries of the advices and evaluations provided to the 
Commission. 

In its resolution of 17 December 2015 on completing Europe's EMU, the European Parliament stressed that 
"the European Fiscal Board, as the advisory board of the Commission, should be accountable to Parliament and 
that, in this context, its assessment should be public and transparent".  

The Chair of the EFB has presented to the ECON Committee of the European Parliament the following 
publications: 

• The assessment of the fiscal stance for the euro area in 2020, on 24 September 2019; 

• The 2018 Annual Report, on 5 November 2018;  

• The 2017 Annual Report, on 4 December 2017;  

• The assessment of the fiscal stance for the euro area in 2017, on 11 July 2017.  

The Chair of the EFB also participated in an open meeting with ECON Coordinators in December 2016.  

                                                             
56 The Five Presidents' Report (its Annex 3), read “the EFB should conform to the same standard of independence" as 
the national fiscal councils established by Directive 2011/85/EU on requirements for budgetary frameworks of the 
Member States (Article 6.1b) and Regulation 473/2013 (Articles 2 and 5). 
57 Following an amendment of the Commission Decision adopted by the College of Commissioners in February 2016, 
the Head of Secretariat is appointed by the Commission, after having consulted the EFB Chair. In the original version 
of the Commission Decision, the function of Head of Secretariat was exercised by the Chief Economic Analyst of the 
Commission.  

http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:C2016/140/04&rid=20
http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_MEMO-16-3481_en.htm
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?pubRef=-//EP//NONSGML+TA+P8-TA-2015-0469+0+DOC+PDF+V0//EN
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:L:2011:306:0041:0047:EN:PDF
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/ALL/?uri=CELEX%3A32013R0473
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=OJ:JOL_2016_040_R_0008&from=EN
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Reports published by the EFB 
Since 2017, the EFB publishes two regular documents per year:  

• an Annual report, with a review of the implementation of the EU fiscal framework in the previous 
year. The Annex of this document presents some excerpts from the latest Annual Reports; 

• an Assessment of the fiscal stance appropriate for the euro area for the next year, with an 
overview of the  general orientation of fiscal policy in the euro area (based on the latest forecast by 
the Commission) and an advice on the Euro area fiscal stance58. 

> In October 2019, the EFB published the “Annual report 2019”. The report provides a comprehensive 
assessment of the implementation of SGP in the 2018 surveillance cycle. The EFB notes that while in 
2018 the macroeconomic situation was in line with initial expectations, fiscal positions turned out better 
than anticipated, due to high fiscal revenues and the exceptionally accommodative monetary policy by 
the ECB. Nevertheless, economic conditions and sustainability risks warranted fiscal adjustments in 
high-debt Member States. The EFB notes that new forms of flexibility and discretion were applied in 
the 2018 cycle of surveillance, both at the start of the cycle (with the introduction of the so-called 
“margin of discretion”) and at its end, when the overall assessment of compliance included elements 
not provided for in the rules. The EFB makes explicit reference to Italy, for which an EDP was not opened 
“despite its clear departure from the required adjustment path”. The use of two indicators for the 
assessment of compliance (the structural balance and the expenditure rule) is problematic; furthermore, 
other elements contribute to the uncertainty, including statistical treatment of fiscal measures and the 
use of a modified version of the expenditure benchmark or of the output gap. The EFB emphasizes, once 
again, the “inherent difficulty in imposing sanctions on Member States”. 

> In June 2019, the EFB published its “Assessment of the fiscal stance appropriate for the euro area in 
2020”. Based on announced policies, it expects the euro area fiscal stance for 2020 to be on the 
expansionary side. Nevertheless, the EFB recommends a neutral fiscal stance, with appropriate country 
differentiation. The EFB notes that the recommendation for a restrictive fiscal stance for 2019 was based 
on the assumption that the strong growth observed in 2018 would continue; such assumption did not 
materialize and the economy has weakened, in particular in some countries. Therefore, the EFB calls on 
countries that have not yet achieved their medium-term budgetary objective (MTO) to progress towards 
it, as required by the Stability and Growth Pact, in particular those with very high debt, which should to 

                                                             
58 An EGOV not on “The Euro area fiscal stance” provides some information on this topic. 

Box: Institutional position on the set up of the EFB 

In its July 2015 Bulletin (p. 28), the European Central Bank regretted that the EFB was not given the 
right to "provide and publish assessments of the Commission's SGP-related decisions in real time", nor the 
right to "make submissions in the European Parliament and at the relevant Council/Eurogroup meetings". In 
addition, the ECB underlined how the "comply-or-explain" principle foreseen in the Five Presidents' 
Report was not included in the Commission Decision. In its Bulletin of June 2016 (p. 84), the ECB stated 
that “the EFB will not be equipped with policy tools to actively influence the setting of fiscal policies and ... 
Given the envisaged institutional set-up, it is unclear how effectively the European Fiscal Board will be able to 
carry out its role.” 

In its report of July 2016 on the Euro area, the International Monetary Fund stated (p.19) “To enhance 
enforcement and monitoring, the EFB... should be made fully independent in assessing the aggregate fiscal 
stance and implementation of SGP fiscal rules. This could be achieved by separating the EFB from the 
European Commission which is in charge of enforcing the rules and by ensuring strong ties with national 

           

 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/2019-efb-annual-report_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/publications/assessment-prospective-fiscal-stance-appropriate-euro-area-2020_en
https://ec.europa.eu/info/publications/assessment-prospective-fiscal-stance-appropriate-euro-area-2020_en
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/BRIE/2016/587374/IPOL_BRI(2016)587374_EN.pdf
http://www.ecb.europa.eu/pub/pdf/ecbu/eb201507.en.pdf
http://www.ecb.europa.eu/pub/pdf/ecbu/eb201604.en.pdf
http://www.imf.org/external/pubs/ft/scr/2016/cr16219.pdf
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reduce their debt steadily. By contrast, the EFB called on Member States with large available fiscal space 
(in surplus or having reached their MTO) to use more of it. 

> In October 2018, the EFB published its second Annual report (“2018 Annual Report”). The report 
reviewed the way the EU fiscal framework was implemented in 2017, highlighting positive and 
negative developments and scope for improvement. The EFB’s independent assessment is less 
favourable than the Commission’s: it welcomed the return to some timid fiscal consolidation in 2017 in 
the euro area as a whole, but regretted that some Member States with large fiscal imbalances missed 
the opportunity of the solid economic expansion to reduce their high public debt faster and build fiscal 
buffers. The Board noted that flexibility should work symmetrically: after the fiscal framework was 
softened during the recovery, requirements should have been tightened and compliance more strictly 
ensured in better economic times. The report presented a detailed proposal for a simpler and more 
effective Stability and Growth Pact than the current one.  

> On 18 June 2018, the EFB published its “Assessment of the fiscal stance appropriate for the euro area in 
2019”. The report concluded that the favourable economic outlook offered a prime opportunity to 
rebuild fiscal buffers, therefore called for a restrictive euro area fiscal stance in 2019. The EFB 
recommended to making progress with the fiscal architecture of the EMU, and supported the 
Commission proposal to establish a European Investment Stabilisation Function59.  

> On 15 November 2017, the EFB published its first Annual report. The report “reviews the way the EU fiscal 
framework has been implemented, highlighting imperfections and scope for improvement. It provided a 
comprehensive and independent assessment of how the SGP has been applied in the recent past”.  

> On 20 June 2017, the EFB published its first report on “Assessment of the prospective fiscal stance 
appropriate for the euro area”. It expressed the “view that in 2018 a neutral fiscal stance is appropriate for 
the euro area as a whole and that such a stance could be implemented through differentiated national fiscal 
policies within the parameters of the Stability and Growth Pact”.  

On 11 September 2019, the EFB published its “Assessment of the EU fiscal rules, with a focus on the six 
and two-pack legislation”. This document was requested in January 2019 by the President of the 
Commission, J.C. Juncker, who specified also the broad terms of references. The assessment was carried out 
against three main criteria: (1) ensuring the long-term sustainability of public finances; (2) stabilising 
economic activity in a counter-cyclical fashion; and (3) improving the quality of public finances. The EFB has 
taken an evolutionary and broad approach to the analysis of the SGP implementation, noting that “evidence 
of what would have happened if the EU had continued to rely on the pre-crisis rulebook is not available, so 
conclusions are necessarily tentative”. The EFB believes that the reforms introduced with the six and two-pack 
have “moderately advanced sustainability”. It also notes that, in the absence of a movement towards either a 
central fiscal capacity or other features of a deeper Economic and Monetary Union (EMU) and coordination 
of national policies, a burden will continue to be put on the fiscal rules as a partial substitute. The report also 
shows that compliance with the fiscal rules has been mixed and differs markedly depending on the 
fiscal rule and the periods of comparison: “An empirical analysis of numerical fiscal rules at the EU level 
shows that, following the six and two-pack reforms, compliance has generally increased even though it is 
difficult to establish a clear causality. Compared to the pre-crisis period, average compliance across all EU 
numerical rules has marginally improved from 57% to 63%. However, the compliance rates of individual rules 
differ widely when comparing the periods 1998-2007 to 2011-2018. Compliance with the structural balance rule 
increased from 44% to 63%, while compliance with the debt rule declined from 83% to 59%. In practice, 
compliance with the debt rule has been waived by referring to other relevant factors (i.e. compliance with the 
preventive arm and structural reforms) in the assessment. In high-debt countries that made use of flexibility 
within the SGP, the medium-term sustainability of public finances has weakened.” 

 

                                                             
59 In May 2018, the Commission made its proposal for a Regulation of the Parliament and of the Council on a “European 
Investment Stabilisation Function”, in the context of the Multiannual Financial Framework 2021-2027. 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/publications/2018-annual-report-european-fiscal-board_en
https://ec.europa.eu/info/publications/assessment-fiscal-stance-euro-area-2019_en
https://ec.europa.eu/info/publications/assessment-fiscal-stance-euro-area-2019_en
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/2017_efb_annual_report_en_0.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/prospective_euro_area_fiscal_stance_2017_0.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/prospective_euro_area_fiscal_stance_2017_0.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/2019-09-10-assessment-of-eu-fiscal-rules_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/law/better-regulation/initiative/1792/publication/240835/attachment/090166e5bb1735b0_en
https://ec.europa.eu/info/law/better-regulation/initiative/1792/publication/240835/attachment/090166e5bb1735b0_en
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The EFB proposes to overcome the complexity of the current EU 
fiscal framework by simplifying the EU fiscal rules and by 
improving the governance of the fiscal framework. The EFB 
advocates for a reformed SGP which would be based on: one single 
target (sustainable public debt), which could be made country-
specific and cover a seven-year cycle; 

• one single instrument (controlling net expenditure growth, to 
be linked to potential growth); and 

• one general escape clause, triggered based on independent 
economic judgement. 

The EFB’s proposes the introduction of a limited “Golden rule” to 
protect public investment, while avoiding overburdening the EU 
fiscal rules with too many conflicting objectives; more specifically, 
the proposed Golden rule would exclude some specific growth-
enhancing expenditure from the net primary expenditure growth 
ceiling.  
The proposed simplifications should help in reconciling the 
objective of sustainability of public finances and economic 
stabilisation, and would also facilitate an agreement aimed at 
implementing the euro area fiscal stance. 
The EFB also publishes ad hoc methodological or research papers and proceedings from workshops. 

Some further reading on public finances in EMU 

> The 2019 Stability and Convergence Programmes by the European Commission in July 2019. It provides 
an overview of budgetary developments in 2018, as well as of the fiscal plans for 2019-2021 submitted 
by Member States in the 2019 Stability and Convergence Programmes. It also presents an analysis of the 
recent and prospective fiscal stance in the euro area and in the European Union as a whole. 

> The European Fiscal Monitor by the network of EU Independent Fiscal Institutions (IFIs), published in 
July 2019. It includes country specific contributions from 24 independent national fiscal monitoring 
bodies of the EU, as well as an overview produced by the Network’s Secretariat. Several national bodies 
report of (likely) non-compliance with fiscal rules – national or at EU-level – despite favourable economic 
conditions. 

> Implementation of the Stability and Growth Pact by the EGOV Unit of the European Parliament. It gives 
an overview of key developments under the preventive and corrective arms of the Stability and Growth 
Pact on the basis of (1) the latest Council decisions and recommendations in the framework of the SGP: 
(2) the latest European Commission economic forecasts; and (3) the latest COM opinions on the Draft 
Budgetary Plans of euro area Member States. The document is regularly updated. 

> Structural budget balances in EU Member States by the EGOV Unit of the European Parliament. It 
provides a short overview of the concept and application of the structural balance rule(s) in the EU. It will 
be regularly updated, in particular, the Annex that shows progress made (based on the latest Commission 
forecast) by Member States in reaching their structural budget commitments under the preventive arm 
of the SGP. 

> Public finances in Euro Area Member States: Selected indicators by the EGOV Unit of the European 
Parliament. It presents selected indicators on public finance for the Euro Area Member States and the 
Euro Area as a whole. 

> The European Semester for economic policy coordination: A reflection paper by the EGOV Unit of the 
European Parliament. It provides an overview of the current EU economic governance framework, in 

Box: Excerpt from the European 
Parliament resolution of 13 
March 2019 on the European 
Semester: 

The European Parliament... 

31. Welcomes the European Fiscal 
Board’s proposal for a radical 
simplification of the budgetary rules 
to further improve the current EU 
fiscal framework; stresses that 
flexibility, as built into the rules of the 
SGP, allows Member States to strike a 
good balance between the objective 
of ensuring prudent fiscal policy and 
facilitating productive investments; 
calls on the Commission to take all 
country-specific factors into account 
for the purposes of its debt 
sustainability analyses  

https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/ip110_en.pdf
https://www.euifis.eu/eng/fiscal/261/
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/IDAN/2018/497746/IPOL_IDA(2018)497746_EN.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/BRIE/2017/587388/IPOL_BRI(2017)587388_EN.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/BRIE/2018/624406/IPOL_BRI(2018)624406_EN.pdf
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/STUD/2019/624440/IPOL_STU(2019)624440_EN.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/doceo/document/TA-8-2019-0201_EN.pdf
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particular of the so-called EU ‘rule- based’ surveillance framework of national budgetary, economic and 
social policies. It raises some broad questions on the lessons learned and proposes some reflections for 
the future. 

> Coordination and Surveillance of Budgetary Policies of Euro Area Member States during the Autumn 
Cycle by the EGOV Unit of the European Parliament. It gives an overview of the main steps in the 
framework of euro area Member States’ budgetary policy coordination and surveillance during the 
autumn cycle of the European Semester. This enhanced monitoring and is done in accordance with EU 
law. It aims at identifying and correcting - at an early stage - any risks of deviation from fiscal policy 
recommendations agreed by the Member States, ultimately by asking an updated draft budgetary plan. 

> The role of national fiscal bodies: State of play by the EGOV Unit of the European Parliament. It provides 
an overview of the role played by independent national fiscal bodies in the preparations of forthcoming 
budgets of EU Member States. 

  

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/BRIE/2014/528769/IPOL_BRI(2014)528769_EN.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/BRIE/2014/528769/IPOL_BRI(2014)528769_EN.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/IDAN/2017/602071/IPOL_IDA(2017)602071_EN.pdf
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Annex: Selected items from EFB 2019, 2018 and 2017 Annual Reports  

2019 Annual report 

While the macro outlook was in line with initial expectations, fiscal positions turned out to be better than 
anticipated. Medium-term fiscal plans in spring 2017 envisaged an aggregate budget deficit of around 1% of 
GDP for 2018, in both the euro area and the EU as a whole. The actual budget deficit turned out to be around 
0.5% of GDP, as the economic expansion led to unexpected windfalls in the collection of income and wealth 
taxes. In the euro area, revenues came in 0.8% of GDP higher than planned in the stability programmes, of 
which only 0.1% is explained by new discretionary fiscal measures. At the same time, the continuation of an 
exceptionally accommodative monetary policy by the European Central Bank throughout the year led to lower-
than-expected debt servicing costs. The structural primary balance of the euro area improved by 0.1% of 
GDP in 2018. This was in line with the overall fiscal adjustment required under the Stability and Growth Pact 
(SGP), as set out in the country specific recommendations of spring 2017. Around half of the windfalls occurred 
in Germany, which was already at its medium-term budgetary objective (MTO). Lower interest expenditure 
generated additional fiscal leeway for euro area governments, but this cannot be considered a fiscal effort, since 
financing conditions are not directly under the control of the government. As a result, the underlying budgetary 
positions of many euro area Member States did not improve. 

Net expenditure growth in 2018 exceeded potential growth, which is currently estimated at a disappointing 1.0%. 
In 2018, primary expenditure net of discretionary revenue measures grew by almost 2%, signalling a measurable 
fiscal expansion. Hence, like in past years, favourable economic conditions have not been used to build fiscal 
buffers in many Member States, with a fiscal policy overly expansionary. 

While the overall picture of formal compliance with the requirements of the preventive arm looks positive, 
estimates of the underlying fiscal position of several Member States have benefited from statistical 
revisions in potential output, which tend to be pro-cyclical. 

As for individual Member States, the EFB identifies substantial gaps in compliance with the SGP requirements: 
> Spain exited its excessive deficit procedure but continued to pursue a nominal strategy. 
> Belgium, Ireland, Italy, Hungary, Romania, Slovenia and Slovakia were in significant deviation according to 

both the indicators (structural deficit and expenditure benchmark). However, only in three cases (Italy, 
Hungary and Romania) did the Commission conclude that there was evidence of a significant deviation from 
the requirements of the preventive arm. In the end a significant deviation procedure was launched only for 
Hungary and Romania, to whom sanctions do not apply. 

> For Italy, the Commission did not recommend corrective measures for Italy, despite a significant deviation in 
2018. In the 2019 cycle, for the first time since the entry into force of the two-pack legislation, the Commission 
asked a government to submit a revised draft budget. Once the Italian authorities initially failed to 
substantially modify the budget, the Commission took the first steps envisaged by the Treaty towards 
opening an EDP. However, it decided not to open an EDP after the government adopted an amended budget 
law with a lower projected deficit. 

> In the case of Belgium, the Commission considered there was insufficient ground to formally conclude on a 
significant deviation for 2018 (based on some statistical treatment of measures). 

> In the cases of Latvia, Portugal and Slovakia, the overall assessment considered elements beyond the two 
established indicators of compliance. 

> In the case of Slovenia, an alternative estimate of the output gap was used in the final assessment, which 
made a material difference for the conclusions. 

The EFB report concludes with remarks on the independent fiscal institutions (IFIs), which in some Member 
States played an important role in strengthening transparency and accountability. IFIs also enhanced the 
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transparency of the electoral process by assessing the fiscal impact of political programmes (e.g. in the 
Netherlands, Latvia and Slovenia). The EFB concludes noting that defining a set of minimum standards would 
help to make EU IFIs more effective. 

2018 Annual Report 

The macro-economy of the euro area and the EU gained considerable momentum in 2017. Real GDP increased 
by 2.4 % in both areas, more than half a percentage point faster than anticipated in spring 2016 when Member 
States presented their updated stability and convergence programmes. The rate of unemployment fell to levels 
observed during previous cyclical peaks. At the end of the 2017 EU fiscal surveillance cycle, 13 Member States 
were estimated to have achieved their medium-term budgetary objective (MTO), more than twice as many 
compared to spring 2016 when the 2017 surveillance cycle started.   

Although favourable, the bird’s-eye view masks a number of important issues. First, the improvement of fiscal 
positions in 2017 differed markedly across Member States. Some took full advantage of better-than-expected 
economic conditions and even reduced expenditure levels compared to plans, while others used windfall gains 
to adjust government expenditure (net of one-off increases) upward. The first group included euro area countries 
where the fiscal position was comparatively sound, whereas the second group comprised countries where the 
fiscal position was weaker. If all euro area countries had implemented the expenditure levels presented in their 
2016 stability programmes, the aggregate budget deficit would have narrowed to 0.7 % of GDP, rather than 
showing a deficit of close to 1 % of GDP.  

Second, the fact that windfalls were only partly used to improve fiscal positions is also due to the unreliable 
quality of potential GDP estimates, the linchpin of the EU surveillance toolbox. On the back of statistical 
revisions of national accounts plus changes of the commonly agreed method for estimating potential output, in 
spring 2018 the level of 2017 euro area potential GDP was up by close to 2 % compared to spring 2016 — by the 
same amount as actual GDP. At unchanged expenditure levels, such a revision alone would have implied a 
correction of the structural budget balance of the euro area of close to 1 % of GDP. Such an improvement 
compared to initial projections inevitably entices governments. As a result, the pro-cyclical properties of the 
structural budget balance came to pass.  

Third, the implementation of the Stability and Growth Pact (SGP) did not adapt to the much improved 
macroeconomic conditions. For countries with weaker fiscal positions, implementation largely followed the 
practice of previous years when the euro area and the EU economies showed signs of weakness. Some 
forbearance may have been justified in spring 2016 when the Commission and the Council issued guidance for 
2017 and the balance of risks was still perceived to be tilted to the downside. However, in the course of 2017 
and then in spring 2018, the implementation of the rules continued to rely on elements of flexibility and 
judgement introduced to accommodate difficult economic times, while the economic conditions had 
improved markedly. In sum, 2017 was a clear example of both the asymmetry of the EU fiscal rules and the 
notorious difficulty of getting the timing of discretion right.  

Amid concerns of excessive complexity and lack of transparency, the Commission and the Council agreed on 
some innovations to the implementation of the SGP. However, these initiatives did not achieve their stated 
objectives of simplifying the rules, because: (i) they added new elements without resolving potential conflicts 
with existing provisions and methods; and (ii) they were coupled with initiatives going in the opposite direction 
bearing witness to the persisting tendency to find and codify new forms of flexibility. As a result, complexity 
and opacity have actually increased. 

Simpler rules and procedures are necessary but will not be enough to ensure effectiveness. One of the main 
predicaments of the current EU fiscal framework is the increasingly blurred distinction between the analytical 
assessment underpinning the application of the rules and the final decision of the policy-makers. As long as 
concerns about the impartiality of the assessment are not addressed, any attempt to simplify the rules would be 
short-lived. The quest or drive towards refinements and codification would continue. One way to enhance trust 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/publications/2018-annual-report-european-fiscal-board_en
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among Member States and between the Commission and the Council is to clearly separate the role of the 
assessor from that of the decision maker(s). Since trust is the flipside of reputation, the governance of the SGP 
needs to be adapted, either by assigning the task of the assessment to an independent entity, or by endowing 
the assessor with the necessary independence. 

In 2017 some national independent fiscal institutions (IFIs) helped promoting fiscal discipline and improving 
the quality of official forecasts. Others remained silent, partly because of practical, institutional and political 
constraints. Important conditions for an effective role of IFIs are that they have free access to all the relevant 
information, at both national and EU level, and that governments have to comply with or explain deviations from 
their advice. 

2017 Annual Report 

Assessment on the application of the SGP in 2016  

Application of the full range of flexibility clauses and other contingency provisions of the SGP revealed a degree 
of complexity that raised questions of transparency and equal treatment in the Council. Discretion and 
judgement came to play an increasingly important role, raising the issue of who was to exercise them, and how. 
The actual assessment of compliance with the SGP rules also drew increasing attention because it involves two 
indicators, or two different methods which, although conceptually equivalent, in practice often support 
diverging conclusions in terms of compliance or non-compliance. Again, the role of judgement in a system 
originally designed to be rules-based came increasingly to the fore. 

In procedural terms, several developments stood out. 

1. Under the preventive arm of the SGP, the Commission's ex post assessment of a flexibility clause granted to 
Italy did not provide a firm conclusion as to whether or not the required structural reforms had been 
implemented. 

2. There were inconsistencies, across both time and several countries, in the way the two indicators for assessing 
compliance were used. 

3. Cases of early and late submissions of draft budgetary plans gave rise to discussions among Member States in 
the autumn of 2015. The period during which plans were to be presented was made clear in September 2016, as 
were the specific rules for caretaker governments. 

4. In May 2016, the Commission put forward country-specific recommendations for Spain and Portugal which 
extended the deadline for correcting their excessive deficits, in conflict with the existing recommendations 
issued by the Council under Article 126 of the Treaty. 

5. The Commission delayed its assessment of effective action under the corrective arm of the SGP for Spain and 
Portugal until July 2016, despite having proposed already in May to extend the deadline for correction. 

6. Member States with an insufficient rate of debt reduction – Belgium, Italy and Finland - were not placed under 
the corrective arm of the SGP, thanks to a broad interpretation of the other relevant factors. 

These points are significant but they need to be seen in the specific context of the 2016 surveillance cycle. As 
indicated above, 2016 was not a typical year in the history of the SGP. In one way or another, virtually all the limits 
implied by the rules turned into actual constraints putting a lot of pressure on Member States, the Commission 
and the Council. The margins of the rules-based system have been explored and it is actually noteworthy that the 
number of significant cases was fairly limited. 

Suggestions related to reforming the SGP  

> Reduce the complexity of the SGP, while introducing well defined escape clauses to be triggered and 
applied with the involvement of independent judgement. This would serve the triple aim of simplifying rules, 
safeguarding flexibility and enhancing transparency. 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/publications/2017-annual-report-european-fiscal-board_en
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> Under the corrective arm of the SGP, allow for updating EDP recommendations in the event of an 
unexpected improvement of economic conditions. This would enhance the symmetry of rules and 
prevent a recurring practice to replace structural adjustments with budgetary windfalls. 

> Under the preventive arm of the SGP, require Member States to compensate for past deviations from the 
adjustment path towards the medium-term budgetary objective (MTO). This would prevent Member 
States from systematically planning deviations within the allowed margins. 

> Broaden and simplify the use of macroeconomic conditionality in the EU budget in order to strengthen 
the enforcement of the rules and safeguard the effectiveness of EU finances. 

> Introduce in the SGP a link to the Macroeconomic Imbalance Procedure (MIP) by regulating the speed of 
adjustment towards the MTO in relation to Member States' macroeconomic imbalances. This would address 
the risks that imbalances may pose to fiscal sustainability. 

The role of Independent Fiscal Institutions (IFIs)) 

The IFIs vary significantly across the EU Member States in terms of their design, scope, and mandate. This 
heterogeneity is mainly determined by pre-existing institutional setups prevailing at the national level, including 
local traditions, historical experiences and country-specific policy challenges. Although national specificities are 
to be acknowledged in the setup of IFIs, there is also a need to ensure that they enjoy a basic degree of 
effectiveness and leverage vis-à-vis national governments. 

The broad panorama of IFIs offers a unique opportunity to draw lessons of good practice, in line with the mandate 
of the European Fiscal Board. However, providing a full and comprehensive review of all EU IFIs is a daunting task 
that goes beyond the scope of this report. Rather, this section takes a selective approach. It first presents a portrait 
of two specific IFIs – the Irish and the Dutch - with the objective to identify elements of best practice. 

Possible fiscal stabilisation tool for the euro area  

A centralised fiscal instrument would add stability to the euro area. (...) The two most prominent proposals for a 
centralised stabilisation capacity are (i) an investment protection scheme, to remedy the observed pro-cyclicality 
in public investments; (ii) a common unemployment reinsurance scheme, to give national budgets more 
breathing space during downturns, when the provision of unemployment benefits becomes significant.  

While both proposals have pros and cons, the EFB is of the view that the investment protection scheme would 
be easier to implement both technically and politically.  
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What do we know about the BICC today? 

I. The budgetary instrument for convergence and competitiveness 

In October 2019, the Eurogroup agreed the main features of a budgetary instrument for convergence and 
competitiveness (BICC), following up on earlier agreements in June. The BICC is a budgetary tool aimed at 
financing structural reforms and public investments in euro area Member States, strengthening potential 
growth of their economies and the resilience of the single currency against economic shocks. As explained 
by the President of the Eurogroup in May “Bringing economies more into line with one another should increase 
the efficacy of monetary policy and ease concerns about the need for permanent fiscal transfers. In turn, this 
would provide assurance and confidence for the development of much needed risk-sharing mechanisms at the 
Euro Area level.” and that the BICC “will be created in addition to the current instruments that are available to all 
EU members and which are justified by our common policies. (...) This will be a new instrument. One that can 
address the specific needs of the Euro Area and reinforces economic coordination among its members. (...)”.  

The budgetary instrument for convergence and competitiveness is part of the 
Eurogroup December 2018 “comprehensive plan to strengthen the Euro’’. This note 
presents its main features, as known on the basis of public sources, and discusses 
the steps leading to the Eurogroup agreement of October 2019. It addresses its 
connection with the European Semester and the more general framework of 
economic policy coordination. This note will be updated on the basis of further 
available information. 

https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/council-eu/eurogroup/president/news/2019-5-7-speech-bloomberg/
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According to currently available information, the BICC will be part of the EU budget, under discussion in the 
context of the Multiannual Financial Framework (MFF) proposed by the Commission in May 2018.  More 
specifically, it will be integrated into the Commission proposals for a Reform Support Programme (see next 
section). It will be strongly interlinked with and within the European Semester for economic policy 
coordination. 

Its main features are set out in term sheet agreed by the Eurogroup in its 9 October meeting, which 
complements the one agreed on 14 June: 

 The BICC will be based on a legal instrument (the relevant MFF Commission proposal, to be 
amended) and on an additional act specifying  the governance framework (Commission proposal, 
see section II.3 below); 

 The size of the instrument will be decided in the context of the MFF  discussions, but current 
information points to an overall size of €17 bn;  

 An Intergovernmental Agreement allowing Member States to add funds to the instrument will be 
negotiated among participant Member States;  

 Priorities for financing will be defined in the context of the European Semester, through a reinforced 
euro area recommendation that reflects ex ante strategic guidance provided by euro area Member 
States (Euro Summit and the Eurogroup);  

 The Commission will assess the Member States’ proposals on the basis of transparent criteria and 
involving the relevant preparatory committees of the Eurogroup; 

 Access to financing will depend on the implementation of structural reforms and investments, the 
respect of the applicable macro-economic conditionality foreseen in the Common Provisions 
Regulation and the respect of horizontal rules applying to the implementation of the EU budget (e.g. 
Financial Regulation); 

 The financial support will be delivered in the form of grants (direct financial contributions from the 
EU budget) and in instalments, subject to the fulfilment of agreed milestones; a national co-financing 
contribution of 25% is foreseen, subject to modulation in cases of severe economic downturns;  

 Member States will be required to report on the implementation of reform and investment 
commitments regularly, in the context of the European Semester;  

 The Commission will be responsible for budgetary implementation and the European Parliament for 
giving the discharge, after the Council has given its recommendation. Implementation will be subject 
to the scrutiny of the European Court of Auditors; 

 Non-euro-area member states participating in the Exchange Rate Mechanism II will be able to 
participate in the BICC on a voluntary basis. 

The Eurogroup discussed whether the BICC should be a “stand-alone instrument”60. Definitive views will be 
put forward in the legislative process, once both Council and Parliament positions are clearer.  

Section III further details the known characteristics of BICC. Reaching agreement on its features was 
underpinned by a number of initiatives, some of which are described in section II below. In particular, the 
Commission proposals for a Reform Delivery Tool - as a financial incentive for Member States to promote 
structural reforms, as opposed to the current frameworks that mostly aim to prevent imbalances and 
excessive deficits61 - and of a European Investment Stabilisation Function - as a first step of a European 
macroeconomic stabilisation instrument - are very relevant. Both aspects are, to some extent, still reflected 
in the BICC (see section III below), although the scope for stabilisation is, indeed, much more limited 
compared to what the Commission foresaw with the European Investment Stabilisation Function.  

In January, the Committee of the Regions published its stakeholders’ consultative document on the BICC.  

                                                             

60 After the Eurogroup November 2019 meeting, the EG President reported that “several members asked for a dedicated 
regulation on the BICC on the grounds that it is a stand-alone instrument”.  
61 Please see specific EGOV briefing on the European Semester for economic policy coordination for a discussion on 
prevention and promotion of policies as objectives of the Semester (in particular section 3).  

https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/41173/summing-up-letter-eg-9-october-2019.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2019/06/14/term-sheet-on-the-budgetary-instrument-for-convergence-and-competitiveness/
https://ec.europa.eu/commission/publications/factsheets-long-term-budget-proposals_en
https://cor.europa.eu/en/events/Documents/ECON/20200131-BICC-Background-note.pdf#search=BICC
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2019/11/07/remarks-by-mario-centeno-following-the-eurogroup-meeting-of-7-november-2019/
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/STUD/2019/624440/IPOL_STU(2019)624440_EN.pdf


IPOL | Economic Governance Support Unit 
 

PE 634.359 189 

II. The reference framework underpinning the budgetary instrument  

The discussion on setting up a fiscal capacity for the euro area has been ongoing for a long time. It gained 
renewed momentum with the Commission proposals to establish the Reform Support Programme (RSP) 
and a European Investment Stabilisation Function (EISF) to strengthen Europe's Economic and Monetary 
Union (EMU) on 31 May 2018, as part of the package for the upcoming MFF for 2021-2027, and with the 
Eurogroup discussions following the conclusions of the Euro Summit of December 2018. Other relevant 
proposals have been put forward over time to address such concerns, both by Member States and 
institutions.  

II.1 The Commission proposals in the context of the Multiannual Financial Framework 

As part of the MFF, the Commission put forward in May 2018 two new proposals for instruments addressing 
the deepening of the EMU. These are the Reform Support Programme (with three specific instruments, see 
below) and the European Investment Stabilisation Function. 

These new instruments would complement other EU funds, notably the European Structural and Investment 
Funds and the new InvestEU Fund, and would all be coordinated and integrated with the European 
Semester.  

The main elements of the Reform Support Programme and the EISF are presented below.  

(1) The Reform Support Programme 

The Reform Support Programme (RSP) is a package consisting of the three instruments: the Reform 
Delivery Tool - RDT, the Convergence Facility - CF - and the Technical Support Instrument - TSI. The 
Technical Support Instrument builds up on the current Structural Reform Support Programme. The 
legal proposal is based on articles 175, third subparagraph62 and 197(2)63 of the Treaty on the 
Functioning of the European Union (TFUE), requiring agreement of Parliament and Council (ordinary 
legislative procedure, see here)64. The RDT and the TSI are available to all Member States; the CF is 
aimed solely to non-euro area Member States “which have taken demonstrable steps towards adopting 
the single currency within a given timeframe.”. The Programme would have an overall budget of € 25 
bn. The Annex to this note summarises the main elements of these three instruments.  

 (2) The European Investment Stabilisation Function 

The European Investment Stabilisation Function (EISF) aims at providing euro area Member States 
with an instrument to better respond to rapidly changing economic circumstances and stabilise their 
economy in the event of large asymmetric shocks. The EISF would deploy up to €30 bn for back-to-
back loans under the EU budget, coupled with a grant component (collected through a special 
vehicle) to cover the cost of interests and financed by euro area Member States in amounts equivalent 

                                                             
62 The relevant provision reads: “If specific actions prove necessary outside the Funds and without prejudice to the measures 
decided upon within the framework of the other Union policies, such actions may be adopted by the European Parliament 
and the Council acting in accordance with the ordinary legislative procedure and after consulting the Economic and Social 
Committee and the Committee of the Regions.”.  
63 The relevant provision reads: “The Union may support the efforts of Member States to improve their administrative 
capacity to implement Union law. Such action may include facilitating the exchange of information and of civil servants as 
well as supporting training schemes. No Member State shall be obliged to avail itself of such support. The European 
Parliament and the Council, acting by means of regulations in accordance with the ordinary legislative procedure, shall 
establish the necessary measures to this end, excluding any harmonisation of the laws and regulations of the Member 
States.”.  
64 The regulation foresees provisions applying in general to the financing programme (articles 1 to 7 and 33 to 39) and 
details in separate chapters dealing with the three instruments: the RDT (articles 8 to 17), the TSI (articles 18 to 23) and 
the CF (articles 24 to 32). 

https://ec.europa.eu/commission/sites/beta-political/files/budget-proposals-economic-monetary-union-may-2018_en.pdf
https://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_MEMO-18-3971_en.htm
https://ec.europa.eu/commission/sites/beta-political/files/budget-may2018-reform-support-programme-regulation_en.pdf
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:12012E/TXT&from=EN
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:12012E/TXT&from=EN
https://oeil.secure.europarl.europa.eu/oeil/popups/ficheprocedure.do?reference=2018/0213(COD)&l=en
https://ec.europa.eu/commission/sites/beta-political/files/budget-may2018-investment-stabilisation-function-regulation_en.pdf
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to their monetary income (seigniorage65). The Commission also foresaw that Member States could, 
over time, decide to complement this fund with additional resources, namely building on the ESM 
(and the future European Monetary Fund) and a possible voluntary insurance mechanism to be set up 
by Member States. The instrument would be limited to euro area Member States, but open to non-
euro area Member States wishing to participate, insofar also contributing to the financing (through 
the special vehicle to be set up). To better be able to absorb asymmetric shocks, the EIFS would kick 
in automatically, subject to clear eligibility criteria determined in advance and reflecting sound 
financial and macroeconomic policy goals66. The EISF would complement the European Stability 
Mechanism (ESM)67, the European Financial Stabilisation Mechanism (EFSM) and the balance of 
payments facility (BoP), providing EU Member States instruments allowing rapid economic rebound 
in case of shocks and preventing these from evolving into crisis and spilling over to other EU 
economies. 

These features are reflected in a May 2018 Commission proposal for a Regulation based on  article 
175, third subparagraph, of the TFUE68 . The Commission noted in the explanatory memorandum to 
its proposal that “It is also important to recall that the EISF instrument established under the proposed 
Regulation should be seen as a first step in the development over time of a voluntary insurance mechanism 
for the purpose of macro-economic stabilisation. The latter mechanism would be based on voluntary 
contributions by euro area Member States and could have a borrowing capacity.” 

The Council has been reluctant in discussing the Commission proposal on EISF, insofar having a 
stabilisation function at European level is highly debatable among the Member States. The Parliament 
position is still awaited as well69. 

II.2 The Euro Summit and Eurogroup decisions 

Following up on earlier Commission’s proposals and discussions at the Euro Summit70, the Eurogroup (EG) 
agreed in January 2018 that its upcoming policy work would focus on two priority areas: completing the 
Banking Union and reforming of the European Stability Mechanism (ESM). Nevertheless, requests were 
made to continue discussing a fiscal capacity and improved fiscal rules – in order to reach a comprehensive 
political decision by June 2018. The 3 December 2018 Eurogroup delivered political agreement on a 
‘’comprehensive plan to strengthen the Euro’’ that materialised in:  

(1) A report to the Euro Leaders meeting of 14 December and 3 annexes, dealing with (a) the terms of 
reference for the FRS backstop, (b) the ESM Term sheet and (c) the ESM-COM cooperation agreement; 

(2) A proposal for the establishment of a High Level Working Group on a European deposit insurance scheme 
(HLWG on EDIS), with a broad mandate encompassing other missing elements such as liquidity in 
resolution; and  

                                                             
65 See ECB explainer. Each Member State would be contributing to the fund a percentage of the amount it receives as 
seigniorage from the single currency. The ECB passes it, as dividends, to national central banks which pass it to their 
national governments. It would not be monetary financing because the amount would only be considered a reference 
value, and Member States would have to use their budgetary resources to finance this fund. 
66 As set out in the Commission Communication proposing the Multiannual Financial Framework (MFF), of May 2018, 
the EIFS would be a programme outside the ceilings of the EU Budget whilst the SRP (together with the Cohesion and 
Regional Funds) would be part of heading II (Cohesion and Values). For an overview of instruments and policies covered 
by Heading II, please see EPRS specific briefing, and also on EISF.   
67 For an overview of ESM see specific EGOV briefing.  
68 See footnote 3 above.  
69 To be adopted under the co-decision procedure by the European Parliament and Council.  
70 Of particular note, one should mention the discussions and decisions taken at the December 2017 Euro Summit.  

https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/BRIE/2014/497755/IPOL-ECON_NT(2014)497755_EN.pdf
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/STUD/2018/614499/IPOL_STU(2018)614499_EN.pdf
https://www.esm.europa.eu/
https://ec.europa.eu/info/business-economy-euro/economic-and-fiscal-policy-coordination/eu-financial-assistance/loan-programmes/european-financial-stabilisation-mechanism-efsm_en
https://ec.europa.eu/info/business-economy-euro/economic-and-fiscal-policy-coordination/eu-financial-assistance/loan-programmes/balance-payments-bop-assistance_en
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/resource.html?uri=cellar:c9301291-64b1-11e8-ab9c-01aa75ed71a1.0001.03/DOC_1&format=PDF
https://oeil.secure.europarl.europa.eu/oeil/popups/ficheprocedure.do?reference=2018/0212(COD)&l=en
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/32572/summing-up-letter-eurogroup-22-january-2018.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2018/12/04/remarks-by-m-centeno-following-the-eurogroup-meeting-of-3-december-2018/pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2018/12/04/eurogroup-report-to-leaders-on-emu-deepening/
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/37268/tor-backstop_041218_final_clean.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/37268/tor-backstop_041218_final_clean.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/37267/esm-term-sheet-041218_final_clean.pdf
https://www.esm.europa.eu/press-releases/joint-position-future-cooperation-between-european-commission-and-esm
https://www.ecb.europa.eu/explainers/tell-me/html/seigniorage.en.html
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=COM%3A2018%3A321%3AFIN
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/BRIE/2019/633148/EPRS_BRI(2019)633148_EN.pdf
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/BRIE/2019/630361/EPRS_BRI(2019)630361_EN.pdf
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/BRIE/2014/497755/IPOL-ECON_NT(2014)497755_EN.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/meetings/euro-summit/2017/12/15/
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(3) A possible budgetary instrument for the euro area71 (the budgetary instrument for convergence and 
competitiveness, BICC), which Ministers continued discussing throughout their meetings in 201972.  

A first agreement on the main features of the BICC was reached in June 2019, and the relevant details on 
financial allocations were agreed at the October 2019 EG meeting. In its remarks, the PEG concluded that 
the “BICC [will be] an innovative tool, different from other EU funds. (…) But this is not a cohesion fund. It is an 
instrument for all members of the euro area. Each and every Member State will receive funding – even the 
wealthiest Member States get back at least 70% of what they put in.”. The EG also is said to “understand[s]” that 
the agreement on BICC will not preclude discussions on the Commission’s proposals on the CF and the TSI. 
The EG is nevertheless silent in respect to other pillars of Commission’ proposals, namely, the RDT and the 
EISF. The main characteristics of BICC are set out further below in section III.  

An investment stabilisation function at euro area level appears to be currently absent from EG discussions. 
One should note that the EG President summing up letter after the July 2019 meeting points to some 
Ministers having requested work on a stabilisation function for the euro area to continue. Nevertheless, no 
further references are found to that on EG public information.  

In parallel with the BICC, the EG - in extended format - also discussed a possible instrument for the non-euro 
area Member States not participating in the BICC: the Convergence and Reform Instrument (CRI), aimed to 
support the convergence of non-euro area Member States towards the euro area, by providing financial 
support for structural reforms. It is aimed at non euro area countries with structural challenges, as evidenced 
by income per capita below the euro area average. EG President mentions the CRI would build on the 
existing Commission legislative proposal (namely the Reform Delivery Tool and the Convergence Facility 
under the Reform Support Programme). The amounts to be allocated could comprise the non-euro area 
share of the financial envelope of the Reform Delivery Tool, as well as the envelope assigned for the 
Convergence Facility as proposed by the Commission in its original MFF proposal (the Finnish Presidency 
MFF negotiation box foresees, nevertheless, a smaller amount - EUR 5 511 million). Its governance would be 
clearly distinct from the governance framework of the BICC. The CRI would draw on the coordination 
mechanisms of the European Semester, including the country-specific recommendations, to identify the 
focus areas of the instrument.  

                                                             
71 The report to Euro Leaders mentions Ministers having reached agreement on a “possible instruments for 
competitiveness, convergence and stabilisation in EMU” but limited in scope to convergence and competitiveness. As 
referred in the report:  “The possible features of a stabilisation function were also discussed, including the unemployment 
insurance scheme. We did not reach a common view on the need and design of such a function. Technical discussions 
continue.”. The Euro Summit statement further mentions that: “In the context of the Multiannual Financial Framework 
(MFF), we mandate the Eurogroup to work on the design, modalities of implementation and timing of a budgetary 
instrument for convergence and competitiveness for the euro area, and ERM II Member States on a voluntary basis. It will be 
part of the EU budget, coherent with other EU policies, and subject to criteria and strategic guidance from the euro area 
Member States. We will determine its size in the context of the MFF. The features of the budgetary instrument will be agreed 
in June 2019. The instrument will be adopted in accordance with the legislative procedure, as foreseen by the Treaties, on the 
basis of the relevant Commission proposal to be amended if necessary.”.  

72 Ministers held discussions in January,  February, March, April and May. In their June meeting, Ministers reached 
agreement on the instrument term sheet but nevertheless could not agree on appropriate options for its financing and 
no consensus emerged in relation to a stabilisation function either. PEG further noted, in its remarks after the meeting, 
that “More work is needed, but today we have taken a number of small steps that combined result in real progress.”.  In its 
Communication on the Multiannual Financial Framework (MFF) addressed to the June European Council (“Roadmap 
to an agreement on the Union’s long-term budget for 2021-2027”), the Commission also noted that “Substantial 
progress has also been achieved on the features of a budgetary instrument for convergence and competitiveness for the euro 
area. (...) work is progressing rapidly on the basis of the Commission’s proposal for a Reform Support Programme. Positions 
are converging and agreement on the main features of the instrument is getting closer.”. Discussions continued in July and  
September EG meetings, and agreement on all aspects of BICC  was reached at the October EG meeting. In the 
December EG meeting, Ministers took stock of progress and were informed that “Technical work on the need, content, 
modalities and size of an IGA has started and the EWG will report to us next year, in due time to allow for a final decision in 
the context of the MFF.”.  

https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/41173/summing-up-letter-eg-9-october-2019.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2019/10/10/remarks-by-mario-centeno-following-the-eurogroup-meeting-of-13-september-2019/
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/40408/20190708-eg-inclusive-summing-up-letter.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/41008/091019_eurogroup-president-letter.pdf
https://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-14518-2019-REV-1/en/pdf
https://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-14518-2019-REV-1/en/pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2018/12/04/eurogroup-report-to-leaders-on-emu-deepening/
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2019/01/21/remarks-by-m-centeno-following-the-eurogroup-meeting-of-21-january-2019/
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/38225/20190211-summing-up-letter-eurogroup-inclusive.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/38702/20190311-summing-up-letter-eurogroup-inclusive.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/39206/20190405-summing-up-letter-inclusive-format.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/39506/20190516-summing-up-letter-inclusive-format.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2019/06/15/economic-and-monetary-union-eurogroup-agrees-term-sheet-on-euro-area-budgetary-instrument-and-revised-esm-treaty/
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2019/06/14/term-sheet-on-the-budgetary-instrument-for-convergence-and-competitiveness/
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2019/06/14/remarks-by-mario-centeno-following-the-eurogroup-meeting-of-13-june-2019/
https://ec.europa.eu/commission/sites/beta-political/files/mff-communication-roadmap-agreement_en.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/40408/20190708-eg-inclusive-summing-up-letter.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/40728/summing-up-letter-eurogroup-in-inlcusive-format-13-september-2019.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/41173/summing-up-letter-eg-9-october-2019.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/41870/20191204-summing-up-letter-inclusive-format.pdf
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II.3 The Commission proposal on a governance framework  

In July 2019 (between the two relevant EG meetings setting up the BICC), the Commission put forward a 
legislative proposal for a regulation on a governance framework for BICC, based on articles 136(1)(b) and 
121(6) of TFUE. The explanatory memorandum of the proposed regulation states that such proposal follows 
up on the agreements at the June 2019 Eurogroup and Euro Leaders’ requests for codifying the BICC 
governance framework in an “additional act”, which would secure the euro area Member States autonomous 
decision. The Commission proposal is closely aligned with the decisions taken at euro area level.  

The Commission intends to integrate the BICC governance framework in the European Semester and 
foresees two steps:  

(a) one at euro area level, to be part of the traditional euro area recommendations: the Eurogroup 
would set out strategic orientations on the reform and investment priorities for the euro area73 (article 
4 of the proposed regulation), and  

(b) a second one, with the Eurogroup addressing the country-specific reforms and investments that 
could be considered under the BICC, aligned with the country specific recommendations for each 
euro area member state, taking duly into account any macroeconomic adjustment programme74 
(article 5 of the proposed regulation).  

Both procedural steps relating to the involvement of the Eurogroup are not yet foreseen in the current 
Semester timeline, but will add further aspects to the coordination of economic policies75, as recognised in 
the Commission BICC governance proposal. Likewise, the discussions among Member States on their 
respective national proposals for reform and investment will add further procedural steps to the current 
Semester timeline. As it is currently defined (article 2-A of regulation 1466/2011), the Semester does not 
cover the new BICC framework.  

Furthermore, the Commission proposal sets out provisions on accountability by requiring an Economic 
Dialogue involving the Commission, the European Parliament competent committee and the EG when 
measures are taken under the new framework76. The proposal is under the ordinary legislative procedure.  

The Commission is required by the proposed regulation to inform Council and Parliament every 4 years on 
implementation of the proposed regulation. 

The European Central Bank (ECB) issued its opinion on the proposed regulation last 30 October. In its 
opinion, the ECB namely states “To the extent possible, the governance of the BICC should go hand in hand with 
the European Semester and all other existing mechanisms of economic policy coordination. (...) Moreover, it is 
essential, as currently foreseen, that the reform and investment packages submitted by Member States are 
assessed against commonly agreed country-specific policy needs (...) CSRs  (...) should be the main reference point 
for Member States and they should explicitly refer to existing CSRs when they submit their reform and investment 
packages.”. The ECB further notes that “The BICC should be endowed with sufficient resources to fulfil its 

                                                             
73 The proposal would be adopted by Council (where only euro area Member States would vote, as foreseen in article 
136 of the TFUE), on a proposal by the Commission and preceded by an Eurogroup discussion (where Leaders could 
also be involved) setting out the reforms and investments considered priority for the euro area as a whole. Looking at 
the EG work programme for the past years, such discussion currently does not take place.  
74 Member States under financial assistance are currently outside of the scope of the European Semester. An 
amendment to these regulations might therefore be necessary to reintegrate member states receiving financial 
assistance within the scope of economic policy coordination of the Semester.  
75 The new framework would also imply changes to the current practise of the Euro Summits, if Leaders need to be 
involved. According to the Treaty on Stability, Coordination and Governance (TSCG) in the Economic and Monetary 
Union, Euro Summit meetings should take place at least twice a year, If possible, held after European Council meetings 
in Brussels. Further integrating Euro Summits in the Semester timeline will render meetings of euro leaders 
“mandatory” at appropriate dates.  
76 One may note that no role of the European Parliament is foreseen, while one could consider important to ensure that 
Parliament’s concerns are heard before strategic decisions are made at the euro level.  

https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/regulation-governance-framework-budgetary-instrument-convergence-and-competitiveness-euro-area_en.pdf
https://oeil.secure.europarl.europa.eu/oeil/popups/ficheprocedure.do?reference=2019/0161(COD)&l=en
https://www.ecb.europa.eu/ecb/legal/pdf/en_con_2019_37.sign.pdf


IPOL | Economic Governance Support Unit 
 

PE 634.359 193 

intended goals.” and that “(...) further discussions beyond the BICC are necessary on how to establish a 
macroeconomic stabilisation function, which remains absent at euro area level.”.  

III. (So far known) features of the instrument  

The  BICC term sheet agreed in October 2019 further details the governance, financing, allocation and 
modulation of the BICC. Previously, in June, the Eurogroup had already agreed on general principles, key 
features, financing and governance. The relevant details of the BICC, as agreed, are described below, around 
the main themes identified in October.  
(1) Governance  
Governance of the instrument will rest with the Euro Summit and EG (as already decided in June) and key 
principles are to be reflected in a draft Regulation under Art. 136 of the TFEU77. The process will start by a 
discussion on strategic priorities by the Euro Summit and Eurogroup and will result in a strengthened euro 
area recommendation (EAR) including priorities relevant to the BICC, to be issued in the context of the 
European Semester and revised annually (as explained in the June term sheet).  
In spring, Member States would submit “duly substantiated reform and investment proposals” (as indicated in 
the June term sheet) for financing, which should as a rule consist of packages of reforms and investments 
linked to the National Reform Programmes and compatible with the national budgetary process. Such 
proposals should indicate the estimated costs of investment and of structural reforms, and their justification, 
as well as the timeline for implementation (with milestones and targets).  
Proposals would be analysed by the relevant preparatory committees (the EPC and the EFC) and, if 
warranted, by the Eurogroup, based on Commission initial feed-back based on transparent criteria. The 
provision of funds is subject to approval by the Commission, taking into account the strategic priorities 
included in the EAR and the previous year’s Country Specific Recommendations. Access to financing will 
depend on the implementation of structural reforms and investments, the respect of the applicable macro-
economic conditionality foreseen in the Common Provisions Regulation and respect of horizontal rules 
applying to the implementation of the EU budget. Being entrenched in the EU budget, the BICC will be 
subject to execution by the Commission and to the discharge by the European Parliament. The European 
Court of Auditors will scrutinise the implementation of the instrument. The Eurogroup commits to ensure 
the participation of ERM II Member States in meetings and to take their views into account to the largest 
extent possible. 

 (2) Financing 
The size of the instrument will be defined in the context of the MFF discussions, notably taking into account 
the euro area share of the financial envelope of the Reform Delivery Tool, as in the Commission original MFF 
proposal. The Commission proposal had allocated € 25bn to the RDT, for both euro area and non-euro area 
Member States; an amount of € 17bn would be allocated for euro area Member States. The Finnish 
Presidency MFF negotiation box foresees, nevertheless, a smaller amount - EUR [12 903 million.  On the basis 
of Article 175 TFUE, an enabling clause78 will be included in the Regulation to allow Member States to 
negotiate among themselves an Intergovernmental Agreement (IGA) to permit adding other funds to the 
facility. The Eurogroup Working Group will continue working on a report on the need, the content, 
modalities and the size of such IGA in due time, to allow for a final decision in the context of the MFF. 

 (3) Allocation and modulation 
Every year, at least 80% of the total BICC funds will be allocated based on population and inverse of GDP per 
capita.   The remaining maximum 20% could be used on a flexible basis to react to country specific 

                                                             
77 In the meantime, the Commission proposed a regulation addressing the governance framework of the BICC, see 
above section II.3. 
78 On the basis of Article 175 TFUE. Such enabling clause aims to authorise additional contributions by Member States 
to the budget of the Union and earmark them to finance expenditure arising from the BICC, as explained in a note by 
the Council Legal Services.  

https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/41173/summing-up-letter-eg-9-october-2019.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2019/06/14/term-sheet-on-the-budgetary-instrument-for-convergence-and-competitiveness/
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/ALL/?uri=CELEX%3A12008E136
https://europa.eu/epc/home_en
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/council-eu/preparatory-bodies/economic-financial-committee/
https://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-14518-2019-REV-1/en/pdf
https://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-14518-2019-REV-1/en/pdf
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A12016E175
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A12016E175
https://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-13116-2019-REV-1/en/pdf
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challenges, by supporting packages of reforms and investments that are especially ambitious as measured 
against the euro area priorities. Each Member State will receive at least 70% of its contribution.  
The instrument will require a national co-financing rate of 25%, but this share can be modulated on the basis 
of a trigger related to severe economic circumstances, as defined in the flexibility rules79 in the SGP, agreed 
in 2015, to be applied in a transparent and predictable manner by the Commission, following a discussion 
in the Eurogroup. When warranted, based on the trigger, national co-financing rate should be reduced to 
half: this represent a relevant, even if minimal, step towards a form of stabilisation function. The modalities 
will be defined in the context of the ongoing legislative process, following further discussions in the 
Eurogroup.  
Member States will receive financing in instalments, subject to complying with the agreed milestones, and 
will report regularly on implementation of investments and reforms. Payments may be suspended or 
cancelled in case of unsatisfactory compliance. Support from the instrument will be delivered in the form of 
grants (direct financial contributions from the EU budget), as foreseen in the June term sheet.  
Appropriate arrangements are still to be defined for non-euro area Member States not participating in the 
BICC. These arrangements should take the form of a dedicated instrument or a financial arrangement to 
address their full financial liability in relation to the BICC, depending on the circumstances of each Member 
State80, and should be reflected in MFF discussions. 

IV. Comparing the Budgetary instrument for Convergence and Competitiveness and 
the Reform Delivery Tool  

Based on the information available, the BICC and the CRI will most likely amend and replace the Commission 
RDT and CF proposals; such amendments will be reflected in a Council general approach to be discussed 
with the European Parliament. The two instruments - the BICC and the RDT, coupled with the CF - share a 
number of common features, in particular a strong connection to the Semester for economic policy 
coordination. The noteworthy differences, which will have to be reflected in an amended text, are:  
 The BICC is limited to euro area Member States, whilst the RDT aimed all Member States. 

Nevertheless, the BICC (euro area Member States), if combined with the CRI (non-euro area Member 
States), would cover the same scope of the RDT;  

 The BICC proposal foresees 20% of funds being retained for financing “packages of reforms and 
investments that are especially ambitious as measured against the euro area priorities”; this feature is 
absent in the RDT and, if properly used, can be an important element to foster convergence and 
provide (limited and not automatic) stabilisation, if so warranted; 

 The BICC requires a national co-financing of 25%, which reinforces ownership of proposals, but can 
act as a disincentive if Member States have limited room of manoeuvre. Relevantly, such co-
financing can be modulated (i.e. reduced), if there are demonstrable “severe economic 
circumstances”. The modulation is an important feature of BICC insofar it allows taking into account 
country-specific negative developments (thus, contributing to the stabilisation of the euro area)81; 

                                                             
79 See Commission Communication. 
80 Sweden and Denmark are expected to decide on the latter option subject to decision in the national Parliaments.  
81 The stabilisation effect is, nevertheless, very limited due to the sheer size of the instrument - around €17bn, for seven 
years, to be divided by all euro area Member States. Such stabilisation effects would also not operate automatically, 
contrary to what previous discussions pointed out would be needed for a real stabilisation instrument. President-elect 
Von der Leyen has committed to further work on a European Unemployment Benefit Reinsurance Scheme that could 
have an automatic macro-economic stabilisation effect.  

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52015DC0012&from=EN
https://ec.europa.eu/commission/sites/beta-political/files/political-guidelines-next-commission_en.pdf
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 Through an intergovernmental agreement, to be based on an enabling clause, the BICC would allow 
Member States to add funds to the facility. This possibility can be seen as a possible embryo of a 
“rainy days fund”82;  

 The RDT foresees funds being disbursed in one single instalment, once milestones and targets set 
ex ante have been met. The BICC foresees disbursements in tranches, on the basis of ex ante agreed 
milestones, thus potentially reducing the upfront financial effort required from  a Member State;  

 The BICC allocation criteria (population and inverse GDP per capita, with a 70% floor) will, at face 
value, benefit Member States that have lower GDP, thus reinforcing convergence;  

 The BICC implies a stronger involvement of Member States in decision making, namely, in setting 
priorities for investments and reforms. The RDT was mostly based on Commission’s technical 
assessments. The Commission proposal for the BICC governance somehow reflects a stronger 
involvement of Member States in setting priorities (ex ante). This specific feature of BICC has been 
highlighted by the EG President in a recent hearing in the European Parliament where he stated that 
the governance of BICC would rely on priorities set by euro area Member States;  

 The BICC seems to encompass both structural reforms and public investment (whereas the RDT 
encompassed only incentives for structural reforms, leaving support for investment - in the 
particular circumstances of a large asymmetric shock - for the EISF). It is nevertheless unclear which 
amounts will be available in BICC for supporting structural reforms and those to support public 
investment, or whether such a distinction will be made. In any case, the BICC does not intend to 
address asymmetric shocks.  

  

                                                             
82 One may note that Member States might consider to grant to the European Stability Mechanism the task of managing 
such facility (the additional funds). The ESM already has human resources managing large amounts of funds, has 
experience, will be - following the ESM Treaty reform - more closely involved in economic policy coordination at euro 
area level, and has been issuing and managing funds for financial assistance for some time now.  

https://www.europarl.europa.eu/cmsdata/189087/CRE_Public%20hearing_18.11.2019-original.pdf
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Annex: Instruments under the Reform Support Programme as per the Commission proposals 

 
Reform Delivery Tool Technical Support 

Instrument 
Convergence Facility 

(for non-euro area MSs) 

Objectives 

- Provide financial incentives 
to structural reforms (on the 
basis of reform commitments 
entered into by Member 
States with the Commission) 
- Reforms to be identified in 
the context of the European 
Semester 

Support Member States 
efforts to improve 
administrative capacity  

- Provide financial incentives to 
facilitate accession to the euro 
(provisions covering the RDT 
applicable mutatis mutandis) 
- Support Member States efforts 
to improve administrative 
capacity (provisions covering the 
TSI applicable mutatis mutandis) 

Amounts 
available from 
the EU budget 

- Up to €22 bn  
- Maximum limits defined per 
Member State (annex 1 to the 
proposed regulation) on the 
basis of each Member State  
population 
 

- Up to € 0.84 
- Member States may 
voluntarily add funds to the 
facility 
- Projects financed may 
cumulatively benefit from 
other EU sources 

- Up to € 2.16 bn,  of which up to 
€ 2 bn  for the financial support 
component and up to € 0.16 bn 
for the technical support 
component 
- Maximum limits defined per 
Member State (annex 1 to the 
proposed regulation) on the 
basis of each Member State  
population 

Policy areas to 
be covered 

Wide list of policy areas (article 6) inter alia, competitiveness, research and innovation, smart, 
sustainable and inclusive growth and addressing a multitude of actions including financial 
management, climate action, education and training and financial sector policies 

Eligibility 

Reforms aimed at addressing 
challenges identified in the 
European Semester 

Provision of expertise, 
capacity building and 
research facilities (including 
in the context of EU financial 
assistance or implementation 
of Country Specific 
Recommendations) 

Reforms aimed at helping euro 
accession and addressing 
challenges identified in the 
European Semester 

Reporting 

- Member States to report 
regularly on implementation 
of reform commitments in 
the context of the European 
Semester 
- Commission to transmit the 
reform commitments 
adopted to the European 
Parliament and to the 
Council 

Commission to transmit the 
cooperation and support plan 
(setting out priorities, actions 
and timetables) to the 
European Parliament and to 
the Council 

Similar to the RDT and TSI 

Decision 
making  

- Commission assesses 
proposed reform 
commitments and decides 
on allocation of funds 
- Set of criteria and guidelines 
(annex II to the proposed 
regulation) defined in 
advance for reform 
commitments to be deemed 
compatible (namely, 
whether the measures 
address challenges identified 
in CSRs or MIP procedures) 
and allocate funds 
- Economic Policy Committee 
to be involved 

- Commission to organise calls 
for requests to be submitted 
- Commission to assess 
requests and agree with the 
MS in a cooperation and 
support plan 
- Commission decision by 
implementing act adopting 
the work programme 

Similar to the RDT and TSI, as 
applicable 
 

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/resource.html?uri=cellar:02e3ae29-64af-11e8-ab9c-01aa75ed71a1.0001.03/DOC_2&format=PDF
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/resource.html?uri=cellar:02e3ae29-64af-11e8-ab9c-01aa75ed71a1.0001.03/DOC_2&format=PDF
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/resource.html?uri=cellar:02e3ae29-64af-11e8-ab9c-01aa75ed71a1.0001.03/DOC_2&format=PDF
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- Commission decision by 
implementing act setting the 
reform commitments to be 
implemented 

Disbursements 

- Funds to be disbursed as 
direct contributions from the 
EU budget 
- Funds made available in 
one instalment after 
implementation of the 
agreed measures 

- Multitude of forms (grants, 
public procurement, 
reimbursement of costs 
incurred, etc.) 

Similar to the RDT and TSI 
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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 
European Parliament and its relevant committees and bodies, notably in their scrutiny activities. 
 

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 post-
programme  surveillance. 

 

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). 

 

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. Expertise services are 
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 drafted 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.

https://ipolnet.in.ep.europa.eu/home/ep-directory/organisation-chart.html?action=structureComposition&amp;node=02A70&amp;type=SERVICE_NODE&amp;withoutType=EXTERNAL&amp;order=ORDER_BY_PROTOCOL_ORDER&amp;language=en
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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:      egov@ep.europa.eu, telephone: 31751 

EGOV Staff 

Head of Unit Kajus HAGELSTAM 

Assistants Donella BOLDI 
Solveiga KUMSARE Administration 

Ovidiu TURCU 
Javier VEGA-BORDELL Research assistance 

Banking Union Cristina Sofia DIAS 
Kristina GRIGAITE 
Marcel MAGNUS 

Financial stability, Banking 
supervision and Bank resolution 

Economic Governance Jost ANGERER 
Wolfgang LEHOFER 
Alice ZOPPÈ 

Public finances, Macro- 
economic imbalances, Country-
specific recommendations as 
part of the European Semester, 
Financial Assistance 
Programmes 
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