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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.  

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 second 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. It aims at further increasing the links between Members of the 
European Parliament and national Parliaments, notably during inter-parliamentary meetings. 
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Country-specific recommendations: 
An overview - September 2019 
This note provides an overview of the country-specific recommendations issued annually to EU Member States 
under the European Semester for economic policy coordination. It presents how these recommendations evolved 
over time (2012-2019), including from the legal base perspective. Finally, it shows how recommendations were 
implemented over the 2012-2018 European Semester cycles. The note is updated on a regular basis. 

Country-specific recommendations (CSRs) provide guidance to EU Member 
States on macro-economic, 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 achieving or maintaining sound public 
finances and preventing excessive macroeconomic imbalances. They provide 
guidance for national reforms over the following12-18 months.  

As to the process, CSRs are proposed by the European Commission (COM) and 
discussed by the various Council formations. The CSRs, typically proposed by the COM in May each year, 
build, inter alia, on (1) the COM´s Country Reports which include, where applicable, In-Depth Reviews under 
the Macroeconomic Imbalance Procedure (MIP), (2) the longer-term vision outlined in the Europe 2020 
Strategy, (3) an assessment of Member States' Stability or Convergence Programmes (SCPs) and National 
Reform Programmes (NRPs) and (4) the outcome of dialogues with Member States and other national key 
stakeholders.  

As a rule, the Council is expected to follow the COM proposal or explain its position publicly (“comply or 
explain” principle). Every year, 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. The Council and the COM closely monitor the implementation of CSRs and take further actions, if 
judged appropriate. 

In addition to CSRs, the COM proposes policy recommendations on the economic policy of the euro area as 
a whole based on Article 136 of the TFEU; since the 2016 European Semester, these proposals  are published 
at the start of the Semester cycle (in November) to better integrate the euro area dimension into the national 
dimension (see a separate EGOV note for more details and latest euro area recommendations as adopted by 
the Council).  

https://ec.europa.eu/info/strategy/european-semester/european-semester-timeline/eu-country-specific-recommendations_en
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/GA/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:12012E/TXT&from=EN
http://ec.europa.eu/europe2020/europe-2020-in-a-nutshell/index_en.htm
http://ec.europa.eu/europe2020/europe-2020-in-a-nutshell/index_en.htm
https://ec.europa.eu/info/publications/2019-european-semester-recommendation-euro-area_en
https://ec.europa.eu/info/publications/2019-european-semester-recommendation-euro-area_en
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/IDAN/2019/624429/IPOL_IDA(2019)624429_EN.pdf
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=uriserv:OJ.C_.2019.136.01.0001.01.ENG
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=uriserv:OJ.C_.2019.136.01.0001.01.ENG
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How have country-specific recommendations evolved over time?  

Since the 2015 Semester cycle, CSRs have been prepared in line with the so-called “streamlined 
Semester“ - an approach that is characterised, in particular, by fewer and refocused CSRs1; an earlier 
publication of the recommendations on the economic policy of the euro area (i.e. at the very beginning of 
the cycle, along the publication of the AGS); an earlier assessment of the implementation of CSRs adopted 
under the previous cycle; inclusion of in-depth reviews under the MIP into the Country Reports (where 
applicable); and finally, an intensified dialogue between the COM and Member States as well as other 
European institutions.  

Under the streamlined Semester, the recommendations also put greater emphasis on the objective to be 
achieved, while largely leaving the definition of the measures needed to attain it to the discretion of national 
authorities. The intended goal of all these refinements is to increase the political ownership of CSRs and 
accountability, and thereby improve their unsatisfactory and declining rate of implementation (see Section 
3). 

While there has been a tendency over the years to streamline the recommendations, the COM has also tried 
to flag some topical issues in each cycle.  For instance, in the 2019 Semester Cycle, each country report 
(published in February 2019) includes an assessment of the investment needs of the Member State in 
question and sets out some guidance for investment priorities. In order to ensure greater coherence 
between the coordination of economic policies and the use of EU funds, this guidance identifies country 
specific priority areas for policy action regarding public and private investment, and therefore constitutes 
an analytical basis both for the CSRs and the programming related EU funds in 2021-2027. 

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 CSRs as adopted by the Council. 

Table 1 depicts some stylized facts on CSRs: 

• The number of Member States taking part in the twelve-monthly cycle of economic and fiscal policy 
coordination in the framework of the European Semester has gradually increased, as Member States 
receiving financial assistance successfully exited from the related programmes: while Ireland, Portugal, 
and Cyprus have already been fully included into the European Semester, Greece exited its programme 

                                                             
1  Since 2015, some policy areas are not any more covered directly by CSRs, but via other policy processes, e.g. Energy 

Union, Single Market, European Research Area and the Innovation Union (seethe COM Communication of 13 May 
2015, p. 10). 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/file_import/2019-european-semester-country-report-belgium_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/europe2020/pdf/csr2015/eccom2015_en.pdf
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in August 2018 after the adoption of the 2018 CSRs, so it has CSRs since July 2019 (following  the country 
report providing an analytical basis for the upcoming CSRs2.  

• The total number of CSRs issued to Member States significantly decreased under the streamlined 
Semester (from a peak of 157 recommendations in 2014 to a low of 73 in 2018 and to 97 in 2019). The 
overall reduction after 2014 largely reflects two elements: 1) new focus and prioritisation of the Semester 
- i.e. the fact that some policy area are no longer covered as from the 2015 Semester cycle3, and 2) the 
fact that some policy areas that were covered separately in one Semester cycle have been merged during 
the next cycle - as a result, one recommendation may cover several policy areas that were previously 
addressed in separate recommendations..  

• The minimum and maximum numbers of CSRs addressed to Member States were gradually reduced 
to stabilise at one and five, respectively, over the 2016-2018 cycles before increasing to two and five in 
the 2019 cycle.  

Table 2 disentangles CSRs according to the EU legal base, showing that: 

• A single recommendation is typically underpinned by a single instrument of the EU secondary law (i.e. 
SGP or MIP). However, CSRs related to public finances might in some cases be devised based on both the 
SGP and the MIP. At least half of the recommendations have been underpinned by the SGP and/or MIP 
legal bases (with the exception of the 2012 cycle). The introduction of the streamlined Semester from the 
2015 cycle, with fewer recommendations, has temporarily contributed to an increase in the proportion 
of recommendations based on SGP and/or MIP legal bases. 

                                                             
2  See for more information on the post-programme countries a separate EGOV briefing and a dedicated ESM 

webpage  
3  At the time the COM indicated in its Chapeau Communication for the 2015 European Semester (p. 10) that it will 

continue to monitor the areas that are no longer covered in CSRs in its country reports and/or take them up via 
other policy processes, e.g. Energy Union, Single Market, European Research Area and the Innovation Union. 

Box 1: Legal bases 

From a legal base perspective, the CSRs are underpinned by the EU primary legislation (Articles 121 and 148 of the 
TFEU) as well as the EU secondary legislation, namely: 

1. Council Regulation (EC) 1466/97 on the strengthening of the surveillance of budgetary positions and the 
surveillance and coordination of economic policies for CSRs referring to the Stability and Growth Pact (SGP); 

2. Regulation (EU) 1176/2011 on the prevention and correction of macroeconomic imbalances for CSRs referring 
to the Macroeconomic Imbalance procedure (MIP); 

3. Integrated guidelines for implementing the Europe 2020 strategy – these guidelines consist of two legislative 
documents: (1) a Council recommendation on broad guidelines for the economic policies of the Member States 
and of the Union and (2) a Council decision on guidelines for the employment policies of the Member States 
(together the so-called “integrated guidelines”)1.    

Furthermore, the CSRs are politically binding insofar they are endorsed by the European Council and formally 
adopted by the Council. The Council is expected to, as a rule, adopt the recommendations proposed by the COM 
or publicly explain its position.  

A failure to implement the recommendations might result in further procedural steps under the relevant EU law 
and ultimately in sanctions under the SGP and the MIP. These sanctions might include fines and/or suspension of 
up to five European Funds, namely the European Regional Development Fund (ERDF), the European Social Fund 
(ESF), the Cohesion Fund (CF), the European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development (EAFRD) and the European 
Maritime & Fisheries Fund (EMFF). As indicated above, the COM has proposed, as part of the Multiannual Financial 
Framework 2021-2027, to strengthen the link between the recommendations of the Semester and the use of the 
EU budget.  

https://www.esm.europa.eu/financial-assistance
https://www.esm.europa.eu/financial-assistance
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52015DC0250&from=en
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:01997R1466-20111213&from=EN
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:L:2011:306:0025:0032:EN:PDF
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/ATAG/2015/542652/IPOL_ATA(2015)542652_EN.pdf
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• In many cases, a single recommendation is based on both a single EU secondary law (i.e. SGP or MIP) and 
the so-called “integrated guidelines”. This is particularly the case in recommendations on public finances, 
which are in many cases based partly on the SGP and partly on the integrated guidelines. 

• While during the 2014 Semester all 26 Member States subject to the European Semester received a 
recommendation on public finances (based on SGP or joint SGP/MIP legal bases), no specific 
recommendation on public finances based on the SGP has been proposed since 2015 to Member States 
which were considered by the COM to be in line with the commitments under the preventive arm of the 
SGP at that time (DE, LU, NL, SK and SE). The COM has broadly maintained this approach since then.4 

• During the 2019 Semester cycle, about half of the recommendations were underpinned by the SGP or 
MIP legal bases, or both. Out of 13 countries that are considered as experiencing either macroeconomic 
“imbalances” or “excessive imbalances”, 8 received all the recommendations either on the MIP legal basis 
(DE, EL, HR and CY) or the MIP/SGP legal bases (ES, FR, IT and PT). Three out of the remaining Member 
States with “imbalances” or “excessive imbalances” (IE, RO and NL) received most of their 2019 CSRs based 
on the MIP or the MIP/SGP legal bases. Finally, six  Member States received all of their respective 2019 
CSRs based solely on Integrated guidelines: CZ, DK, LT, LU , MT and AT - these are countries assessed to 
be in line with their commitments under the preventive arm of the SGP and for which no imbalances 
were identified under the MIP5. 

Table 2: Distribution of CSRs from a legal perspective  

European 
Semester 

 SGP + Integrated 
Guidelines 

MIP + Integrated 
Guidelines Jointly SGP and MIP 

Exclusively 
Integrated 
Guidelines 

Total 

2012 18 (13%) 31 (22%) 5 (4%) 84 (61%) 138 (100%) 

2013 18 (13%) 50 (35%) 6 (4%) 67 (48%) 141 (100%) 

2014 19 (12%) 58 (37%) 8 (5%) 72 (46%) 157 (100%) 

2015 11 (11%) 48 (47%) 10 (10%) 33 (32%) 102 (100%) 

2016 13 (15%) 36 (40%) 9 (10%) 31 (35%) 89 (100%) 

2017 12 (15%) 27 (35%) 8 (10%) 31 (40%) 78 (100%) 

2018 11 (15%) 27 (37%) 5 (7%) 30 (41%) 73 (100%) 

2019 9 (9%) 35 (36%) 5 (5%) 48 (50%) 97 (100%) 

Source:  EGOV calculations based on the European Commission. See also EGOV database on CSRs. 
Note:  Share of CSRs by secondary legal base for a given Semester cycle in brackets.  

                                                             
4  One may, however, make the observation that there are cases where similar recommendations, in terms of policy 

area and wording, are given to countries under different legal bases. For example, during the 2015 cycle, the 
recommendation to broaden the tax base on consumption is underpinned by the Integrated Guidelines in the case 
of LU (CSR1). However, it is based on the MIP in the case of FR (CSR5). 

5  The reverse is not necessarily true: a country that is under the preventive arm of SGP and not at risk of imbalances, 
in the sense of the MIP, will not automatically receive all its recommendations based on “Integrated guidelines”. 

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/committees/en/econ/economic-governance.html
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How has CSRs Implementation evolved over time? 

Based on the regular annual assessment published by the COM in its Country Reports, more than half 
of CSRs (53%) were implemented, on average, with at least some progress over the period 2012-2018.  

The CSRs annual implementation rate followed a downward trend over the period 2012-2016, before 
showing first signs of improvement in 2017 and a decline again in 20186: the proportion of recommen-
dations on which Member States made at least some progress declined from 71% in 2012 (the highest value 
on record) to 45% in 2016 (the lowest value on record) before achieving 50% in 2017 and 39% in 2018 (see 
Figure 1). At the same time, the share of recommendations with full/substantial progress has gradually de-
creased from 11% in 2012 to mere 1% in 2017 and about 3% in 2018. Note that these results are based on 
the assessment provided at the level of CSRs as a whole (and not on the assessment at sub-recommen-
dations level7) and exclude the compliance with the provisions of SGP8. Furthermore, the analysis assigns 
identical weights to each and every CSR within and across Member States as well as across time. It also 
abstracts from difficulties linked to implementation of various types of reforms, including the electoral cycle.  

Implementation record has been uneven across policy areas and countries. This unequal CSRs 
implementation “often reflects the urgency of progress in specific areas, but also reveals the need for consensus 
building, notably where reform benefits are not uniformly spread”9. Overall, Member States made most 
progress in the area of financial sector reform and public finances in response to the economic and financial 
crisis (see a separate EGOV thematic briefing on CSRs in the area of banking). However, only a limited 
progress has been made on reforms of tax regimes. The COM observes “Progress has been particularly slow 
on broadening the tax base, health and long-term care, as well as on competition in services” (see Chapeau 
Communication on the 2019 European Semester). 

Recognising that a number of CSRs relate to long-term structural issues, the COM presents in its Chapeau 
Communication on the 2019 European Semester an assessment of CSRs implementation from both 
yearly and multiannual perspectives (including progress on compliance with the SGP). The latter 
approach was introduced in 2017 and according to this yardstick ”More than two thirds of the country-specific 
recommendations issued until 2018 have been implemented with at least ‘some progress’” , leading therefore to 
a somewhat more favourable picture of CSRs implementation record when compared with year-by-year 
assessment. This element confirms, according to the COM, that “important reforms are eventually being 
carried out, though in many cases the process takes time”. The 2019 European Semester country reports 
even include for each country, the overall multiannual implementation of 2011-2018 CSRs (excluding 
progress on compliance with the SGP). Despite this increasing focus on multiannual assessments (compared 
to assessment of progress since the adoption of the CSRs of the previous year), it may be noticed that the 

                                                             
6  As Deroose and Griesse (2014) pointed out, the observed downward trend in CSRs implementation is partly 

embedded in the European Semester process to the extent that “recommendations implemented during the previous 
round will not be repeated in the next vintage of CSRs. Thus, Member States that have ‘picked the low-hanging fruit’ first 
may effectively be facing a more challenging set of CSRs in subsequent rounds of the European Semester, even without 
an active intention by the Commission or the Council to ‘get tougher’.” This line of reasoning seems to be valid, in 
particular, from a medium-term perspective. Yet, in the long run, Member States will have some new ‘low-hanging 
fruit’ to harvest again. It remains to be seen to what extent this particular factor might explain the slight 
improvement in CSRs implementation record during the 2017 Semester cycle. 

7  One recommendation often tackles policy challenges in several areas (sub-recommendations). 
8   This has been the case since 2015 (assessment of the 2014 CSRs) due to an earlier publication of Country Reports 

(February/March) - that is before pubic finance data (for the preceding year) become available in April (see EDP 
notification). The compliance with the provisions of the SGP is assessed separately in the COM Assessment of 
Convergence and Stability Programmes published in May. However, the COM does not subsequently present an 
overview table with updated summary assessment for each and every Member State despite the fact that the 
outcome of assessment of compliance with the SGP seems to feed into the COM’s data on its multiannual 
assessment of CSRs implementation. 

9  The COM Communication on the 2018 European Semester: Country-specific recommendations of 23 May 2018, p.3.  

https://ec.europa.eu/info/strategy/european-semester/european-semester-timeline/analysis-phase_en
http://europa.eu/rapid/attachment/IP-19-1389/en/Infographic%20-%20CSR%20implementation%20overview.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/BRIE/2018/614516/IPOL_BRI(2018)614516_EN.pdf
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?qid=1560257977630&uri=CELEX:52019DC0500
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?qid=1560257977630&uri=CELEX:52019DC0500
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?qid=1560257977630&uri=CELEX:52019DC0500
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?qid=1560257977630&uri=CELEX:52019DC0500
http://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=1&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=0ahUKEwitz5q3r5LUAhXKORQKHWr7Dq0QFggmMAA&url=http%3A%2F%2Fec.europa.eu%2Feconomy_finance%2Fpublications%2Feconomic_briefs%2F2014%2Fpdf%2Feb37_en.pdf&usg=AFQjCNF89lRnEo8KBg1trWPH_JxWm5CbYw
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/government-finance-statistics/excessive-deficit-procedure/edp-notification-tables
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/government-finance-statistics/excessive-deficit-procedure/edp-notification-tables
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COM has neither published the methodology underlying its multiannual assessment, nor the fully fledged 
country-specific multi-annual assessments themselves10. The COM has repeatedly stressed that CSRs are 
focused on reform steps that can be implemented within 12-18 months. Under the current setup of the 
European Semester, they are proposed by the COM in May, before being adopted by the Council in July (of 
year t). However, their implementation is assessed already in February (of year t+1), namely after a period of 
only eight months. This is one of the factors that currently generates, ceteris paribus, a downward bias in the 
“yearly” assessment of implementation of CSRs as adopted in the previous year and is a reason why the 
multiannual approach might seem more appropriate. Yet, on the other hand, the multiannual approach may 
introduce an upward bias in the results, since one can expect that some action is taken on a majority of 
recommendations over a sufficiently long period.    

                                                             
10  In June 2018, Bruegel published a Policy contribution “Is the European Semester effective and useful?” covering 

CSRs implementation from various perspectives, including assessment based on a multiannual approach. In April 
2019, Bruegel expanded its analyses by making an  estimation of other factors, such as the macroeconomic 
environment and pressure from financial markets, that could influence the implementation of CSRs (see their 
Working paper “What drivers national implementation of EU policy recommendations?). 

http://bruegel.org/2018/06/is-the-european-semester-effective-and-useful/
http://bruegel.org/2019/04/what-drives-national-implementation-of-eu-policy-recommendations/?utm_source=GDPR&utm_campaign=8b00b0b0ed-EMAIL_CAMPAIGN_2019_04_25_08_08&utm_medium=email&utm_term=0_7c51e322b7-8b00b0b0ed-278739693
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 Figure 1: CSRs implementation rate per year in 2012-2018 (“an annual perspective of progress”) 

 2012  2013   2014 
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 2016 
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2018 
  

 

  

Full/Substantial Progress Some Progress No/Limited Progress 

Source: EGOV calculations based on the European Commission assessment provided in Country Reports. All data is available in an 
EGOV database on CSRs. Notes: (1) Based on the COM assessment of actions taken (rather than outcomes that may materialise with 
a lag), assigning identical weights to all recommendations, within and across Member States. (2) Data exclude the COM assessment 
of the progress made as regards the compliance with the SGP (these SGP-related recommendations are either part of CSR1 or the 
single element that is reflected in the CSR1). The COM makes annually a separate assessment of these specific SGP-related 
recommendations as part of its opinions on the SCPs. 
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The legal nature of Country-Specific Recommendations 
The Country-Specific Recommendations (CSRs) are annually adopted by the Council based on the Commission 
(COM) proposals within the framework of the European Semester. The CSRs provide integrated guidance on 
macro-fiscal and macro-structural measures based on the COM assessment of Member States' medium-term 
budgetary plans and national reform programmes in light of broad policy priorities endorsed by the European 
Council or adopted by the Council on th basis of the Annual Growth Survey. The Council also adopts policy 
recommendations to the euro area as a whole in accordance with Article 136 of the Treaty on the Functioning of 
the European Union (TFEU) following a COM proposal. Table 1 displays the development of the number of CSRs 
and the minimum and maximum number per Member State.  

Table 1: Country-Specific Recommendations - 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 IT, CY, RO 

Source:  EGOV based on CSRs adopted by the Council. Note: The number of Member States having received CSRs is lower than the 
total number of EU Member States for the years 2012-2018, given that CSRs have not been proposed for countries that were under 
a macro-economic adjustment programmes.   

From the legal perspective, the CSRs are underpinned by the EU primary legislation (Art. 121 and 148 of the TFEU) 
as well as the EU secondary legislation, namely: 

• Council Regulation (EC) 1466/97 on the strengthening of the surveillance of budgetary positions and the 
surveillance and coordination of economic policies for CSRs referring to the Stability and Growth Pact 
(SGP); 

• Regulation (EU) 1176/2011 on the prevention and correction of macroeconomic imbalances for CSRs 
referring to the Macroeconomic Imbalance procedure (MIP); 

• Integrated guidelines for implementing the Europe 2020 strategy – these guidelines consist of two legis-
lative documents:  (1) a Council recommendation on broad guidelines for the economic policies of the 
Member States and of the Union and (2) a Council decision on guidelines for the employment policies of 
the Member States.    

The CSRs are to be taken into account by Member States in the process of national decision-making and, in 
particular, in drafting the budgetary plans for the forthcoming year. A failure to implement the recommendations 
might result in further procedural steps under the relevant EU law and ultimately in sanctions under the SGP and 
the MIP and in fines and/or suspension of up to five European Funds. As shown in Table 2, a single CSR  is typically 
underpinned by the Integrated Guidelines; in addition, it is in many cases underpinned by one or both of the two 
relevant EU secondary legislations (SGP, MIP). For example, the CSRs related to public finances (normally the first 
CSR per Member State) are in many cases partly based on the SGP and partly based on the integrated guidelines; 
this distinction is in partuialr of releveance when assessing the compliance with the CSR (please see separate 
EGOV study on “Country-Specific Recommendations for 2018 and 2019: A tabular comparison and an overview 
of implementation” and an EGOV briefing on the implementation of 2018 CSRs).

http://ec.europa.eu/europe2020/making-it-happen/country-specific-recommendations/index_en.htm
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:12012E/TXT&from=EN
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:01997R1466-20111213&from=EN
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:L:2011:306:0025:0032:EN:PDF
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/ATAG/2015/542652/IPOL_ATA(2015)542652_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/ATAG/2019/634354/IPOL_ATA%282019%29634354_EN.pdf
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Table 2: Country-Specific Recommendations from legal perspective (European Semesters 2013-2019) 

Member State  
Total CSRs CSRs based on the Integrated  

guidelines and on SGP  
CSRs based on the Integrated  

guidelines and on MIP  
CSRs based on the Integrated  

guidelines and jointly on SGP and MIP 
CSRs based exclusively on the  

Integrated Guidelines 

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 

Belgium 7 6 4 3 3 3 4 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 4 3 3 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 2 2 2 3 
Bulgaria 7 6 5 4 4 3 4 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 3 3 3 3 2 2 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 3 2 1 0 2 1 3 
Czech Republic 7 7 4 3 2 2 3 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 6 3 3 2 2 3 
Denmark 3 3 2 2 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 1 1 1 1 2 
Germany 4 4 3 3 2 2 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3 3 2 2 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Estonia 5 5 3 2 2 2 3 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4 2 2 1 1 2 
Ireland ‒ 7 4 3 3 3 3 ‒ 1 1 0 0 0 0 ‒ 3 1 1 1 2 2 ‒ 1 1 1 1 1 0 ‒ 2 1 1 1 0 1 
Greece ‒ ‒ ‒ ‒ ‒ ‒ 2 ‒ ‒ ‒ ‒ ‒ ‒ 0 ‒ ‒ ‒ ‒ ‒ ‒ 2 ‒ ‒ ‒ ‒ ‒ ‒ 0 ‒ ‒ ‒ ‒ ‒ ‒ 0 
Spain 9 8 4 4 3 3 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 6 3 3 2 2 3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 
France 6 7 6 5 4 3 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5 5 4 3 2 3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 
Croatia ‒ 8 6 5 5 4 4 ‒ 0 0 0 0 0 0 ‒ 7 5 4 4 4 4 ‒ 1 1 1 1 0 0 ‒ 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Italy 6 8 6 5 4 4 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 7 5 4 3 3 4 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Cyprus ‒ ‒ ‒ 5 5 5 5 ‒ ‒ ‒ 0 0 0 0 ‒ ‒ ‒ 4 3 5 5 ‒ ‒ ‒ 1 1 0 0 ‒ ‒ ‒ 0 1 0 0 
Latvia 7 5 4 3 3 3 4 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 4 3 2 2 2 3 
Lithuania 6 6 3 3 3 3 3 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5 2 2 2 3 3 
Luxembourg 6 5 3 2 2 2 4 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 4 3 2 2 2 4 
Hungary 7 7 5 3 3 3 4 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 5 3 2 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 3 2 2 2 2 3 
Malta 5 5 4 2 2 2 3 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 4 3 1 1 2 3 
Netherlands 4 4 3 3 2 2 3 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 2 3 1 2 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 1 0 0 1 
Austria 7 5 4 3 2 2 3 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 4 3 2 1 1 3 
Poland 7 6 4 3 3 3 3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 5 3 2 2 2 2 
Portugal ‒ 8 5 5 4 3 4 ‒ 1 0 0 0 0 0 ‒ 0 3 4 3 2 3 ‒ 0 1 1 1 1 1 ‒ 7 1 0 0 0 0 
Romania 8 8 4 4 3 3 5 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 3 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 7 7 0 3 2 2 1 
Slovenia 9 8 4 4 3 2 3 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 8 7 4 2 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 2 
Slovakia 6 6 4 3 3 3 4 2 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 5 4 2 2 2 3 
Finland 5 5 4 3 3 3 4 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 3 3 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 2 2 3 
Sweden 4 4 1 1 1 1 3 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 2 
UK 6 6 3 3 3 3 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 4 4 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 2 2 2 1 
Total 141 157 102 89 78 73 97 18 19 11 13 12 11 9 50 58 48 36 27 27 35 6 8 10 9 8 5 5 67 72 33 31 31 30 48 

Source: EGOV based on the Country-Specific Recommendations adopted by the Council. Note:  (1) Croatia joined the EU on 1 July 2013 and took part in the 2013 European Semester on a voluntary and informal basis only;  
(2) Member States subject to a macroeconomic adjustment programme are, in accordance with Article 12 of Regulation No 472/2013, exempted from the monitoring and assessment under the European Semester.  

Disclaimer and copyright. The opinions expressed in this document are the sole responsibility of the authors and do not necessarily represent the official position of the European Parliament. Reproduction and translation 
for non-commercial purposes are authorised, provided the source is acknowledged and the European Parliament is given prior notice and sent a copy. © European Union, 2019.  
Contact: egov@ep.europa.eu  This document is available on the internet at: www.europarl.europa.eu/supporting-analyses 
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http://www.europarl.europa.eu/supporting-analyses


IN-DEPTH ANALYSIS  

 
  
 
 

 

ECONOMIC GOVERNANCE SUPPORT UNIT 
Author: J. Angerer and J. Tiido 

 Directorate-General for Internal Policies  
PE 497.746 - August 2019 

 

EN 
 

Implementation of the Stability and 
Growth Pact - August 2019 
This document provides an overview of key developments under the preventive and corrective arms of the 
Stability and Growth Pact (SGP) on the basis of (1) the latest Council decisions and recommendations in the 
framework of the SGP; (2) the latest comprehensive European Commission (COM) economic forecasts; and (3) the 
latest COM opinions on the Draft Budgetary Plans (DBPs) 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 SGP, then tables on key public finance indicators in relation to the current Council 
recommendations and finally a chronology of recent SGP related analytical and procedural steps. 

1. Summary of latest developments

Latest Council and COM recommendations and decisions 

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 (see below section for further information).  

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 EDP for Italy's lack of 
compliance with the debt criterion at this stage (see Box 1 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 (the proposals are detailed in the following section): 

(a) closed the excessive deficit procedure (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) adopted its 2019 Country Specific Recommendations (CSRs) and opinions on the Member States' 
economic, employment and fiscal policies; 

(c) 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 Medium Term Budgetary 
Objective (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.  

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://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://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2019/07/09/economic-employment-and-fiscal-policies-2019-country-specific-recommendations/
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
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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 concludes that a debt-based EDP is warranted, given that Italy did not comply with the 
debt reduction benchmark in 2018 and is 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 concludes: “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-
dure11 (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).  
(5) The third report for Greece under the Enhanced Surveillance framework that was put in place 
following the conclusion of the last financial macro-financial assistance programme. The report notes inter 
alia that reform implementation in Greece has slowed in recent months and that the consistency of some 
measures with commitments given to European partners is not assured and poses risks to the achievement 
of agreed fiscal targets.  

                                                             
11 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
https://ec.europa.eu/info/publications/enhanced-surveillance-report-greece-may-2019
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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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Economic situation  

On 7 May 2019, the COM published its spring 2019 economic forecast. GDP growth in the euro area has 
been revised down compared to the autumn 2018 forecast: according to the new figures,  growth 
reached 1.9% in 2018 and it is forecast to amount to 1.2% in 2019 and 1.5% in 2020, while the autumn 
2018 forecast included growth figures of 2.1% in 2018, 1.9% in 2019 and 1.7% in 2020.  

The significant downward revision for 2019 reflect inter alia slowing growth outside the EU, fading 
global trade momentum and some domestic factors that have lasted longer than expected (including car-
related distortions in the manufacturing sector).  

On 10 July 2019, the COM published its summer 2019 economic forecast which covers only GDP and 
inflation data; it does not include figures on public finances. According to it, euro area GDP growth in 2019 
remains unchanged at 1.2%, while for 2020 it has been lowered slightly to 1.4% following the more 
moderate pace expected in the rest of this year (spring forecast: 1.5%). The GDP forecast for the EU remains 
unchanged at 1.4% in 2019 and 1.6% in 2020. 

According to the COM spring 2019 forecast, the aggregate government deficit in the euro area is expected 
to rise in the euro area, from 0.5% of GDP in 2018 to 0.9% in 2019 and to remain unchanged in 2020, 
assuming no policy change. The increase in 2019 is mainly due to slower GDP growth and expansionary 
fiscal policies in some Member States. In the EU, the government deficit is projected to rise from 0.6% of 
GDP in 2018 to 1% in both 2019 and 2020.  

Assuming no policy change, the aggregate debt-to-GDP ratio of the euro area is forecast to fall from 87.1% 
in 2018 to 85.8% in 2019 and 84.3% in 2020. In the EU, it is projected to fall from 81.5% in 2018 to 80.2% in 
2019 and 78.8% in 2020.  

While, in 2017, the structural budget balance improved in 18 Member States, it has improved in only 9 
Member States in 2018. Further improvement is needed, since in 2018 only 13 out of 28 Member States were 
close or at the MTO (see below Figure and corresponding indicators in overleaf tables), out of which eight were 
euro area countries (Austria, Cyprus, Germany, Greece, Malta, Netherlands, Lithuania and Luxembourg) and 
five non euro area countries (Bulgaria, Czech Republic Denmark, Croatia, Sweden).  

Figure 1: Comparison of structural balances in 2018 with the MTOs and their target years 

 

Note:  Sources: Table 41 of the statistical annex to the COM spring 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) .    

2019

2021

2017
2019

2020

2012 2016

after
2023

2020

2019

after 
2023

2020 2020
2020

2020

2015

2020

2019 2019
2018

after 
2020

2020

after
2020

2013

2020

2020

-

-5

-4

-3

-2

-1

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

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

Structural balance MTO (target year)

https://ec.europa.eu/info/business-economy-euro/economic-performance-and-forecasts/economic-forecasts/spring-2019-economic-forecast-growth-continues-more-moderate-pace_en
https://ec.europa.eu/info/business-economy-euro/economic-performance-and-forecasts/economic-forecasts/summer-2019-economic-forecast-growth-clouded-external-factors_en
https://ec.europa.eu/info/files/spring-2019-economic-forecast-statistical-annex_en
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
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In 2019, the number of Member States close or at MTO is not expected to increase according to the COM 
spring 2019 forecasts; improvements of the structural balance are only expected for Estonia, Ireland, Latvia, 
Austria, Denmark, Hungary and the UK.   

The fiscal policy stance for the euro area, as measured by the change in the structural balance, is expected 
to turn from slightly contractionary last year to mildly expansionary in 2019, given that the structural balance 
in the euro area amounted to -0.9% of GDP in 2017, to -0.7% of GDP in 2018 and is expected to amount to -
0.9% of GDP in 2019. 

For more details on previous steps on the implementation of the SGP, please see Section 3.  
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2. Current Council recommendations and key public finance indicators 

The below tables 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 on the 2019 DBPs i.e. the degree of risk of 
non-compliance by Euro Area Member States at that 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 (which is the indicator used to assess 
compliance with the expenditure benchmark) is only published in the COM assessments of the 2019 SCPs. 
However, the COM publishes the data 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 - Spring 20192 
(under no policy change scenario)3 

(% of GDP) 

COM  
assessments 

of 2019 
SCPs 

 

 
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 -1.8 (-0.4) 100.7 1.2 4.2 

2019 [CSR 2018]. 0.6 1.8 2019 -1.4 (0.0) 101.3 1.2 3.6 

2018 [recital 10 of CSR 
2017] 

0.6 1.6 2018 -1.4 (0.0) 102.0 1.4 3.1 

2017 [CSR 2016] 0.6 - 2017 -1.4 (0.9) 103.4 1.7 - 

2016 [CSR 2016] 0.6 - 2016 -2.3 (0.0) 106.1 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 0.8 (-0.3) 55.6 1.5 - 

2019 [CSR 2018, incl. recital 
6) 

No fiscal target [MTO 
achieved] 2019 1.1 (-0.5) 58.4 0.5 - 

2018 [CSR 2017, 
 incl. recitals 6/7] 

No fiscal target [MTO 
achieved] 2018 1.6 (0.8) 60.9 1.4 - 

2017 [CSR 2017,  
incl. recitals 6/7] 

No fiscal target [MTO 
achieved] 2017 0.8 (0.1) 64.5 2.2 - 

2016 [CSR 2016, recital 5] No fiscal target [MTO 
achieved] 2016 0.7 (-0.2) 68.5 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/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/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://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
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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 - Spring 20192 
(under no policy change scenario)3 

(% of GDP) 

COM  
assessments 

of 2019 
SCPs 

 

 
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 -1.5 (0.2) 8.5 2.4 5.9 

2019 [CSR 2018]. 0.6 4.1 2019 -1.7 (0.5) 8.5 2.8 6.4 

2018 [recital 7 of CSR 2018]. -0.2 6.1 2018 -2.2 (-0.5) 8.4 3.9 8.2 

2017 [CSR 2017, including 
recital 7] 

“Remain at MTO” 2017 -1.7 (-0.9) 9.2 4.9 - 

2016 [CSR 2016, including 
recital 5] 

No fiscal target [MTO 
achieved] 2016 -0.8 (-1.0) 9.2 3.5 - 

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 -0.5 (0.7) 55.9 3.4 4.0 

2019 [recital 8 of CSR 2018] 0.1 5.3 2019 -1.2 (0.2) 61.3 3.8 4.9 

2018 [recital 9 of CSR 2017] 0.6 2.4 2018 -1.4 (-0.5) 64.8 6.7 5.5 

2017 [CSR 2016] 0.6 - 2017 -0.9 (1.2) 68.5 7.2 - 

2016 [CSR 2016] 0.6 - 2016 -2.1 (0.8) 73.5 5.0 - 

EL 

2020 [CSR 2019, incl. recital 
7] 

No fiscal target [MTO 
achieved]  

0.25  
2020 

(recital 7 of 
CSR 2019) 

2020 0.8 (-1.1) 168.9 2.2 - 

2019 [[CSR 2019, , incl. 
recital 7] 

No fiscal target [MTO 
achieved]  2019 1.9 (-3.1) 174.9 2.2 - 

2018 [no CSRs] n.a. n.a. 2018 5.0 (-0.1) 181.1 1.9 - 

2017  [no CSRs] n.a. n.a. 2017 5.1 (-0.5) 176.2 1.5 - 

2016 [no CSRs] n.a. n.a. 2016 5.6 (1.8) 178.5 -0.2 - 

ES 

2020 [CSR 2019] 0.65 0.9 

0.0 (recital 
7 of CSR 

2019) 

2020 -3.2 (-0.3) 95.7 1.9 4.4 

2019 [CSR 2018] 0.65 0.6 2019 -2.9 (-0.2) 96.3 2.1 3.7 

2018 [EDP Decision 2016] 0.5 - 2018 -2.7 (0.0) 97.1 2.6 - 

2017 [EDP Decision 2016] 0.5 - 2017 -2.7 (0.4) 98.1 3.0 - 

2016 [EDP Decision 2016] -0.4 - 2016 -3.1 (-0.9) 99.0 3.2 - 

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-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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 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 - Spring 20192 
(under no policy change scenario)3 

(% of GDP) 

COM  
assessments 

of 2019 
SCPs 

 

 
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 -2.5 (0.1) 98.9 1.5 2.6 

2019 [CSR 2018] 0.6 1.4 2019 -2.6 (0.0) 99.0 1.3 2.9 

2018 [recital 8 of CSR 2017] 0.6 1.2 2018 -2.6 (0.1) 98.4 1.6 1.9 

2017 [EDP rec.2015] 0.9  - 2017 -2.7 (0.1) 98.4 2.2 
- 

2016 [EDP rec.2015] 0.8  - 2016 -2.8 (0.0) 98.0 1.2 
- 

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 -3.6 (-1.2) 135.2 0.7 3.3 

2019 [CSR 2018] 0.6 0.1 2019 -2.4 (-0.2) 133.7 0.1 2.0 

2018 [recital 10 of CSR 
2017] 

0.6 -0.2 2018 -2.2 (-0.1) 132.2 0.9 2.0 

2017 [CSR 2016] 0.6 - 2017 -2.1 (-0.4) 131.4 1.7 - 

2016 [CSR 2016] 0.6 - 2016 -1.7 (-1.0) 131.4 1.1 - 

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 0.7 (-0.4) 89.9 2.7 - 

2019 [CSR 2018] 
No fiscal target [MTO 

achieved] 2019 1.1 (-0.9) 96.4 3.1 - 

2018 [recital 7 of CSR 2018] -0.4 1.9 2018 2.0 (0.7) 102.5 3.9 - 

2017 [CSR2016] Respect MTO 2017 1.3 (0.2) 95.8 4.5 - 

2016 [CSR2016] Respect MTO 2016 1.1 (-1.0) 105.5 4.8 - 

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) 33.5 2.8 5.8 

2019 [CSR 2018 and reci. 8] 0.4 4.3 2019 -1.6 (0.5) 34.5 3.1 6.0 

2018 [reci. 7 of CSR 2017] -0.3 6.0 2018 -2.1 (-0.9) 35.9 4.8 10.8 

2017 [CSR 2017 and  reci. 7] 
No fiscal target [MTO 

achieved] 2017 -1.2 (-1.0) 40.0 4.6 - 

2016 [CSR 2016,and  reci. 5] 
“Limit the deviation from 

the  MTO” 2016 -0.2 (1.3) 40.3 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-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
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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 - Spring 20192 
(under no policy change scenario)3 

(% of GDP) 

COM  
assessments 

of 2019 
SCPs 

 

 
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 (0.1) 36.4 2.4 - 

2019 [CSR 2018 and reci. 7] No fiscal target [MTO 
achieved] 2019 -1.0 (-0.2) 37.0 2.7 - 

2018 [CSR 2018  and reci. 7] -0.6 6.4 2018 -0.8 (0.0) 34.2 3.4 - 

2017 [CSR 2017 and reci. 8] 
No fiscal target [MTO 

achieved] 2017 -0.8 (-0.4) 39.4 4.1 - 

2016 [CSR 2016 and reci. 6] 
No fiscal target [MTO 

achieved] 2016 -0.4 (0.2) 40.0 2.4 - 

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 0.5 (-0.4) 20.3 2.6 - 

2019 [CSR 2018 and its 
recital 6] 

No fiscal target [MTO 
achieved] 2019 0.9 (-1.2) 20.7 2.5 - 

2018 [CSR 2017 and its  
recital 6] 

No fiscal target [MTO 
achieved] 2018 2.1 (0.6) 21.4 2.6 - 

2017 [CSR 2017 and its 
recital 6] 

No fiscal target [MTO 
achieved] 2017 1.5 (-0.2) 23.0 1.5 - 

2016 [CSR 2016 and its 
recital 5] 

No fiscal target [MTO 
achieved] 2016 1.7 (0.4) 20.7 2.4 - 

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 0.7 (0.1) 40.2 4.8 - 

2019 [CSR 2018 and its 
recital 7] 

No fiscal target [MTO 
achieved] 2019 0.6 (-0.8) 42.8 5.5 - 

2018 [CSR 2017 and its 
recital 7) 

No fiscal target [MTO 
achieved] 2018 1.4 (-1.7) 46.0 6.6 - 

2017 [CSR 2016] 0.6 - 2017 3.1 (2.8) 50.2 6.7 - 

2016 [CSR 2016] 0.6 - 2016 0.3 (2.9) 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) 46.7 1.6 - 

2019 [CSR 2018 and its  
recital 6) 

No fiscal target [MTO 
achieved] 2019 0.7 (-0.1) 49.1 1.6 - 

2018 [CSR 2017 and its 
recital 6] 

No fiscal target [MTO 
achieved] 2018 0.8 (0.2) 52.4 2.7 - 

2017 [CSR 2016] 0.6 - 2017 0.6 (0.2) 57.0 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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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 - Spring 20192 
(under no policy change scenario)3 

(% of GDP) 

COM  
assessments 

of 2019 
SCPs 

 

 
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 (-0.1) 66.8 1.6 3.6 

2019 [CSR 2018, incl. recital 
9] 

0.3 2.9 2019 -0.1 (0.4) 69.7 1.5 3.6 

2018 [recital 8 of CSR 2018] -0.2 3.3 2018 -0.5 (0.3) 73.8 2.7 4.0 

2017 [CSR 2016] 0.3 2017 -0.8 (0.3) 78.2 2.6 - 

2016 [CSR 2016,  
incl. recital 6] 

No fiscal target [but “fur-
ther measures needed”] 2016 -1.1 (-1.1) 83.0 2.0 - 

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 -0.5 (0.0) 116.6 1.7 4.0 

2019 [CSR 2018] 0.6 0.7 2019 -0.5 (-0.1) 119.5 1.7 4.6 

2018 [recital 8 of CSR 2017] 0.6 0.1 2018 -0.4 (0.9) 121.5 2.1 4.2 

2017 [CSR 2016] 0.6 - 2017 -1.3 (0.7) 124.8 2.8 - 

2016 [CSR 2016 and its 
recital 6] 

0.6 - 2016 -2.0 (0.2) 129.2 1.9 - 

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 -0.3 (0.5) 61.7 2.8 4.9 

2019 [CSR 2018] 0.65 3.1 2019 -0.8 (-0.1) 65.9 3.1 6.8 

2018 [recital 7 of CSR 2018] 1.0 0.6 2018 -0.7 (-0.2) 70.1 4.5 4.5 

2017 [CSR 2016] 0.6 - 2017 -0.5 (0.6) 74.1 4.9 - 

2016 [CSR 2016] 0.6 - 2016 -1.1 (0.2) 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 -1.4 (-0.1) 46.0 3.4 5.4 

2019 [CSR 2018] 0.5 4.1 2019 -1.3 (0.0) 47.3 3.8 5.4 

2018 [recital 8 of CSR 2017] 0.5 2.9 2018 -1.3 (-0.4) 48.9 4.1 6.2 

2017 [CSR 2016] 0.5 - 2017 -0.9 (1.1) 50.9 3.2 - 

2016 [CSR 2016] 0.25 - 2016 -2.0 (0.1) 51.8 3.1 - 

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 

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 - Spring 20192 
(under no policy change scenario)3 

(% of GDP) 

COM  
assessments 

of 2019 
SCPs 

 

 
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 -0.6 (0.4) 57.7 1.2 2.3 

2019 [recital 9 of CSR 2018] -0.2 2.9 2019 -1.0 (0.0) 58.3 1.6 3.3 

2018 [recital 8 of CSR 2018]  -0.1 1.9 2018 -1.0 (-0.3) 58.9 2.3 3.1 

2017 [CSR 2016] 0.6 - 2017 -0.7 (0.0) 61.3 2.7 - 

2016 [CSR 2016] 0.5 - 2016 -0.7 (0.0) 63.0 2.8 - 

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 (-0.1) 18.4 3.4 - 

2019 [CSR 2018, incl. recital 
5] 

No fiscal target [MTO 
achieved] 2019 0.7 (-1.2) 20.5 3.3 - 

2018 [Recitals 5/6 of CSR 
2017] 

No fiscal target [MTO 
achieved] 2018 1.9 (0.8) 22.6 3.1 - 

2017 [CSR 2016] 0.5 - 2017 1.1 (0.8) 25.6 3.8 - 

2016 [CSR 2016] 0.5 - 2016 0.3 (1.4) 29.6 3.9 - 

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 (-0.3) 31.1 2.4 - 

2019 [CSR 2018] No fiscal target [MTO 
achieved] 2019 -0.1 (-0.5) 31.7 2.6 - 

2018 [CSR 2017,  
incl. recital 5] 

No fiscal target [MTO 
achieved] 2018 0.4 (-0.6) 32.7 2.9 - 

2017 [CSR 2016, 
 incl. recital 5] 

No fiscal target [MTO 
achieved] 2017 1.0 (0.2) 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 1.0 (0.1) 32.5 1.6 - 

2019 [CSR 2018, incl. recital 
5] 

No fiscal target [MTO 
achieved] 2019 0.9 (0.1) 33.0 1.7 - 

2018 [CSR 2017, incl. recital 
5] 

No fiscal target [MTO 
achieved] 2018 0.8 (-0.7) 34.1 1.4 - 

2017 [CSR 2016, incl. recital 
5 ] 

0.25 - 2017 1.5 (1.2) 35.5 2.3 - 

2016 [CSR 2016, , incl. 
recital 5] 

“Respect MTO” 2016 0.3 (2.1) 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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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 - Spring 20192 
(under no policy change scenario)3 

(% of GDP) 

COM  
assessments 

of 2019 
SCPs 

 

 
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 -0.5 (0.3) 67.6 2.5 - 

2019 [CSR 2018] No fiscal target [MTO 
achieved] 2019 -0.8 (-0.5) 70.9 2.6 - 

2018 [CSR 2017, incl. recital 
6] 

“Remain at MTO” 2018 -0.3 (-0.9) 74.6 2.6 - 

2017 [CSR 2016] 0.6 - 2017 0.6 (1.2) 77.8 2.9 - 

2016 [CSR 2016] Correct excessive deficit 2016 -0.6 (1.1) 80.5 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 -2.7 (0.6) 67.7 2.8 7.3 

2019 [CSR 2019, SDP of Dec. 
2018 and of June 2019] 1.0 3.3 2019 -3.3 (0.4) 69.2 3.7 6.5 

2018 [CSR 2018, SDP of  
June 2018] 

1.0 2.8 2018 -3.7 (-0.3) 70.8 4.9 6.3 

2017 [CSR 2016] 0.6 - 2017 -3.4 (-1.6) 73.4 4.1 - 

2016 [CSR 2016] 0.5 - 2016 -1.8 (0.2) 76.0 2.3 - 

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 -3.0 (-0.2) 47.4 3.6 8.0 

2019 [CSR 2018] 0.6 4.2 2019 -2.8 (-1.4) 48.2 4.2 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 (0.0) 50.6 4.8 - 

2016 [CSR 2016] 0.5 - 2016 -1.9 (0.4) 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 -4.8 (-1.2) 38.4 3.1 10.8 

2019 [CSR 2019, SDP of 
June 2019] 1.0 4.5 2019 -3.6 (-0.6) 36.0 3.3 11.6 

2018 [CSR 2018, SDP of 
June  2018] 

0.8 3.3 2018 -3.0 (-0.1) 35.0 4.1 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 - Spring 20192 
(under no policy change scenario)3 

(% of GDP) 

COM  
assessments 

of 2019 
SCPs 

 

 
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 -2.9 (-1.2) 35.2 7.0 - 

2016 [CSR 2016] 
Limit deviation from 

MTO 2016 -1.7 (-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 0.6 (0.1) 32.4 1.6 - 
 

2019 [CSR 2018, incl. recital 
5] 

No fiscal target [MTO 
achieved] 2019 0.5 (-0.1) 34.4 1.4 - 

2018 [CSR 2017, incl. recital 
5] 

No fiscal target [MTO 
achieved] 2018 0.6 (-0.6) 38.8 2.3 - 

2017 [CSR 2016, incl. recital 
5] 

No fiscal target [MTO 
achieved] 2017 1.2 (0.5) 40.8 2.1 - 

2016 [CSR 2016, incl. recital 
5] 

No fiscal target [MTO 
achieved] 2016 0.7 (0.8) 42.4 2.7 - 

UK 

2020 [CSR 2019] 0.6 1.9 -0.5 
 (minimum 

MTO 
calculated 

by COM 
since the 

UK did not 
submit 
MTO) 

2020 -1.4 (0.4) 84.2 1.3 3.1 

2019 [CSR 2018] 0.6 1.6 2019 -1.8 (0.2) 85.1 1.3 2.8 

2018 [recital 7 of CSR 2017] 0.6 1.8 2018 -2.0 (0.4) 86.8 1.4 - 

2017 [CSR 2016] 0.6 - 2017 -2.4 (0.8) 87.1 1.8 - 

2016 [CSR 2016] Correct excessive deficit 2016 -3.2 (1.2) 87.9 1.8 - 

 
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 and 2019 in its staff working documents assessing the 2019 Stability 
and Convergence Programmes (SCPs) 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). 1 See statistical annex to the 

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/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/stability-and-convergence-programmes/assessment-programmes-2019_en
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
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_spring_070519_statistical_annex_en.pdf
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COM spring 2019 forecast: tables 1 (GDP growth), 36 (nominal budget balance), 41 (structural balance) and 42 (gross 
debt).  
4 See COM spring 2019 forecast Box I.5 (pages 82-83) "Some technical elements behind the forecast". 
5 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".  6 The net primary government expenditure used is the one published in the COM assessments of the 2019 
SCPs, which is defined in the following way: net public expenditure annual growth (in %) corrected for discretionary 
revenue measures, revenue measures mandated by law and one-offs (nominal). 
  

https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/ip102_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/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/stability-and-convergence-programmes/assessment-programmes-2019_en
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3. SGP implementation: recent developments 

This section summarises most recent and relevant developments which have occurred before May 2019 and 
which have not be presented section 1.    

Recommendations on the economic policy in the euro area 

Out of 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.”  

2019 Draft Budgetary Plans (DBPs) 

Slovenia, Luxembourg and Latvia Slovenia updated their 2019 DBPs respectively in January, February 
and March 2019, since the previous versions were done under a no-policy change scenario. On 27 February 
2019, the COM assessed the updated DBP of Slovenia: “Overall, the COM is of the opinion that the updated DBP 
of Slovenia is at risk of non-compliance with the provisions of the SGP. In particular, the COM projects a risk 
of significant deviation from the required adjustment towards the MTO in 2019 and in 2018 and 2019 taken 
together. Therefore, the COM invites the authorities to take the necessary measures within the national budgetary 
process to ensure that the 2019 budget will be compliant with the SGP.” On 6 March 2019, the COM assessed 
that the updated DBP of Latvia is broadly compliant with the current requirements under the SGP. On 22 
March 2019, it assessed that the updated DBP of Luxembourg is compliant with the current requirements 
under the SGP. 

On 4 December 2018, the Eurogroup issued a statement on the 2019 DBPs, in which it: 

• supported the COM assessment of 21 November 2018 that the (revised) 2019 DBP of Italy of 
13 November 2018 is a particularly serious case of non-compliance with its obligations (i.e. Council 
recommendations of July 2018) and recommended Italy to take the necessary measures to be compliant 
with the SGP; 

• noted that Belgium, France, Portugal and Spain are not expected to comply prima facie with the debt 
reduction benchmark in 2019; 

• invited all countries assessed by the COM - on 21 November 2018 - to be at “risk of non-compliance” 
with their obligations under the SGP (i.e. Belgium, France, Portugal, Spain and Slovenia) to address in 
a timely manner the identified risks and to ensure that their 2019 budget will be compliant with SGP 
provisions. The assessed risks of non-compliance with the SGP in 2019 mean that they might lead to a 
significant deviation from the adjustment paths towards the respective MTO. Please see separate EGOV 
briefing on the COM Opinions on these countries and Italy. 

On 21 November 2018, the COM published its autumn 2018 Semester package, which included the  
Opinions on the 2019 Draft Budgetary Plans (DBPs) of euro area Member States 

• The revised DBP of Italy was assessed to be a particularly serious case of non-compliance with the CSRs 
of July. 

• For ten Member States (Germany, Ireland, Greece, Cyprus, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Malta, Netherlands, 
Austria, and Finland), the DBPs were assessed to be compliant with the SGP in 2019. 

• For three Member States (Estonia, Latvia and Slovakia), the DBPs were found to be broadly compliant 
with the SGP in 2019, which means that they were assessed to lead to some deviation from the country's 

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
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-2019_en
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/c-2019-2002_en_act_part1_v4_0.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/c-2019-2002_en_act_part1_v4_0.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/commission_opinion_on_the_updated_2019_draft_budgetary_plan_of_latvia_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/opinion_lu_adopted.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/opinion_lu_adopted.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2018/12/04/eurogroup-statement-on-the-draft-budgetary-plans-for-2019/
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/c-2018-8028-it_en_0.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/IDAN/2018/624428/IPOL_IDA(2018)624428_EN.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/IDAN/2018/624428/IPOL_IDA(2018)624428_EN.pdf
http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_IP-18-6462_en.htm
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-2019_en
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MTO or the adjustment path towards it (see separate briefing for more information on the concept of 
MTOs). 

• For five Member States (Belgium, Spain, France, Portugal and Slovenia), the DBPs were judged to pose a 
risk of non-compliance with the SGP in 2019, which means that they might lead to a significant 
deviation from the adjustment paths towards the respective MTO. 

Previous steps relating to the assessments on Italy 

The COM published on 21 November 2018 a report under Art. 126 (3) TFEU, which concluded: “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.” The conclusion is notably based 
on the argument that “the identified risk of significant deviation from the recommended adjustment path 
towards the MTO in 2018 and the particularly serious non-compliance for 2019 with the recommendation 
addressed to Italy by the Council on 13 July 2018, based on both the government plans and the COM 2018 autumn 
forecast.”  Afterwards, the EFC (Committee of the ECOFIN Council) formulated its opinion on the Art. 126(3) 
report, agreeing with the COM. 

On 19 December 2018, the COM concluded (in a letter to the Italian government) that the budget 
amendments proposed by the Italian government, and as specified in a letter to the COM on 18 December 
2018, would be sufficient, if fully implemented, for the COM not to recommend the opening of an EDP at 
this stage.  

The Italian government, in an annex to the above mentioned letter to the COM, is estimating a nominal 
budget deficit of 2.0% of GDP, a structural deficit of 1.3 %, a structural budget effort of 0,0 % of potential 
GDP (including the use of flexibility provision of the SGP) and the government debt to be 130,7% of GDP in 
2019. These figures would imply that the adopted budget for 2019 is prima facie at "risk of non-compliance" 
with the preventive arm of the SGP (i.e. there is a risk of significant deviation, since the announced structural 
budget effort amounts to 0.0% of potential GDP while the required structural budget effort is 0.6% of 
potential GDP).  

  

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 will expire 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.  

               

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/BRIE/2017/587388/IPOL_BRI(2017)587388_EN.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/1263_commission_report_211118_-_italy_en_1.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/7351969_letter_to_prime_minister_conte_and_minister_tria.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/20181219_italy_letter_to_commission_-_annex.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/20181219_italy_letter_to_commission_-_annex.pdf
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 (...)”   

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


Implementation of the Stability and Growth Pact - August 2019 
 

PE 497.746  31  

Netherlands: 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 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 Denmark 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-

http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-10172-2019-INIT/en/pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-10173-2019-INIT/en/pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-10175-2019-INIT/en/pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-10175-2019-INIT/en/pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-10177-2019-INIT/en/pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-10177-2019-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-10179-2019-INIT/en/pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-10155-2019-INIT/en/pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-10156-2019-INIT/en/pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-10157-2019-INIT/en/pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-10164-2019-INIT/en/pdf
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
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-10174-2019-INIT/en/pdf
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
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friendly manner; (3) report to the Council by 15 October 2019 on action taken in response to this Recommendation; the report 
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.” 
 

http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-10180-2019-INIT/en/pdf
https://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-10181-2019-INIT/en/pdf
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Structural budget balances in 
EU Member States - August 2019 
Structural budget balances play an important role in the fiscal policy frameworks of the EU both as part of the 
application of the Stability and Growth Pact (SGP) and in the implementation of the balanced budget rule by the 
contracting parties of the intergovernmental Treaty on Stability, Coordination and Governance in the EMU (the 
fiscal section of the Treaty is also called the “Fiscal Compact”).  

This document provides a short overview of the concept and application of the structural balance rule(s) in the 
EU. It is 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.  

The objective and role of structural budget positions 

The structural budget positions are today a core element 
of the surveillance of the budgetary policies of the 
Member States of the EU. Structural budget positions are 
used in: 

• The medium term objectives (MTO) and related fiscal 
efforts (and assessments) under the preventive arm of 
the SGP; 

• The fiscal effort recommendations and assessments 
under the Excessive Deficit Procedure (EDP); 

• The balanced budget rule included in the so-called 
“Fiscal Compact” (see Box 2).  

This document focuses on the role of the MTO, as it 
represents the country-specific budgetary objective 
defined in structural terms that each Member State 
should achieve in accordance with the preventive arm of 
the SGP. In particular, the provisions of the SGP (included 
in Regulation 1466/97 and the Code of Conduct) stipulate 
that each Member State must have a differentiated MTO 
for its budgetary position which shall fulfil the following 
criteria: 

Box 1: Structural budget balances 

In line with the methodology used in the SGP, 
the structural budget balance is a nominal 
budget balance adjusted by the cyclical 
component, excludig one-off and 
temporary policy measures. The cyclical 
component is calculated as the product of the 
output gap (difference between actual and 
potential GDP as percent of potential GDP) and 
a parameter reflecting the automatic reaction 
of the government balance to an output gap 
change.  

This cyclically adjusted budget balance 
corresponds to a budget balance prevailing if 
the economy was running at its full potential.  

As it is based on estimates of the potential 
output, the structural balance is vulnerable to 
uncertainty and revisions (see separate EGOV 
note).  

http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=CONSLEG:1997R1466:20111213:EN:PDF
http://ec.europa.eu/economy_finance/economic_governance/sgp/pdf/coc/code_of_conduct_en.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/BRIE/2016/574407/IPOL_BRI(2016)574407_EN.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/BRIE/2016/574407/IPOL_BRI(2016)574407_EN.pdf
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• ensure safety margin so that the nominal 3 % of GDP 
deficit target would not be triggered in bad economic 
times;  

• ensure the sustainability of public finances (taking into 
account among other issues any increase in age related 
expenditure), while allowing room for budgetary 
manoeuvre, in particular for public investment; it also 
means that it should be consistent with the so-called debt 
reduction benchmark, if the debt ratio is higher than 60% 
of GDP;   

• be close to balance or in surplus (Euro Area and ERM2 
Member States must have a MTO that corresponds to at 
least - 1% of potential GDP and signatories of the TSCG of 
a least -0,5 % of potential GDP (see Box 2).  

The Commission provides in this respect regularly to the 
Member States so-called “minimum MTOs” on the basis of the 
above criteria and the methodology detailed in Code of 
Conduct on the SGP implementation (see also below section 
on the updates of MTOs) in order that Member States take 
these into account when they prepare their Stability or 
Convergence Programmes. 

By setting a budgetary target in structural terms (i.e. in 
relation to a MTO) in the preventive arm of the SGP (and in the 
balanced budget rule of the “Fiscal Compact”), the main 
objective is to ensure that the underlying fiscal position of Member States is conducive to fiscal 
sustainability, while allowing for the free operation of the automatic stabilisers over the economic 
cycle (see also Box 1). Member States, which have not yet achieved their MTO, should improve their 
structural balance by 0.5% of potential GDP per year as a benchmark (more in ‘good times’ and less in 
‘bad times’).  

In February 2016, the ECOFIN Council endorsed a “commonly agreed position on flexibility within the SGP: 
Flexibility for cycilical conditions, structural reforms and investment” which was subsequently annexed 
to the code of conduct on the implementation of the SGP (latest update: February 2017); the new 
elements include a matrix specifying the ‘good times’ and ‘bad times’ and the corresponding appropriate 
fiscal adjustments.  

The Regulation (EC) 1466/97 specifies how a deviation from the MTO or the adjustment path towards it will 
be measured. More specifically, the Regulation states that: “A deviation from the MTO or from the appropriate 
path towards it shall be evaluated on the basis of an overall assessment with the structural balance as the 
reference, including an analysis of the expenditure net of discretionary revenue measures”. 

Temporary deviations from the MTO or the adjustment path towards the MTO may be allowed in cases of: 

• major structural reforms, including certain public investments; the above mentioned fleixibility 
position included in the Code of Conduct on the SGP defines concretely in which cases structural 
reforms and investments can allow temporary deviations specifies that the cumulative temporary 
deviation granted under the structural reform clause and the investment clause cannot exceed 0.75 % 
of GDP;  

• an unusual event outside the control of the Member State concerned which has a major impact on the 
financial position of the government; and/or  

• in periods of severe economic downturn for the euro area or the Union as a whole.  

Box 2: The Fiscal Compact 

The Treaty on Stability, Coordination and 
Governance in the EMU (TSCG) includes a 
requirement on the contracting parties to 
enshrine a balanced budget rule (similarly to 
the “Medium-term objective” in EU law) with 
0,5% GDP as the lowest limit of structural 
deficit (if public debt is significantly lower 
than 60% of GDP, this lower limit is set at 1% 
of GDP) into national law, preferably at 
constitutional level. Member States may 
bring proceedings against other Member 
States before the Court of Justice of the EU in 
case non-transposition. The Contracting 
Parties shall ensure rapid convergence 
towards their respective MTO. Article 3 of the 
Treaty also stipulates that “progress towards, 
and respect of, the medium-term objective 
shall be evaluated on the basis of an overall 
assessment with the structural balance as a 
reference, including an analysis of expenditure 
net of discretionary revenue measures, in line 
with the revised SGP”.  

 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/business-economy-euro/euro-area_en
https://ec.europa.eu/info/business-economy-euro/euro-area/enlargement-euro-area/introducing-euro/adoption-fixed-euro-conversion-rate/erm-ii-eus-exchange-rate-mechanism_en
http://ec.europa.eu/economy_finance/economic_governance/sgp/pdf/coc/code_of_conduct_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
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-9344-2017-INIT/en/pdf
http://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/history/20120301-tscg-euro-summit/
http://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/history/20120301-tscg-euro-summit/
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The current SGP rules also include an expenditure benchmark, notably in the preventive arm, according 
to which growth of public expenditure (net of discretionary revenue measures and other factors) has to be 
lower than medium-term potential GDP growth for countries that have not reached their MTO. It serves as 
a second indicator to measure the fiscal effort taken by the Member States in respect of their obligations 
under the SGP. Today, the assessment (in judging progress towards or remaining at the MTO) by the 
Commission is based on both the structural budget balance and the expenditure benchmark . The table in 
annex 1 of this document focuses only on the projected structural balance developments vis-à-vis the 
latest Council recommendations under the SGP issued to the Member States subject to rules of the 
preventive arm.   

The assessment by the Commission of the SCPs during each spring (and also of the Draft Budgetary Plans 
for euro area Member States during the autumn) evaluates the overall compliance of the Member State with 
the latest Council recommendations. Based on these assessments, the Commission may reach a conclusion 
of compliance, (some) deviation or significant deviation. For the ex ante assessment, the latter refers to a risk 
of a significant deviation based on the Member State’s plans and the Commission forecast; for the ex post 
assessment (which is based on observed data as available in spring of year t+1), it triggers the 
procedural steps set out under Article 121(4) TFEU (hereafter Significant Deviation Procedure, SDP). 

As defined in Articles 6(3) and 10(3) of Regulation (EC) 1466/97, the assessment of whether the 
deviation from the MTO or the adjustment towards the MTO is significant shall, in particular, include the 
following criteria: 

a) for a Member State that has not reached the MTO:  A significant deviation is defined as a deviation of 
at least 0.5% of GDP in a single year or at least 0.25% of GDP on average per year in two consecutive 
years; 

b) when assessing expenditure developments net of discretionary revenue measures: The 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. 

Where a conclusion of overall significant deviation is reached based on an overall assessment and on 
validated data, it triggers a Significant Deviation Procedure (SDP), which starts with a Commission 
warning to the Member State in question and can lead to an interest-bearing deposit being required, for 
euro area Member States.  
It may also be noted that those countries that are signatories of the TSCG and bound by the Fiscal Compact 
must implement automatic correction mechanisms in the national legal orders which will operate in the 
event of significant observed deviations. 

For further information on the above elements, see sections 1.2 and 1.3 of the  Vademecum on the SGP 
(2019 Edition). 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/ip101_en.pdf
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Box 3: Implementation of the SDP 

On 14 June 2019 (based on COM proposals of 5 June 2019), the the Council took the following measures: 

• it decided that no effective action has been taken by Hungary and Romania in response to Council 
decisions of December 2018; 

• it adopted recommendations with a view to correcting the significant deviations; 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 is recommended; for Hungary, this recommendation means that the country 
has to take measures necessary to ensure that the nominal growth rate of net primary ernment 
expenditure does not exceed 3,3 % in 2019 and 4,7 % in 2020 and for Romania that it has to take the 
measures necessary to ensure that the nominal growth rate of net primary ernment expenditure does 
not exceed 4,5 % in 2019 and 5,1 % in 2020. 

In December 2018, the Council confirmed that no effective action has been been taken by Romania and 
Hungary in response to the Council recommendations of June 2018 and adopted, on the basis of COM 
proposals of 21 November 2018, revised recommendations: for each of both countries, the revised 
annual structural adjustments amount to at least 1% of GDP in 2019.  

On 21 November 2018, the COM noted that no effective action was taken by Romania and Hungary in 
response to the Council recommendations of June 2018 and proposed that the Council adopts revised 
recommendations to correct the significant deviations from the adjustment path towards the MTO:  

• Romania: “take the necessary measures to ensure that the nominal growth rate of net primary 
government expenditure does not exceed 4.5% in 2019, corresponding to an annual structural 
adjustment of 1.0% of GDP, thereby putting the Member State on an appropriate adjustment path 
toward the MTO.” 

• Hungary: “take the necessary measures to ensure that the nominal growth rate of net primary 
government expenditure does not exceed 3,3 % in 2019, corresponding to an annual structural 
adjustment of 1,0 % of GDP, thereby putting thery Member State on an appropriate adjustment path 
toward the MTO.“ 

On 15 October 2018, Romania and Hungary submitted reports on action taken in response to the 
Council recommendations of 18 June 2018.  

On 18 June 2018, the Council issued recommendations to  Romania and Hungary - based on 
Commission recommendations of 25 May 2018 -  requesting the correction of significant deviations from 
MTO:  

• Romania: “take the necessary measures to ensure that the nominal growth rate of net primary 
government expenditure does not exceed 3,3 % in 2018 and 5,1 % in 2019, corresponding to an 
annual structural adjustment of 0,8 % of GDP in each year, thereby putting the Member State on an 
appropriate adjustment path toward the MTO”. Furthermore, the Council found that Romania 
(already for one year in a significant deviation procedure) has so far failed to take effective action.  

• Hungary: “take the necessary measures to ensure that the nominal growth rate of net primary 
government expenditure does not exceed 2,8 % in 2018, corresponding to an annual structural 
adjustment of 1 % of GDP, thereby putting the Member State on an appropriate adjustment path 
towards the MTO”.  

 

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://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://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/37280/st15085-en18.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/com-2018-802_1_ro_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/com-2018-805_hu_en_0.pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-13279-2018-INIT/en/pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/sdp_report_hu_eng.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
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-9759-2018-INIT/en/pdf
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Updates and progress on the MTOs 

The preventive arm of the SGP stipulates that Member States shall update every three years their MTOs (last 
update: 2019 Stability and Convergence Programmes of April/May 2019, in which MTOs for the period 2020-
2022 have been provided). For this purpose, the Commission submits to Member States so-called ”minimum 
MTOs” (last update: p. 90 of 2019 edition of the Vademecum of the SGP) based on the criteria included in 
the regulation governing the preventive arm (see beginning of this briefing). The Member States provide 
their updated MTOs in their Stability and Convergence Programmes based on these lower bounds as 
proposed by the Commission or a more ambitious target if, in their view, circumstances are deemed to 
warrant it. Countries undertaking structural reforms with a major impact on the sustainability of the public 
finances may revise their MTOs on a case-by-case basis, in agreement with the Commission. In particular, 
the introduction of major pension reforms having an impact on long-term fiscal sustainability could result 
in a revision of the MTOs. 

The country specific recommendations (CSRs) adopted annually by the Council include in most cases 
explicit quantititave budgetary recommendations (‘fiscal effort in structural terms’) for the Member States 
under the preventive arm of the SGP in order for them to make progress towards or remain at their MTO.  

The overleaf Annex 1 presents the fiscal targets based on the 2018 CSRs adopted by the Council in July 2018 
and the 2019 CSRs proposed by the Commission in May 2019, as well as the estimated or projected progress 
on structural budget positions for 2019 and 2020 on the basis of the spring 2019 economic forecast by the 
Commission. It will be regularly updated, in particular once 2019 CSRs have been adopted by the Council in 
July 2019 or when new Commisison forecasts are available.  

The overleaf Annex 2 provides a comparison of the wordings of the “balanced budget rules” included in the 
SGP, the Fiscal Compact and the Commission propsal of 6 December 2017 to  integrate the substance of the 
Fiscal Compact into the European Union legal framework.   

http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=CONSLEG:1997R1466:20111213: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/sites/info/files/economy-finance/ip101_en.pdf
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Annex 1: Structural budgetary efforts as requested by the Council and projected by 
the COM’s spring 2019 forecast 

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 - 
see p. 92 of the 2019 edition of the Vademecum on the SGP - since the latter did not submit a MTO); SDP for Hungary and Romania (see Box 3 of 
this briefing);  COM spring 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.)” reflect 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 spring 2019 forecast, Greece has a primary balance of 4.0% in 2019 and 3.6% in 2020. 
The explicit annual structural effort recommended in the 2018 CSRs is included in the recommendations themselves. In the  2019 CSRs, the explicit 
annual structural effort is included in the recommendations themselves for nearly all Member States, except for Portugal, Slovenia and Slovakia 
(for them it is only included in the recitals of the CSRs). 

Member 
State  

MTO 
(structural 

budget 
position = 

sbp) 

Recommended annual structural effort 
(percentage points=pp)  

(to adjust towards or remain at the MTO) 

Projections on the structural budget 
balance  

(COM spring 2019 forecast) 
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 0.0 pp -1.4 sbp -0.4 pp -1.8 sbp 
DE -0.5 sbp In line with its MTO In line with its MTO -0.5 pp  1.1 sbp -0.3 pp  0.8 sbp  
EE -0.5 sbp 0.6 pp 0.6 pp 0.5 pp  -1.7 sbp 0.2 pp  -1.5 sbp  
IE -0.5 sbp 0.1 pp In line with its MTO  0.2 pp -1.2 sbp 0.7 pp  -0.5 sbp  
EL 0.25 sbp n.a. n.a.  -3.1 pp 1.9 sbp -1.1 pp 0.8 sbp 
ES 0.0 sbp 0.65 pp 0.65 pp -0.2 pp -2.9 sbp -0.3 pp -3.2 sbp 
FR -0.4 sbp 0.6 pp 0.6 pp 0.0 pp -2.6 sbp 0.1 pp  -2.5 sbp  
IT 0.5 sbp 0.6 pp 0.6 pp -0.2 pp  -2.4 sbp -1.2 pp  -3.6 sbp  
CY 0.0 sbp In line with its MTO In line with its MTO -0.9 pp  1.1 sbp -0.4 pp   0.7 sbp 
LV -1.0 sbp 0.4 pp 0.5 pp 0.5 pp  -1.6 sbp 0.5 pp  -1.1 sbp 
LT -1.0 sbp In line with its MTO In line with its MTO -0.2 pp  -1.0 sbp 0.1 pp  -0.9 sbp 
LU 0.5 sbp In line with its MTO In line with its MTO  -1.2 pp  0.9 sbp -0.4 pp  0.5 sbp 
MT 0.0 sbp In line with its MTO In line with its MTO -0.8 pp  0.6 sbp -0.1 pp  0.7sbp 
NL -0.5 sbp In line with its MTO In line with its MTO -0.1 pp  0.7 sbp -0.5 pp  0.2 sbp  
AT -0.5 sbp 0.3 pp In line with its MTO 0.4 pp -0.1 sbp 0.1 pp  0.0 sbp 
PT 0.0 sbp 0.6 pp 0.5 pp -0.1 pp  -0.5 sbp 0.0 pp  -0.5 sbp 
SI -0.25 sbp 0.65 pp 0.5 pp -0.1 pp  -0.8 sbp 0.5 pp   -0.3 sbp 
SK -1.0 sbp 0.5 pp 0.3 pp 0.0 pp  -1.3 sbp -0.1 pp   -1.4 sbp 
FI -0.5 sbp -0.2 pp 0.5 pp 0.0 pp  -1.0 sbp 0.4 pp  -0.6 sbp 

BG -1.0 sbp In line with its MTO In line with its MTO -1.2 pp  0.7 sbp -0.1 pp   0.6 sbp 
CZ -0.75 sbp In line with its MTO In line with its MTO -0.5 pp -0.1 sbp -0.3 pp  -0.4 sbp 
DK -0.5 sbp In line with its MTO In line with its MTO 0.1 pp  0.9 sbp 0.1 pp  1.0 sbp 
HR -1.0 sbp In line with its MTO In line with its MTO -0.5 pp  -0.8 sbp 0.3 pp   -0.5 sbp 
HU -1.0 sbp 1.0 pp 0.75 pp 0.4 pp  -3.3 sbp 0.6 pp  -2.7 sbp 
PL -1.0 sbp 0.6 pp 0.6 pp -1.4 pp  -2.8 sbp -0.2 pp   -3.0 sbp 
RO -1.0 sbp 1.0 pp 0.75 pp -0.6 pp  -3.6 sbp -1.2 pp   -4.8 sbp 
SE -1.0 sbp In line with its MTO In line with its MTO -0.1 pp  0.5 sbp  0.1 pp 0.6 sbp 
UK -0.50 sbp 0.6 pp 0.6 pp 0.2 pp -1.8 sbp 0.4 pp  1.4 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/sites/info/files/economy-finance/ip101_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/sites/info/files/economy-finance/ecfin_forecast_spring_070519_statistical_annex_en.pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-9344-2017-INIT/en/pdf
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Annex 2: Comparison of EU balanced budget rules 

Regulation 1466/97 on the strengthening of the 
surveillance of budgetary positions and the surveillance 
and coordination of economic policies as amended by 

Regulation 1175/2011 
(relevant parts) 

Treaty on Stability, Coordination and Governance (TSCG) 
of 2 March 2012 

  

(relevant parts) 

Proposal for a Directive integrate the substance of the 
TSCG into the Union legal framework of 6 December 2017 

 

(relevant parts) 

SECTION 1A 

MEDIUM-TERM BUDGETARY OBJECTIVES 

Article 2a 

Each Member State shall have a differentiated medium-
term objective for its budgetary position. These country-
specific medium-term budgetary objectives may diverge 
from the requirement of a close to balance or in surplus 
position, while providing a safety margin with respect to 
the 3 % of GDP government deficit ratio. The medium-term 
budgetary objectives shall ensure the sustainability of 
public finances or a rapid progress towards such 
sustainability while allowing room for budgetary 
manoeuvre, considering in particular the need for public 
investment.  

Taking these factors into account, for participating Member 
States and for Member States that are participating in ERM2 
the country-specific medium-term budgetary objectives 
shall be specified within a defined range between -1 % of 
GDP and balance or surplus, in cyclically adjusted terms, 
net of one-off and temporary measures.  

The medium-term budgetary objective shall be revised 
every 3 years. A Member State's medium-term budgetary 
objective may be further revised in the event of the 
implementation of a structural reform with a major impact 
on the sustainability of public finances. 

TITLE III 

FISCAL COMPACT 

Article 3 

1. The Contracting Parties shall apply the following 
rules, in addition and without prejudice to the obligations 
derived from European Union law: 

a) The budgetary position of the general government 
shall be balanced or in surplus. 

b) The rule under point a) shall be deemed to be respected 
if the annual structural balance of the general 
government is at its country-specific medium-term 
objective as defined in the revised Stability and Growth 
Pact with a lower limit of a structural deficit of 0.5 % 
of the gross domestic product at market prices.  

(...) 

d) Where the ratio of government debt to gross domestic 
product at market prices is significantly below 60 % and 
where risks in terms of long-term sustainability of public 
finances are low, the lower limit of the medium-term 
objective specified under point b) can reach a 
structural deficit of at most 1.0 % of the gross 
domestic product at market prices. 

 

ARTICLE 3 

Fiscal responsibility and medium-term budgetary 
orientation 

1. Each Member State shall set up a framework of binding 
and permanent numerical fiscal rules which are specific to 
it, strengthen its responsible conduct of fiscal policy and 
effectively promote compliance with its obligations 
deriving from the TFEU in the area of budgetary policy over 
a multiannual horizon for the general government as a 
whole. That framework shall include in particular the 
following rules: 

a) a medium-term objective in terms of structural balance 
shall be set in order to ensure that the ratio of 
government debt to gross domestic product at market 
prices does not exceed the reference value set out in 
Article 1 of Protocol No 12 on the excessive deficit 
procedure or approaches it at a satisfactory pace.   

b) fiscal planning shall include a medium-term growth 
path of government expenditure net of discretionary 
revenue measures and consistent with the medium-term 
objective or the time-frame for convergence towards it. 
That path shall be set as soon as a new government takes 
office in the Member State, for the term of the legislature 
as established by the constitutional legal order of that 
Member State, and shall be respected by the annual 
budgets throughout that period.  

http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=CONSLEG:1997R1466:20111213:EN:PDF
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A32011R1175
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/20399/st00tscg26_en12.pdf
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX:52017PC0824
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The respect of the medium-term budgetary objective shall 
be included in the national medium-term budgetary 
frameworks in accordance with Chapter IV of Council 
Directive 2011/85/EU of 8 November 2011 on 
requirements for budgetary frameworks of the Member 
States. 
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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 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. 

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
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 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 once12. 

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 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 establishing the EFB, “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” 13. 

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 the following reports to the ECON Committee of the European 
Parliament: 

• The 2018 Annual Report on 5 November 2018;  

• The 2017 Annual Report on 4 December 2017;  

• The June 2017 report on the euro area fiscal stance was presented on 11 July 2017.  

• The Chair of the EFB also participated in an open meeting with ECON Coordinators in December 2016.  

 

                                                             
12 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.  
13 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). 

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
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=OJ:JOL_2016_040_R_0008&from=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
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Reports published by the EFB 
Since 2017, the EFB publishes two documents per year:  

> an Annual report, with a review of the implementation of the EU fiscal framework in the previous year; 

> 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 stance14. 

> 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 
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 

                                                             
14 An EGOV not on “The Euro area fiscal stance” provides some information on this topic 

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 
fiscal councils through the EU Network of Independent Fiscal Institutions (EUNIFI).” 

 

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
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
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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recommended to making progress with the fiscal architecture of the EMU, and supported the 
Commission proposal to establish a European Investment Stabilisation Function15.  

> 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”.  

The Annex of this document presents some excerpts from the latest two Annual Reports.  
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 by the President of the Commission, J.C. Juncker, in 
January 2019, 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 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. 

                                                             
15 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. 

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/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
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/doceo/document/TA-8-2019-0201_EN.pdf
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Some further reading on public finances in EMU 

> “The 2019 Stability and Convergence Programmes”, published 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-
2021submitted 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 for 2017 (estimates) and in 2018 (forecasts). 

> 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 

  

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
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 2018 and 2017 Annual Reports  

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 
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. 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/publications/2018-annual-report-european-fiscal-board_en
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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. 

• 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. 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/publications/2017-annual-report-european-fiscal-board_en
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• 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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Implementation of the Macroeconomic 
Imbalance Procedure - September 2019 
This note presents the 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 March 2019, the Commission concluded that: 

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

• 10 Member States are considered being in a situation of "macroeconomic imbalances" 

• 3 Member States are considered being in a situation of "excessive macroeconomic imbalances". 

 
Source: EGOV based on European Commission, 2019 

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/file_import/2019-european-semester-communication-country-reports_en_0.pdf
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1. The 2019 Semester and the MIP 

The Commission published in November 2018 its latest Alert Mechanism Report (AMR): this report 
presented the analysis of the macroeconomic situation for the EU, as well as for individual Member States, 
and launched the annual round of the Macroeconomic Imbalance Procedure (see an EGOV note for a 
description of the MIP procedure). It identified thirteen Member States as at risk of macroeconomic 
imbalances. 

The Commission published then in March 2019 its Communication on Macroeconomic Imbalances and the 
Country Reports, which include the In-depth-reviews (IDR) for the thirteen countries considered as 
deserving further analysis in November 2018. 

In June, 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 2019/2020 to all EU Member States. Following the endorsement by the European Council, the Council 
adopted the 2019 CSRs in July. 

1.1 Main findings from the AMR 2019 

The analysis of the overall macroeconomic situation showed a weakening of the economic recovery that 
Europe has experienced lately, as it was already pointed out in the Commission forecast of autumn 2018. 
Positive growth is expected in all Member States, with consequent increase in employment, wages, domestic 
consumption, investments and a raising inflation. Nevertheless, the Commission identified several 
challenges that may pose risks to the recovery and the correction of macroeconomic imbalances, including a 
decrease of net exports, in a context of uncertainty in the global trade environment and the recent 
appreciation of the euro. 

Chart 1: MIP scoreboard 2019 - Member States with values beyond the thresholds 

 

Source: EGOV based on 2019 Alert Mechanism Report 
  

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

BE RER Real Effective Exchange Rate with HICP deflators, 3 year % change
DE EXP Export Market Shares, 5 years % change

BG IE ULC Nominal Unit Labour Cost, 3 years % change
IE BE EL
EL DK ES Internal imbalances
ES IE FR HOU Change in deflated House Prices, 1 year % change 
HR ES HR CRE Private Sector credit Flow as % of GDP
CY FR IT PRD Private Sector Debt as % of GDP
LV CY CY EL GGD General Government Debt as % of GDP

DK LT BG LU HU ES TFSL Total Financial Sector Liabil ities, 1 year % change
DE HU CZ NL AT FR
CY PL BG IE PT PT HR Employment indicators
MT PT EE NL FI SI IT ES UNE Unemployment rate, 3 year average
NL RO IE LV PT SE FI CZ CY CY ACT Activity rate % of total population (age 15-64), 3 years change in pp
UK SK CY EL LT SI UK UK SK PT LU LU 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://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/file_import/2019-european-semester-alert-mechanism-report_en_0.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/note/join/2014/497768/IPOL-ECON_NT(2014)497768_EN.pdf
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
https://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_IP-19-2813_en.htm
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
https://ec.europa.eu/info/business-economy-euro/economic-performance-and-forecasts/economic-forecasts/autumn-2018-economic-forecast_en#economic-forecast-documents
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/file_import/2019-european-semester-alert-mechanism-report_en_0.pdf
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The MIP scoreboard16 (see Chart 1 and Annex 2) and the Commission’s analysis showed 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 few 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 (with some figures 
possibly affected by cross-border activities of multinational companies).  

• 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), with 
risk of losses in cost competitiveness. 

• The private sector is deleveraging, and the private debt-to-GDP ratio is decreasing, mainly due to 
high nominal GDP growth. Active 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: despite 
positive nominal growth and low interest rates, a growing number of Member States are undertaking 
pro-cyclical fiscal measures. In eight Member States, the combination of high debt, both in the public 
and private sector, calls for general deleveraging needs. 

• House prices are accelerating in most Member States, with several cases pointing at over-evaluation. 

• Conditions in the EU banking sector are improving, including profitability. Non-Performing-Loans ratio 
are declining, notably in those Member States with high stocks. 

• 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 be 3.8% of GDP in 2018, above the level that is consistent with economic 
fundamentals. The euro area surplus should be reduced by adjustments in the net-creditor countries, while 
net-debtor countries are required to reduce their large stocks of external liabilities (Box 1 presents some 
positions on the current account imbalance in the euro area taken by various institutions). 

The AMR presented also the analysis of the macroeconomic situation in individual Member States, and the 
conclusions reached by the Commission in the context of the MIP. The Commission identified thirteen 
Member States which deserved further analysis:  

• Croatia, Cyprus and Italy, that were experiencing excessive macroeconomic imbalances in 2018; 

• Bulgaria, France, Germany, Ireland, the Netherlands, Portugal, Spain and Sweden, that were 
experiencing macroeconomic imbalances in 2018; 

• Greece (that concluded a financial assistance programme in August 2018) and Romania, for which the 
Commission identified risky developments in relation to competitiveness and external balance. 

The ECOFIN Council discussed the 2019 AMR in January 2018, and drew its conclusions (see Box 2). 

                                                             
16 The MIP scoreboard is complemented by a set of auxiliary indicators, for which there are no thresholds. The 
Commission has recently revised two indicators and substituted two other indicators. See Box 1and Table 2.1 of the 
AMR and Annex 1 of this document.   

https://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-5603-2019-INIT/en/pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/file_import/2019-european-semester-alert-mechanism-report_en_0.pdf
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Box 1: Some institutional positions on current account imbalances in the euro area 

The Commission notes in the 2019 AMR (Box 2) that “The euro area current account has stabilised at 
very high levels. The current account balance of the euro area increased visibly after the 2008 crisis and 
until 2016. Since then its value has stabilised at around 3.2% of GDP in 2016 and 2017...The euro-area 
current account surplus remains the largest worldwide, and is estimated to be above the value that 
would be expected on the basis of economic fundamentals (about 1.5% of euro area GDP). ... The built-
up of the euro area surplus reflects the correction of current accounts previously in deficit, coupled with 
the persistence of large current accounts...The recent evolution of the euro area current account was 
mainly linked to the energy... The dynamics of the euro area surplus is linked to domestic demand lagging 
behind that of economic activity and sustained export demand, building on supportive global demand 
for European goods and services, and on improved competitive position....Challenges remain linked to 
the persistence of stock imbalances, the durability of the current economic expansion, and the limited 
room for cushioning negative shocks in high-debt countries... Symmetric rebalancing in the euro area 
would help restoring sustainable growth, while ensuring macroeconomic stability...  ”   

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://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 

           
             

            
       

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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1.2 The 2019 Country Reports and their conclusions under MIP 

On 27 February 2019, the Commission published its Communication on “Assessment of progress on 
structural reforms, prevention and correction of macroeconomic imbalances”. This document provides 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 now includes also a Box presenting the outcomes of the monitoring of 
performance in the light of the European Pillar of Social Rights17.  Furthermore, these reports provide 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 country-specific recommendations (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 this year, Country reports identify 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” 
includes 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 November 2018 as at risk of macroeconomic imbalances, the 
Country reports include also the in-depth reviews (IDRs) in the context of MIP. Each IDR: 

• takes into account spillovers to other countries, especially for the eurozone countries; 

• includes 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 3 presents the 
synthetic conclusions for the concerned Member States and Annex 4 presents the Commission’s 
assessment of the implementation of MIP-related CSRs); 

• for the Member States considered in a situation of excessive macroeconomic imbalances or 
macroeconomic imbalances in 2018, presents the main conclusions of the specific monitoring carried 
out in 2018.  

Based on the IDRs, the Commission concluded that:  

• 3 Member States are considered being in a situation of  "excessive macroeconomic imbalances": 
Greece, Italy, and Cyprus; 

• 10 Member States are considered being in a situation of "macroeconomic imbalances": Bulgaria, 
Croatia, France, Germany, Ireland, Romania, Spain, the Netherland, Portugal and Sweden;  

• 15 Member States are 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.  

                                                             
17 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/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
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://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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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. For Italy, the Commission will “closely 
monitor developments in Italy and assess policy steps and commitments to address imbalances, in particular the 
level of ambition of the National Reform Programme, in the context of the forthcoming European Semester spring 
package.” 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. 

1.3 The Country Specific recommendations for 2019/2020 

The Commission presented on 5 June the draft 2019 CSRs, giving economic policy guidance to all EU 
Member States for the next 12 to 18 months. The Commission noted that the European economy is growing 
for the seventh consecutive year and is 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 is at a record high and unemployment at a record low. At the same time, there are 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, amid persisting and 
new economic and social challenges. In this year's 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.  

For Member States experiencing macroeconomic imbalances or excessive macroeconomic imbalances, the 
CSRs are partly or totally underpinned by the MIP.  

On 9 July 2019, the Council adopted the 2019 CSR. The adoption is the final stage of the 2019 European 
Semester. 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.  

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 2.2 below provides details on the evolution of MIP-related CSRs and their implementation over time. 

1.4 Next steps  

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.  

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) may be held in the competent committee of the European Parliament.  

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://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
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
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2. Implementation of MIP over time 

2.1 Member States assessed as having macro-economic imbalances18 

From the MIP's inception until the 2015 round, an increasing number of countries had been both covered 
by in-depth reviews and classified as having excessive imbalances, but the trend seems to be reversed in 
the latest rounds.  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 and are 13 in 
the context of the 2019 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.  
  
                                                             
18 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
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. 

2.2 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 0 in 201719.  

 

  

                                                             
19 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. 

http://www.imf.org/external/pubs/ft/survey/so/2016/RES040616A.htm
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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. 

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 201920. 
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, the 
Commission’s assessments of their implementation and the 2019 CSRs). 

                                                             
20 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


IPOL | Economic Governance Support Unit 
 
 

PE 497.739 61 

 

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 MIP21 

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 transparency. 
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 unemployment22. 

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

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

• 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 CSRs23 . 

• 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.  

                                                             
21 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. 
22 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”. 
23 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://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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* Corrective action consists in the opening of the Excessive Imbalance Procedure 

Table A.1 shows the categorisation of possible macroeconomic imbalances introduced in March 2016. All 
countries with imbalances are subject to specific monitoring, that is tighter for countries with excessive 
imbalances and consists in dialogues with the national authorities, expert missions and regular progress 
reports, which should also help monitoring of the implementation of the CSRs in the Member States 
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: MIP scoreboard 2019 (reference year 2017) 
 External imbalances and competitiveness Internal imbalances Employment Indicators 

Year 
2017 

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 52.6 0.9 3.9 1.1 1.5 -1.5 187.0 103.4 7.8 0.7 0.3 -0.8 -3.9 
BG 3.1 -42.8 -3.3 19.4 13.6 6.2 6.2 100.1 25.6 7.7 1.1 2.3 -3.5 -10.9 
CZ 1.0 -26.5 5.4 8.2 5.9 9.1 4.1 67.4 34.7 4.0 22.9 2.4 -1.7 -8.0 
DK 8.1 56.3 -2.1 0.5 3.0 3.2 -1.4 204.0 36.1 6.0 4.1 0.7 -0.4 -1.6 
DE 8.4 54.0 -2.5 6.5 5.1 2.9 4.9 100.1 63.9 4.2 4.0 0.5 -0.6 -0.9 
EE 2.3 -31.4 2.9 2.6 12.4 1.8 3.6 106.4 8.7 6.3 9.7 3.6 -1.4 -2.9 
IE 2.9 -149.3 -6.2 64.4 -17.2 9.5 -7.5 243.6 68.4 8.4 4.3 0.9 -3.6 -9.0 
EL -0.8 -142.5 -2.8 -10.0 -1.0 -2.2 -0.8 116.4 176.1 23.3 -12.9 0.9 -3.9 -8.8 
ES 1.8 -83.8 -2.5 9.8 0.0 4.5 0.2 138.8 98.1 19.6 4.0 -0.3 -5.2 -14.6 
FR -0.6 -20.1 -2.9 2.7 1.3 1.8 7.0 148.2 98.5 10.0 4.3 0.5 -0.3 -1.9 
HR 3.6 -62.4 0.0 20.0 -4.3 2.8 1.2 98.4 77.5 13.5 3.9 0.3 -5.5 -17.7 
IT 2.3 -5.3 -3.1 2.0 1.1 -2.0 2.1 110.5 131.2 11.6 4.3 1.5 -1.2 -8.0 
CY -5.0 -121.5 -6.6 6.9 -2.7 1.3 8.7 316.3 96.1 13.0 -2.3 -0.4 -3.2 -11.3 
LV 0.6 -56.3 1.7 7.8 14.7 5.5 0.3 83.5 40.0 9.4 6.1 2.4 -1.3 -2.6 
LT -0.7 -35.9 2.3 9.7 16.0 5.4 3.7 56.1 39.4 8.0 14.0 2.2 -2.1 -6.0 
LU 5.0 47.0 -0.9 25.2 7.1 4.1 -15.5 322.9 23.0 6.1 -1.7 -0.6 0.5 -6.9 
HU 4.0 -52.9 0.1 11.3 6.7 3.3 0.9 71.4 73.3 5.4 -8.0 4.2 -2.0 -9.7 
MT 8.4 62.6 -2.3 11.2 1.7 4.1 2.9 120.2 50.9 5.2 4.7 4.4 -1.1 -1.2 
NL 8.3 59.7 -1.6 1.2 -0.2 

 
 
 
 
 
 

6.0 3.0 252.1 57.0 5.9 2.0 0.7 -1.0 -3.8 
AT 2.1 3.7 0.3 2.3 3.7 3.5 4.3 122.5 78.3 5.7 1.8 1.0 0.3 -0.5 
PL -0.3 -61.2 -3.4 28.4 4.5 1.7 2.7 76.4 50.6 6.2 6.3 1.7 -2.3 -9.1 
PT 0.4 -104.9 -0.7 14.6 3.5 7.9 1.3 162.2 124.8 10.9 1.8 1.5 -3.9 -10.9 
RO -2.2 -47.7 -5.5 37.0 11.9 4.0 1.7 50.8 35.1 5.9 8.1 1.6 -0.8 -5.7 
SI 5.7 -32.3 -2.0 18.6 3.4 6.2 0.8 75.6 74.1 7.9 5.1 3.3 -2.2 -9.0 
SK -2.0 -65.6 -1.9 6.7 6.9 4.4 5.9 96.1 50.9 9.8 17.9 1.8 -4.2 -10.8 
FI -0.7 2.4 -2.6 -4.3 -2.5 0.5 8.2 146.4 61.3 8.9 -3.8 1.3 0.2 -0.4 
SE 4.0 1.8 -5.4 -4.3 3.7 4.6 13.1 194.4 40.8 7.0 6.8 1.0 -0.2 -5.1 
UK -4.6 -8.6 -10.7 -1.0 5.4 2.4 8.4 169.0 87.4 4.8 -1.6 0.9 -1.1 -4.9 

Source: 2019 AMR. Boxes shaded in grey indicate values outside the threshold. A dedicated Eurostat website presents the latest available figures

https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/2019-european-semester-alert-mechanism-report-statistical-annex.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/macroeconomic-imbalances-procedure
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Annex 3: Summaries of the in-depth-reviews for the 13 Member States considered at 
risk of macroeconomic imbalances in the 2019 AMR 

Source: Commission Communication on “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” of February 2019. 

Bulgaria is experiencing imbalances. Vulnerabilities in the financial sector are coupled with high indebtedness and 
non-performing loans in the corporate sector. The net external position has improved on the back of robust growth 
and large current account surpluses. Steps have been taken to strengthen the stability of the financial sector. Banks 
and other financial corporations have made further progress in implementing the recommendations addressed after 
the asset quality and balance sheet reviews, and supervision has been strengthened. However, fragilities linked to 
weak governance, asset quality and supervision remain, while new challenges are emerging in the insurance sector. 
The robust growth has supported continuous private deleveraging and further decreases in non-performing loan 
ratios, but stocks of non-performing loans in the corporate sector are still elevated. While there is progress in 
addressing sources of imbalances, the full implementation and monitoring of recent reforms to supervision and 
governance in the bank and non-bank financial sectors will be crucial. More action is also needed to reduce the stock 
of non-performing loans and to complete the reform of the insolvency framework.   

Cyprus is experiencing excessive imbalances. A very high share of non-performing loans burdens the financial sector 
and high stock of private, public, and external debt hangs on the economy, in a context of still relatively high, even 
though declining, unemployment and weak potential growth. The current account deficit is significantly negative, 
even taking into account the presence of special purpose entities, reflecting strong domestic demand as well as the 
negative saving among households, and is not adequate to guarantee a sustainable adjustment of the large stock of 
net external liabilities. Deleveraging of private sector debt is ongoing but only slowly. New lending to the private sector 
remains limited. The transfer of a significant portfolio of non-performing loans from the Cyprus Cooperative Bank to 
the public sector in the context of the bank's sale and wind-down reduced significantly the share of nonperforming 
loans in the banking system. However, non-performing loans remain high for both households and corporations. The 
government support in the sale of the Cyprus Cooperative Bank had a one-off increasing impact on public debt in 
2018. Looking forward, the high public debt is expected to be on a declining path on the back of a continued strong 
fiscal performance. Compared to last year, the reform momentum has been stepped up especially on the front of 
measures to address the vulnerabilities from non-performing loans, but more progress is needed on structural reforms 
to increase the growth potential.   

Germany is experiencing imbalances. The high and slowly declining current account surplus reflects a subdued level 
of investment relative to saving in both the private and the public sector and has cross-border relevance. This is in 
spite of an increasing need for investment and innovation to make the German economy more resilient and to ensure 
a sustainable and inclusive growth model. The surplus slightly narrowed in 2018 in the context of a pick-up in domestic 
demand and is expected to continue to decline gradually in the coming years, while remaining at a historically high 
level. Private and public investment have increased noticeably and there is a shift towards more domestic demand-
driven growth. Yet investment, but also consumption, remain muted as a share of GDP despite the favourable 
financing conditions, the persistent infrastructure and education investment needs, especially at municipal level, and 
the available fiscal space. The budget surplus grew in 2018 and the debt ratio declined further. Wage growth increased 
somewhat with the tightening labour market, yet real wage growth remains modest. While a number of measures 
have been taken to strengthen private and public investment, more efforts are needed to clear the large investment 
gap, particularly as regards public investment in infrastructure and education. There has been less progress in other 
policy areas.   

Greece is experiencing excessive imbalances. Vulnerabilities are linked to high government indebtedness, the 
negative external position, the high share of non-performing loans, incomplete external rebalancing, in a context of 
high, although declining, unemployment and low potential growth. Greece managed to successfully exit the European 
Stability Mechanism support programme in August 2018, after making substantial improvements in recent years. 
Nonetheless, large stock imbalances remain, including a deeply negative net international investment position that is 
still deteriorating, amid moderate nominal GDP growth and a current account balance that remains negative. There 
have been considerable improvements in cost competitiveness in past years, which stalled recently in light of subdued 
productivity growth. While the level of public debt remains high, it is mostly held by the official-sector creditors, and 
financing needs will be relatively low for at least a decade. The pace of debt reduction crucially depends on the 
continued achievement of the agreed fiscal targets and implementation of reforms to generate a sustainable increase 
in the growth potential. The financial sector is vulnerable due to a very large stock of non-performing loans and a low 
profitability, hampering credit growth and the recovery of investment. Private debt is decreasing while active 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/file_import/2019-european-semester-communication-country-reports_en_0.pdf
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deleveraging is still ongoing. Wide-ranging measures were taken during the financial assistance programmes to 
address many of the structural weaknesses of the Greek economy. On top of consolidating earlier reforms and 
adjustment efforts, the authorities have committed to ensure continuity and completion of reforms, which are 
monitored in the framework of enhanced surveillance.  

Ireland is experiencing imbalances. Large stocks of private and public debt and net external liabilities constitute 
vulnerabilities. However, stock imbalances are under substantial correction. The activities of multinational firms with 
little connection to the domestic economy heavily influence net foreign liabilities, which are falling on the back of large 
current account surpluses. The stock of private debt remains high but economic growth continues to support private 
deleveraging. The activities of multinational enterprises continue to influence corporate debt. Household debt 
appears broadly in line with fundamentals, although it is high compared with disposable income. Government debt is 
projected to remain on a downward trajectory, while the deficit is moving closer to a balanced position. House prices 
have been growing at a rapid pace for a number of years, but have slowed down recently. House prices are largely 
driven by supply constraints and there is no clear evidence of overvaluation. The stock of non-performing loans, 
although still high, has decreased further, even if long-term arrears are falling at a slower pace. Policy action addressing 
these vulnerabilities has been taken, notably in the field of housing supply and macroprudential policy, but some 
measures will take time to generate the expected effects.  

Spain is experiencing imbalances. Though economic growth remains robust, large stocks of external and internal debt, 
both public and private, continue to constitute vulnerabilities in a context of still high unemployment, and have cross-
border relevance. The rebalancing in the external sector has continued, even if the current account surplus weakened 
in 2018, reflecting factors linked to the global environment. Sustained current account surpluses over an extended 
period of time will be needed to bring net external liabilities down to prudent levels. Debt reduction for the private 
sector also progressed, on the back of robust nominal growth. The non-performing loans ratio has decreased further. 
Public debt has decreased slightly, with narrowing deficits forecast to support its further gradual reduction. Still, 
further efforts will be needed to bring public finances onto a more sustainable path. Unemployment has continued its 
decline, but remains high. Implementation of policy action to raise potential growth has been slow. Challenges remain, 
in particular concerning labour market segmentation, research and innovation, and business regulation, notably for 
services.   

France is experiencing imbalances. Vulnerabilities stem from high public debt and weak competitiveness dynamics, 
in a context of low productivity growth, which carry cross-border relevance. Government debt was broadly stable in 
2018, although at an elevated level. It is forecast to recede only marginally. The high level of public debt reduces the 
fiscal space available to respond to future shocks and weighs on growth prospects. Unit labour cost increases continue 
to be moderate in a context of low productivity growth. Some elements of the business environment still weigh on 
non-cost competitiveness. Reforms have been taken in recent years, with progress on several fronts including labour 
markets, taxation and business environment. However, the effects of these reforms still have to fully materialise, while 
further action is warranted in other fields, such as the reform of the unemployment benefit system, the reform of the 
pension system, and the spending review to ensure the sustainability of public finances and to enhance the growth 
potential.  

Croatia is experiencing imbalances. Remaining vulnerabilities are linked to high levels of public, private and external 
debt in a context of low potential growth. However, they have been narrowing over the past years. This was supported 
by robust nominal growth, above estimated potential, and a prudent fiscal policy. The negative net external position 
remains large, but has been improving due to continued current account surpluses. Private sector deleveraging is 
ongoing, though its pace is set to abate, as credit growth and investment recover. The budget balance has been in 
surplus since 2017 and public debt has declined notably since its 2014 peak. The financial sector is well-capitalised and 
profitable, while nonperforming loans, although declining, remain elevated. The foreign currency exposure of 
corporations and households has reduced, but remains a vulnerability. Policy action has been stepped up with the 
adoption of a pension reform and new legislation to improve the fiscal framework. Other relevant policy measures are 
in the pipeline and their thorough implementation remains crucial for strengthening the resilience of the economy.  

Italy is experiencing excessive imbalances. High government debt and protracted weak productivity dynamics imply 
risks with cross-border relevance, in a context of still high level of non-performing loans and high unemployment. The 
government debt ratio is not expected to decline in the coming years, as the weak macroeconomic outlook and the 
government's current fiscal plans, though less expansionary than its initial plans for 2019, will entail a deterioration of 
the primary surplus. Cost competitiveness is stable, but weak productivity growth persists. This is rooted in long-
standing issues with the functioning of labour, capital and product markets, compounded by weaknesses in the public 
administration and justice system, which drags down potential GDP growth. The stock of non-performing loans has 
continued to decline significantly, but maintaining the pace of reduction of non-performing loan could prove 
challenging given market conditions. Higher sovereign yields compared to the levels of early 2018 are affecting banks' 
funding costs and capital buffers, weighing on lending to the rest of the economy and on GDP growth. Despite some 



IPOL | Economic Governance Support Unit 
 
 

PE 497.739 67 
 

progress in banks’ balance sheet repair, insolvency reforms and active labour market policies, the reform momentum 
broadly stalled in 2018. The 2019 budget includes policy measures that reverse elements of previous important 
reforms, in particular in the area of pensions, and does not include effective measures to increase potential growth.   

The Netherlands is experiencing imbalances. The high stock of private debt and the large current account surplus 
constitute sources of imbalances, with cross-border relevance. The surplus peaked in 2017 at a very high level, and it 
is expected to decline gradually although remaining very elevated. Part of the external surplus can be attributed to 
statistical features linked to the role of multinational companies and is not expected to attenuate in the near future. 
Supported by economic growth, the private debt-to-GDP ratio has continued its downward trend both for corporate 
and households, although remaining elevated. Nevertheless, nominal household debt is slowly increasing on the back 
of dynamic house price growth. Wage growth has so far been moderate despite the tightening labour market. Recent 
reforms, such as the speeding-up of the reduction of mortgage interest deductibility, are expected to reduce the debt 
bias for households, while fiscal stimulus is expected to contribute to support aggregate demand.  

Portugal is experiencing imbalances. The large stocks of net external liabilities, private and public debt, and a high 
share of non-performing loans constitute vulnerabilities in a context of low productivity growth. The current account 
is broadly balanced but a continued prudent position and the maintenance of competitiveness gains are required to 
ensure the adjustment of net external liabilities to prudent levels. Private debt ratios continue to decline from high 
levels, on the back of nominal growth, with a reduced role of active deleveraging. Government debt started declining 
as from 2017, backed by primary surpluses while remaining elevated. Risks in the banking sector have diminished, 
including in light of recapitalisations of major banks in 2017 and a recent improvement in profitability. The large stock 
of non-performing loans has decreased but remains comparatively high. Ensuring higher productivity growth is key 
for improved prospects in competitiveness, deleveraging and potential growth. The labour market adjustment has 
progressed further and unemployment has been decreasing at a strong pace for several years. There has been policy 
action to address the level of non-performing loans but policy gaps remain in other areas, such as product and service 
markets. The adoption and implementation of several reform plans, including fiscal-structural reforms to improve the 
sustainability of public finances, will need to be monitored.  

Sweden is experiencing imbalances. Overvalued house price levels coupled with a continued rise in household debt 
poses risks of a disorderly correction. The high household debt has continued to grow as a share of GDP. There has 
been a correction of house prices in the second half of 2017 which have since then gradually stabilised. Nevertheless, 
valuation indicators suggest that house prices remain high relative to fundamentals. Although the banking sector 
appears adequately capitalised, a disorderly correction would negatively affect the financial sector given the large 
exposure to household mortgages. In such a case, there could also be negative spill-overs to neighbouring countries 
given the systemic financial interlinkages. Structural bottlenecks for housing supply persist and construction output 
has weakened. Although measures have been taken in recent years in the macro prudential field to address mortgage 
debt growth, the impact appears so far limited. Key policy gaps remain, particularly in relation to tax incentives for 
home ownership and the functioning of housing supply and the rental market.  

Romania is experiencing imbalances. Vulnerabilities are linked to cost competitiveness losses and a widening current 
account deficit in a context of an expansionary fiscal policy and an unpredictable business environment. Recent 
legislative initiatives create risks for the functioning of the financial sector and may harm private investment. The 
current account deficit has been growing on the back of buoyant imports, mainly for consumption purposes, and is 
forecast to widen further. The strong nominal GDP growth has nevertheless implied that the negative Net International 
Investment Position has been improving for some years but this may stall with the persistency of the current account 
deficits and lower GDP growth looking forward. Demand is fuelled by strong wage growth, inter alia linked to hikes in 
public wages and the minimum wage, which has translated into very substantial increases in unit labour costs. Despite 
cost competitiveness losses, so far export market shares have been growing. The expansionary fiscal stance, in a 
context of strong GDP growth, is forecast to continue thus contributing to buoyant private consumption dynamics. 
After declining for some years, the government debt ratio is projected to increase. Frequent and unpredictable 
legislative changes contribute to a weaker and uncertain business environment, with negative repercussions on 
business decisions and investment. Recent legislative initiatives with impact on banks’ risk threaten the functioning of 
the financial sector and may hinder investment through both a tighter credit market and a shallower capital market 
with weaker institutional investors. In other areas, progress with reforms has slowed down or reversed.
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Annex 4: 2018 Country Specific Recommendations underpinned by MIP and their implementation 

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


IPOL | Economic Governance Support Unit 
 
 

PE 497.739  69  

  

 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 

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, 

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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increasing the coverage of childcare facilities. Foster research, 
innovation, digital skills and infrastructure through better-targeted 
investment and increase participation in vocational-oriented tertiary 
education. 

including through access to quality childcare and long-term care. Improve 
educational outcomes, also through adequate and targeted investment, 
and foster upskilling, including by strengthening digital skills. 
 

 

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. 

 

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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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 
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. 
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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
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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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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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https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/file_import/2019-european-semester-country-report-sweden_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/file_import/2019-european-semester-country-report-sweden_en.pdf
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The Euro area fiscal stance 
The concept of “Euro area fiscal stance” is used by the European Commission, the ECB, and 
the Eurogroup, the IMF and academics, to measure the discretionary fiscal effort at euro 
area level. It became prominent with the publication of the Commission Communication 
on “Towards a Positive Fiscal Stance” of November 2016. Since then, it is often mentioned 
in the Recommendations for the economic policies of the euro area and is the subject of a 
report by the European Fiscal Board. This note (which is regularly updated) provides an 
overview of the concept and of the latest developments. 

1. Overview 

In public finance, the concept of “fiscal stance” is used to measure the government’s discretionary budgetary 
decisions with respect to the stabilisation of the economy. In addition to the monetary policy, discretionary 
impulse induced by fiscal policy might help to recover from financial and economic crises, or avoid 
overheating situations.  

The fiscal stance is defined in terms of primary structural balance, which excludes both the changes in 
expenditures and revenues that depend on the economic cycle and the payment of interests on the 
sovereign debt. If the primary structural deficit in one year is greater than in the previous year, then the fiscal 
stance is negative and the government is applying an expansionary policy. Vice versa, if the difference is 
positive, then the government is applying a restrictive (or contractionary) fiscal policy.  

In the current governance framework of the Economic and Monetary Union (EMU), fiscal policies are a 
national responsibility: according to the Treaty, they are to be considered as a matter of common concern 
and coordinated. Coordination mainly focuses on fiscal discipline, and stabilisation has remained a national 
responsibility, within the limits set in the Treaty, in the hope that automatic stabilisers would cushion 
economic shocks during recessions.  

Figure 1: The Euro area fiscal stance, 2011-2020 

 

Source: European Commission 2019 (Ameco database). 2019 and 2020: forecasts. 
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For the euro area as a whole, the stabilisation impulse is measured 
in terms of the euro area fiscal stance, which is calculated as the 
sum of the national fiscal stances of the euro area Member States. 
Figure 1 shows the evolution of the aggregated fiscal stance in the 
euro area since 2011: following several years of contractionary 
fiscal policies, the fiscal stance for the euro area became 
expansionary in 2015; it then stabilized (“broadly neutral”) until 
2018, while forecasts for 2019 and 2020 predict it to be slightly 
expansionary. Section 2 of this note provide some detail on the 
fiscal stance for 2019 and 2020. The Annex presents the fiscal 
stances of the euro area as a whole and of individual Member 
States since 2011.  

The term “euro area fiscal stance” was introduced by the 
Commission in its proposal for the economic policy of the euro area 
of 2012 (later adopted by the Council), which recommended to 
“Strengthen the working methods of the Eurogroup to allow it to take 
responsibility for the aggregate policy stance in the euro area, 
effectively responding to changes in the economic environment, and 
to lead the coordination of economic policy in the context of the 
strengthened surveillance framework which applies to the euro area 
Member States.”  Opinions and forecast on the euro area fiscal 
stance are integral part of the European Semester and in line with 
the Regulation on draft budgetary plans, which explicitly tasks the 
Commission and the Eurogroup to assess and discuss the 
budgetary situation and prospects in the euro area as a whole (See 
Box 1). From 2012 to 2018, the Commission has referred to the euro 
area fiscal stance in its Opinions on Draft Budgetary Plans and has 
expressed its position on the appropriate fiscal stance in its 
proposals for the Council recommendation on the economic 
policies of the euro area. The European Fiscal Board (EFB), 
established in 2015, was tasked to assess the fiscal stance 
appropriate for the euro area. Nevertheless, there are no rules or 
instruments that allow the direct management of the euro area 
fiscal stance.  

Section 3 of this briefing focuses on the emblematic case of 
November 2016, when the Commission proposed specific fiscal 
policies in terms of the Euro area fiscal stance, but the Council 
refused the proposal. In that occasion, the Commission also 
introduced the notion of a “Minister of Finance of the Euro area”.  

Economists and politicians have different views on the role of this 
concept in EMU policymaking (see Box 2 below). The concluding 
section 4 presents the summaries of three papers on the “Euro area 
fiscal stance” written by external experts for the ECON Committee 
of the European Parliament (EP), as well as other further readings 
on this subject. 

 

 

Box 1: The Euro area fiscal stance 
in EU legislation 

The Regulation on draft budgetary 
plans, adopted in 2013 as part of 
the 2-pack, reads: “The Commission 
shall make an overall assessment 
of the budgetary situation and 
prospects in the euro area as a 
whole, on the basis of the national 
budgetary prospects and their 
interaction across the area, relying 
on the most recent economic 
forecasts of the Commission services. 
The overall assessment shall include 
sensitivity analyses that provide an 
indication of the risks to public 
finance sustainability in the event of 
adverse economic, financial or 
budgetary developments. It shall 
also, as appropriate, outline 
measures to reinforce the 
coordination of budgetary and 
macroeconomic policy at the euro 
area level. The overall assessment 
shall be made public and shall be 
taken into account in the annual 
general guidance to Member States 
issued by the Commission.... 

The Eurogroup shall discuss 
opinions of the Commission on the 
draft budgetary plans and the 
budgetary situation and prospects 
in the euro area as a whole on the 
basis of the overall assessment made 
by the Commission. The results of 
those discussions of the Eurogroup 
shall be made public where 
appropriate.”  

 

http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-11289-2012-INIT/en/pdf
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32013R0473&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_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/setting-priorities_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/setting-priorities_en
https://ec.europa.eu/info/business-economy-euro/economic-and-fiscal-policy-coordination/european-fiscal-board-efb_en
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32013R0473&from=EN
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32013R0473&from=EN


 IPOL | Economic Governance Support Unit 
 

 

 84 PE 587.374 

 

2. The Euro area fiscal stance for 2019 and 2020 
In its report on “The prospective fiscal stance appropriate for the euro area in 2019” (published in June 2018), 
the EFB had expressed its preference for a restrictive fiscal stance in 2019, motivated by the need to 
rebuild fiscal buffers when the economy seemed to run at its full speed, with an output gap24 expected to 
be 0.9% of potential GDP. 

                                                             
24 See also EGOV note on “Potential output estimates and their role in EU fiscal policy surveillance”. 

Box 2: The concept of Euro area fiscal stance over time  

This section presents some institutional opinions on the concept of euro area fiscal stance.  

• The President of the ECB M. Draghi said in a speech (in August 2014), “It may be useful to have a discussion on 
the overall fiscal stance of the euro area. Unlike in other major advanced economies, our fiscal stance is not based 
on a single budget voted for by a single parliament, but on the aggregation of eighteen national budgets and the 
EU budget. Stronger coordination among the different national fiscal stances should in principle allow us to achieve 
a more growth-friendly overall fiscal stance for the euro area.”  

• The Five Presidents’ Report of June 2015 on completing the EMU highlighted the need to ensure that “the sum 
of national budget balances lead to an appropriate fiscal stance at the level of the euro area as a whole. This is 
key to avoiding pro-cyclical fiscal policies at all times (page 14)”. To this end, the Advisory European Fiscal Board 
"should advise the Commission and provide an economic judgement on the appropriate fiscal stance at Eurozone 
and national level, on the basis of the rules of the Stability and Growth Pact” (page 23).  

• The advisory European Fiscal Board (EFB)1 that the Commission set up in October 2015 and became 
operational in autumn 2016, “shall... provide to the Commission an evaluation of the implementation 
of the Union fiscal framework...and the appropriateness of the actual fiscal stance at euro area and 
national level. ... The Board shall advise the Commission on the prospective fiscal stance appropriate for 
the euro area as a whole based on an economic judgment. It may advise the Commission on the 
appropriate national fiscal stances that are consistent with its advice on the aggregate fiscal stance of 
the euro area within the rules of the SGP.” 

• The EP report on 2016 AGS (adopted on 25 February 2016) welcomed the “increased attention to the euro area’s 
aggregate fiscal stance, which does not divert attention away from individual Member States’ responsibilities; 
recalls that a fiscal deficit in one Member State cannot be offset by a fiscal surplus in another as far as the Excessive 
Deficit Procedure is concerned; calls for regular monitoring of whether the aggregate fiscal stance is appropriate in 
view of the existing investment gap.” 

• The ECB devoted an article of its Economic Bulletin of June 2016 to the Euro area fiscal stance. It noted 
that “as at the national level, the appropriate aggregate fiscal stance would seek a balance between 
the (fiscal) sustainability and the (macroeconomic) stabilisation objectives”. However, “there may be 
circumstances in which the independent conduct of national fiscal policies does not result in appropriate 
aggregate euro area fiscal stance, and considers that there are no rules in the SGP for countries that have 
over-achieved their targets.”  From the methodological standpoint, the assessment of the 
appropriateness of the euro area fiscal stance is not straightforward, notably because of the 
measurement of the output gap. Furthermore, “a mechanical aggregation may not adequately 
capture the impact of national policies on the euro area economy”: spillovers effects (mainly by trade 
links) should be taken into account when setting the appropriate euro area fiscal stance. It 
concluded, “... in the longer term, a euro area treasury could be created and equipped with fiscal 
instruments to contribute to the setting of the aggregate euro area fiscal stance, as it would be the only 
way to steer the euro area aggregate stance.” 

                 
                 

                   
               

       

 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/publications/assessment-fiscal-stance-euro-area-2019_en
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/BRIE/2016/574407/IPOL_BRI(2016)574407_EN.pdf
http://www.ecb.europa.eu/press/key/date/2014/html/sp140822.en.html
http://ec.europa.eu/priorities/publications/five-presidents-report-completing-europes-economic-and-monetary-union_en
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?qid=1453282201556&uri=CELEX:32015D1937
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?pubRef=-%2F%2FEP%2F%2FTEXT%2BREPORT%2BA8-2016-0030%2B0%2BDOC%2BXML%2BV0%2F%2FEN&language=EN
http://www.ecb.europa.eu/pub/pdf/ecbu/eb201604.en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/ip110_en.pdf
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The euro area fiscal stance for 2019 was analysed by the Commission in its Communication on the 2019 Draft 
Budgetary Plans: Overall Assessment of November 2018, which reads “Due to the lack of fiscal adjustment in 
some highly-indebted Member States, fiscal policies are insufficiently differentiated, resulting in a slightly 
expansionary and pro-cyclical fiscal stance25 for the euro area as a whole. Compliance with the Stability and 
Growth Pact, along with the partial use of the fiscal space in some Member States, would result in a broadly 
neutral to mildly restrictive fiscal stance for the euro area as a whole in 2019. Such a fiscal stance would contribute 
to a broadly balanced overall policy mix, given the continued support to the economy from monetary policy, and 
would reduce the risks of financial instability”.  

The latest forecast for the 2019 euro area fiscal stance shows that it is expected to be slightly expansionary 
(-0.3305 % of euro area GDP), as it is the one for 2020 (-0.3453). 

In 2019, and for the first time since 2012, the Commission did not mention explicitly the euro area fiscal 
stance in its proposal for the euro area recommendation for 2020. It stated (in the introductory text) “The 
euro area fiscal stance remained on average broadly neutral over 2015-2018 and - based on the Commission 
forecast - it is projected to become slightly expansionary in 2019, in spite of output being above potential. 
Rebuilding fiscal buffers is especially important in Member States with still high levels of public debt. Doing so 
would also reduce their vulnerability to shocks and allow for the full functioning of automatic stabilisers in the 
next downturn. Increasing public investment, in particular in Member States with fiscal space, would support 
growth and rebalancing.” The Council kept the same text in its Recommendation adopted in April 2019.  

In June 2019, the EFB published its annual “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 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 July 2019, the Eurogroup chair concluded “There is broad consensus that for member states with high debt 
levels, there is a need to rebuild fiscal buffers. At the same time, countries who have already built such buffers, can 
prioritise investments, boost potential growth and tackle long term challenges. For 2020, based on current 
forecasts, appropriate and differentiated fiscal policies at the national level will lead to a broadly neutral fiscal 
stance for the euro area as a whole. Going forward, we will keep a close eye on the economy, given the significant 
number of risks to growth that are looming.” 

The Commission report on “The 2019 Stability and Convergence Programmes” of July 2019 provides an 
overview and assessment of the Euro area fiscal stance, based on the Stability and Convergence 
Programmes (SCPs) that the Member States submitted in spring 2019. As for recommendation for the 2020 
euro area fiscal stance, the Commission notes “Fiscal policy should ensure public finance sustainability while 
supporting macroeconomic stabilisation in the short term, in particular when monetary policy is constrained at 
the zero lower bound.” The Commission assesses these objectives through two indicators: the S1indicator26  
- to measure medium-term sustainability needs - and the output gap - to measure cyclical stabilisation 
needs. According to the Commission, concerns about fiscal sustainability call for rebuilding fiscal buffers in 
the five highly indebted countries (Belgium, Spain, France, Italy and Portugal); no euro area Member State 
is expected to experience bad economic conditions, and economic growth is set to return marginally above 

                                                             
25 The Commission noted also “Excluding Italy, the projected aggregate euro-area fiscal stance in 2019 would be broadly 
neutral”. 
26 “The S1 indicator measures the change in the structural primary balance required over five years (from 2020 to 2024) to 
bring general government debt to the reference threshold of 60% of GDP in 2033. The S1 indicator represents a stylised 
measure of sustainability needs”. See footnote 20 in Commission report 2019. 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/comm_chapeau_211118.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/comm_chapeau_211118.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/business-economy-euro/economic-performance-and-forecasts/economic-forecasts/spring-2019-economic-forecast-growth-continues-more-moderate-pace_en
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/HTML/?uri=CELEX:52018DC0759&from=EN
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?qid=1566207006248&uri=CELEX:32019H0412(01)
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
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2019/07/08/remarks-by-mario-centeno-following-the-eurogroup-meeting-of-8-july-2019/
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/ip110_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/ip110_en.pdf
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potential growth, in a context of a very accommodative monetary policy. As a result, no stabilisation needs 
seem to emerge for 2020.  The Commission concludes “A well-designed fiscal expansion in euro area Member 
States with fiscal scope would enhance their short- and medium-term growth prospects, while supporting the 
overall euro area economy at a time when highly-indebted countries have to reduce their deficits... The 
appropriate differentiation of fiscal policies across member States would lead to a broadly neutral fiscal stance 
at the euro area level in 2020.... Based on unchanged policies, the Commission 2019 spring forecast points to a 
slightly expansionary fiscal stance for the euro area aggregate in 2020, which would be pro-cyclical...”   

3. The emblematic debate on the Euro area fiscal stance for 2017 
In November 2016, the Commission published a communication “Towards a positive fiscal stance for the 
euro area”, where it put itself in the position of a “Finance Minister for the euro area as a whole”27 that looks 
at the fiscal policy in aggregate terms. The Commission considered that both the aggregate fiscal stance 
forecast for 2017-2018, and the aggregate fiscal stance obtained by summing the individual fiscal stances 
planned by euro area MSs in their draft budgetary plans, were inadequate. They would lead to a moderately 
neutral fiscal stance in 2017 and 2018, while the economic situation would call for an expansionary policy, 
also in support of the monetary policy of the European Central Bank. The Commission therefore “set out the 
case for a significantly more positive fiscal stance at this point in time. A positive fiscal stance refers both to the 
supportive, i.e. expansionary, direction that fiscal policy should take overall, and to the quality of the composition 
of the adjustment, in terms of repartition of efforts across countries and of the types of expenditure and/or taxes 
behind it .”  

The Commission in the Communication proposed numerical objectives for the euro area fiscal stance, 
against the objective of both reducing the euro area output gap and increasing inflation. More 
specifically, it proposed a fiscal expansion of 0.5% of 2017 GDP, which would have corresponded to an 
additional fiscal stimulus of around 50 billion euro; 0.3% would have halved the output gap, whereas 0.8% 
would have allowed for a full closure of the output gap in 2017.  Furthermore, a fiscal expansion of 0.5% 
would have contributed to close, in 2017, 25% of the gap between the forecast core inflation in the euro 
area and the objective of 2%. 

The Commission underlined that such a fiscal stance would not be the spontaneous result of the application 
of the rules to each Member State: actually, the current fiscal situation represented a “clearly sub-optimal 
repartition of the fiscal adjustment across countries”. The Commission noted, “The current fiscal aggregate 
conceals a very uneven fiscal distribution across Member States, which does not make good economic sense from 
the point of view of the euro area. This situation has been summarised in the form of a telling paradox: those who 
do not have fiscal space want to use it; those who have fiscal space do not want to use it.” 

For each euro area Member State, the Commission provided an analysis of the macro-economic stabilisation 
needs (measured by the country’s output gap) and the fiscal sustainability needs (i.e. its margin of 
manoeuvre under the SGP, while taking into account the flexibility clauses). Nevertheless, the Commission 
did not quantify the individual contribution that each Member State should provide to the overall objective: 
based a fiscal map, it simply identified the Member States with available fiscal space and whose economies 
would benefit from limited stimulus. Furthermore, it pointed, “tension between the need to support the 
recovery over the short term and to ensure sustainable public finances over the medium term is particularly strong 
in Member States with very high levels of government debt”. In this respect, in the Communication on the Draft 
Budgetary Plans 2017: overall assessment, the Commission had noted “However, designing such an 
appropriate fiscal stance for the euro area is the individual and collective responsibility of the Member States”. 

This Commission Communication, together with its Annexes, detailed the analytical basis for the second 
recommendation on the economic policy of the euro area of November 2016 (see table below). 

                                                             
27 The Commission published in December 2017 its proposal for a “European Minister for Economy and Finance” 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/2017-european-semester-communication-fiscal-stance_en_1.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/2017-european-semester-communication-fiscal-stance_en_1.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/economy_finance/economic_governance/sgp/pdf/dbp/2016/communication_to_euro_area_member_states_2016_dbp_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/economy_finance/economic_governance/sgp/pdf/dbp/2016/communication_to_euro_area_member_states_2016_dbp_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/2017-european-semester-recommendation-euro-area_en_0.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/commission/sites/beta-political/files/european-minister-economy-finance_en.pdf
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At its meeting of 5 December 2016, the Eurogroup “took note of the Commission Communication and analysis 
of the fiscal stance calling for a positive fiscal stance in the euro area. It recalled that in July, Ministers concluded, 
on the basis of Commission analysis, that the broadly neutral aggregate fiscal stance in 2017 strikes an 
appropriate balance.  The Eurogroup highlighted that there are considerable differences across member states in 
terms of fiscal space and budgetary consolidation needs. Ministers furthermore stressed the importance of a 
growth-friendly composition of budgetary measures.” In addition, the President of the Eurogroup Mr. 
Dijsselbloem stated “We agreed that some Member States can, if they choose to do so, use their favourable 
budgetary situation to strengthen their domestic demand and growth potential”. 

At the Monetary dialogue with the ECON Committee of the EP of 28 November 2016, the President of the 
ECB M. Draghi stated “We take note of the Commission communication entitled ‘Towards a positive fiscal stance 
for the euro area’. We have said ... that in order to reap the full benefits of our monetary policy measures, other 
policy areas must contribute much more decisively, both at national and European level. Fiscal policies should 
support the European recovery, but they also have to remain in compliance with the fiscal rules of the European 
Union. We agree with the Commission’s emphasis on the composition of fiscal policies; several times we have said 
that countries should strive for a more growth-friendly composition of fiscal policies. The concept – and that is 
part of the Commission’s proposal – of the euro area fiscal stance, if correctly interpreted, can be a useful 
input into our policy discussion. However, it is not a legally binding constraint on Member States, which 
continue to be bound by the Stability and Growth Pact. Member States’ draft budgetary plans for 2017 imply 
a broadly neutral euro area fiscal stance, which appeared to strike a balance between aggregate stabilisation 
and sustainability needs. As stressed by the Commission, the contribution of individual Member States to the 
area-wide stance as outlined in the draft budgetary plans is sub-optimal. So Member States whose plans are at 
risk of non-compliance need to take additional measures to ensure compliance with fiscal rules, while other 
Member States have scope to use available fiscal space.” 

In January 2017, the Eurogroup modified the Commission proposal; the recommendation for the economic 
policies of the euro area for 2017 was then endorsed by the European Council and adopted in March 2017. 
The table below shows the two texts. 

In 2017, the euro area fiscal stance was actually neutral (-0.0326 of potential GDP). Ireland, Slovakia, Malta 
and Belgium adopted restrictive fiscal stances; Latvia, Estonia, Lithuania, Italy and Greece adopted 
expansionary fiscal stances (the latter two were the Member States with the highest ratio debt-to-GDP).  
  

http://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/meetings/eurogroup/2016/12/05/
http://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2016/12/05-eurogroup-jd-remarks-morning-session/
https://www.ecb.europa.eu/press/key/date/2016/html/sp161128_1_Transcript_and_QandA.en.pdf?a3cfb1ef2628076b85170d60ff935127
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?qid=1562842864408&uri=CELEX:32017H0324(01)
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?qid=1562842864408&uri=CELEX:32017H0324(01)
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Commission proposed recommendation on the 
economic policy of the euro area for 2017 

Council recommendation on the economic policy 
of the euro area for 2017 

The Commission proposed that:  

 

” (...) euro area Member States take action, 
individually and collectively, within the Eurogroup in 
the period 2017-2018 to...  

 

Deliver an overall positive fiscal stance 
contributing to a balanced policy mix, to support 
reforms and to strengthen the recovery through a 
fiscal expansion of up to 0.5% of GDP in 2017. 
Combine national efforts to secure long-term fiscal 
sustainability in respect of the Stability and Growth 
Pact with short-term macroeconomic stabilisation for 
the euro area, using all the room for manoeuvre 
available under the Stability and Growth Pact. 
Differentiate the fiscal effort by individual 
Member States by better taking into account: 

• their respective position with regard to the 
requirements under the Stability and Growth 
Pact,  

• the situation of the euro area aggregate and 
spillovers across euro area countries:  

o (i) for Member States which are over-achieving 
their fiscal objectives, use their fiscal space to 
support domestic demand and quality 
investments, including cross-border ones, as 
part of the Investment Plan for Europe;  

o (ii) for Member States that need further fiscal 
adjustments under the preventive arm of the 
Pact, make sure to be broadly compliant with 
the requirements of the Stability and Growth 
Pact; 

o (iii) for Member States under the corrective 
arm, ensure a timely correction of their 
excessive deficits, including by providing fiscal 
buffers against unforeseen circumstances.  

Improve the composition of public finances by 
creating more room for tangible and intangible 
investment and ensure the effective functioning of 
national fiscal frameworks.”  

The Council adopted the following recommendation, 
thereby modifying the Commission proposal:  

“... euro area Member States take action, individually 
and collectively, within the Eurogroup in the period 
2017-2018 to ... 

 
Aim for an appropriate balance in fiscal policies 
between the need to ensure sustainability and the 
need to support investment to strengthen the 
recovery, thereby contributing to an appropriate 
aggregate fiscal stance and a more balanced policy 
mix. 

Member States that, according to the Commission 
assessment, are at risk of not meeting their 
obligations under the SGP in 2017 should, on that 
basis, take, in a timely manner, additional measures 
to ensure compliance. 

Conversely, Member States that have outperformed 
their medium-term objectives are invited to continue 
to prioritise investments to boost potential growth 
while preserving the long-term sustainability of public 
finances. 

Member States that are projected to be broadly 
compliant with the SGP in 2017 should ensure 
compliance with the SGP within their national 
budgetary processes. 

Pursue fiscal policies in full respect of the SGP, while 
making the best use of the flexibility embedded within 
the existing rules.” 

  

https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/2017-european-semester-recommendation-euro-area_en_0.pdf
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?qid=1562842864408&uri=CELEX:32017H0324(01)
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3. Some academic papers on the “Euro area fiscal stance” and 
other readings 

In spring 2016, the EP asked three academic experts to provide their contribution on the subject “The Euro-
area fiscal stance: definition, implementation and democratic legitimacy”. The summary of the papers are 
as it follows. 

• Bénassy-Quéré: in her paper, the author noted that the concept of fiscal stance aims at assessing the 
“voluntary” impulse induced by fiscal policy, as opposed to “automatic stabilisers”. In the current 
economic governance framework, where only coordination among euro area Member States is possible, 
the design and implementation of a Euro area fiscal stance is especially difficult, in the absence of a Euro-
area budget. Therefore, the only possibility is to coordinate national fiscal policies, in order to mimic what 
a federal budget could achieve. She argues that such “top-down” approach should apply only in 
“exceptional” times, when fiscal spillovers are high and the Euro area is at risk. In “normal” times, the usual 
“bottom-up” approach remains appropriate. The author highlighted the weakness of the concept of 
“fiscal stance”, due to changes in the forecasts of both the actual and potential GDP growth: to overcome 
this problem, she proposed to rely on the current account estimates, which seem more reliable and less 
volatile. 

In order to “distribute” the fiscal stance among euro area countries, both the output gap and current 
account of each country need to be taken into account, on the top of each country’s “fiscal space” that 
results from the debt ratio. She also proposed a calendar that could better fit the European semester and 
the preparation of Member States’ budgetary plans. 

As far as democratic legitimacy is concerned, the legitimacy of a “top-down” approach for fiscal policy 
would mainly rely on “output legitimacy” (i.e., it would be based on its efficacy). However, the recently 
established European Fiscal Board could have an impact, by raising the level of awareness within the 
European and national Parliaments; the President of the EFB would appear in front of the EP and selected 
Member States.  

Since national governments and parliaments will remain responsible for national fiscal policies, fiscal 
coordination will remain fragile, especially when the macroeconomic situation differs largely across 
Member States. Therefore, the coordination of national fiscal policies should be complemented by the 
development of a “fiscal capacity” for the euro area. 

• Kiel Institute: according to the authors of this paper, the joint euro area fiscal stance is not a useful 
concept, because i) only national authorities can conduct fiscal policies and ii) the concept abstracts too 
much  from the relevant information at country level (especially debt sustainability concerns). 
Furthermore, from the methodological standpoint, the structural balance is a weak indicator, because it 
depends on the output gap and on the potential output of an economy, which have proven very volatile.  
The authors noted that in the current context, the EU Commission requires Member States with fiscal 
space (i.e. sound debt position, e.g. Germany) to provide fiscal stimulus, in the hope that loosening the 
joint fiscal stance would help countries that cannot afford a more expansionary fiscal stance. The authors 
argue that this would damage the national economy and its sustainability, and would induce further 
business cycle divergence among euro area Member States. Furthermore, the impact on the other MSs 
might be opposite to the expected one, because of the monetary policy, which might consequently get 
tighter, and of the limited trade spillovers. As a result, imposing an “aggregate fiscal stance” could be 
politically contested, and seen as not legitimate.  

The authors proposed the creation of a joint budget to support stabilisation policies, financed with 
Member States’ contributions, focused only on addressing genuine cyclical risks. Nevertheless, such a 
solution might favour moral hazard, while reducing both the willingness to implement structural reforms 
and the high levels of public debt. Furthermore, a euro area fiscal framework should be transparent and 

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/IDAN/2016/574424/IPOL_IDA(2016)574424_EN.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/IDAN/2016/574425/IPOL_IDA(2016)574425_EN.pdf
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responsive to euro area political preferences: the current framework seems not adequate and would 
require an institutional reform of the EMU. 

• F. Giavazzi: The author of this paper argues that the concept of euro area fiscal stance has recently come 
to the forefront of the policy debate because the ECB reached the zero lower bound on interest rates, 
thereby curtailing its ability to use monetary policy to affect aggregate demand. The euro area fiscal 
stance could be therefore the relevant tool to offset cyclical fluctuations in output. The author’s analysis 
suggested that about one half of the savings that the euro area currently exports to the rest of the world 
(measured, at the end of 2015, by a current account surplus equivalent to 4% of the euro area GDP) could 
be spent (for consumption and/or investment) inside the euro area, in an attempt to move output and 
employment close to potential. However, difficulties arise from the fact that the euro area lacks 
instruments to control the euro area fiscal stance directly: in fact, the stance of fiscal policy can currently 
only be managed through individual actions at the level of individual Member States – and such actions 
run into the difficulties of fiscal policy coordination. As a possible solution, the author proposes a 
procedure whereby the Commission first decides the desired change in the euro area fiscal stance, and 
then the allocation of such a change among individual Member States, based upon their relative output 
gaps. Another proposal, which would require changes in the Treaty, envisages the creation of a fiscal 
capacity at the euro area level, through the transformation of the European Stability Mechanism in a new 
institution designed to play a central role in managing euro area domestic demand. The paper concludes 
by discussing some characteristics of the new institution, namely its governance, its resources (which 
would come from the issuance of “Stability Bonds”), the moral hazard concerns it may raise and its 
relationship with the European Commission and the European Fiscal Board. 

In May 2019, the ECON Committee requested three experts to provide an assessment of the effectiveness 
of automatic stabilisers to smooth economic cycles in the Euro Area Member States. Automatic stabilisers 
are the items on government budgets that are affected by the macroeconomic situation in ways that 
operate to smooth the business cycle”: typical examples of automatic stabilisers are unemployment benefits 
and progressive taxation. All authors agree that the main challenges relate to strengthening automatic 
stabilisers and reducing the impact of pro-cyclical discretionary policies in the Euro Area Member States. To 
this scope, all the three papers call for an improvement of the EU fiscal governance. 

• The paper by Dolls, Fuest, Peichl and Schleef investigates the current level of automatic stabilisers in the 
Euro area and analyses the effect of automatic stabilisers in preventing pro-cyclical fiscal policies in good 
and bad times. The authors underlined “that euro-area fiscal governance needs to be improved and that it 
is key to build up fiscal buffers in good economic times so that automatic stabilisers can operate freely in 
prolonged downturns. A better and more credible enforcement of fiscal rules, a strengthening of independent 
fiscal councils and a fiscal stabilisation instrument at Euro-area level, as elements of a comprehensive reform 
package for the Euro-area, could lead to better fiscal policy outcomes.” 

• In his paper, P. Van Den Noord assesses the working of the automatic stabilisers in the Euro Area as a 
whole and its Member States, as well as any discretionary fiscal action that may have weakened or 
strengthened their impact. The author notes “The econometric analysis (...) provides some evidence that the 
spending of cyclical windfalls in good times, and its reversal in bad times, is deeply ingrained in the conduct of 
fiscal policies in Europe. To the extent that automatic stabilisers themselves have triggered these procyclical 
fiscal responses, their stabilising impact may be questionable. This is all the more problematic insofar as 
cyclical distress in the Euro Area tends to entail systemic disruption”, thus concluding that “the economic 
cycle In the Euro Area could have been considerably smoother had discretionary fiscal policy been able or 
allowed to be conducted in a more counter-cyclical fashion – or at least not overruled the automatic 
stabilisers.” Noord argues that the creation of a supranational buffer fund, to which Member States 
contribute in good times and can draw on in bad times, might help to mitigate these tendencies, if 
underpinned by strong political legitimacy, clear rules, automaticity when possible, and solid judgment 
when needed. 

• The paper by A. Fatas argues that “Currently, automatic stabilisers are mostly the result of policies that have 
nothing to do with stabilization. Government size, which is the largest source of automatic stabilisers, or 

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/IDAN/2016/574426/IPOL_IDA(2016)574426_EN.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/STUD/2019/634400/IPOL_STU(2019)634400_EN.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/STUD/2019/634398/IPOL_STU(2019)634398_EN.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/IDAN/2019/634399/IPOL_IDA(2019)634399_EN.pdf
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progressive taxation, are designed to deal with political and social demands, not stabilization.” Fatas` view is 
that automatic stabilisers work, that there is no evidence on diminishing of their effects and that they 
remain an effective tool - if properly strengthened - to deal with the next crisis. The author nevertheless 
notes that just focusing on automatic stabilisers will not be enough, certainly not before the next crisis. 
His advice is that the EU needs to complement those efforts with a framework that can produce counter-
cyclical discretionary fiscal policy, possibly supported with funding at the European level. The author 
suggests a European system of unemployment insurance, or programs that supports European-level 
investments or a European-wide funding vehicle for discretionary policies in recessionary times (Euro 
bonds). 

 
On the implementation of the Stability and Growth Pact, see also the following EGOV papers: 

• Implementation of the Stability and growth Pact 

• Structural budget Balances in EU Member States 

• Comparison of key figures in the Stability Programmes and European Commission spring 2019 forecast 

Disclaimer and copyright. The opinions expressed in this document are the sole responsibility of the authors and do not necessarily represent 
the official position of the European Parliament. Reproduction and translation for non-commercial purposes are authorised, provided the 
source is acknowledged and the European Parliament is given prior notice and sent a copy. © European Union, 2019.  
 
Contact: egov@ep.europa.eu 

 
This document is available on the internet at: www.europarl.europa.eu/supporting-analyses 

 
 

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/ATAG/2019/624397/IPOL_ATA(2019)624397_EN.pdf
mailto:egov@ep.europa.eu
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/supporting-analyses
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Annex: Fiscal stance in Euro area and euro area Member States, 2011-2020 

  
 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019* 2020* 
Euro area 0,9351 1,5213 0,558 0,1845 -0,3152 -0,3808 -0,0326 0,1444 -0,3305 -0,3453 
Belgium -0,2323 0,5613 0,1585 0,1115 0,3717 -0,1583 0,4683 -0,1745 -0,1555 -0,426 
Germany 0,8487 0,8627 0,0317 0,375 -0,334 -0,3728 -0,0213 0,6224 -0,512 -0,2967 
Estonia -0,3805 -0,175 -0,575 0,6773 -0,0241 -0,9772 -0,9415 -0,4888 0,4832 0,1392 
Ireland 0,7228 2,1339 2,1778 0,2772 0,2801 0,516 0,8553 -0,7704 -0,0225 0,4219 
Greece 5,7372 4,24 1,0306 -0,3073 -0,5832 1,9215 -0,5244 0,1346 -2,8763 -1,0081 
Spain 1,4236 3,7625 2,0066 0,1797 -1,5148 -1,2048 0,1499 -0,1185 -0,4131 -0,4742 
France 0,9353 0,5845 0,7005 0,2074 0,0135 -0,1356 -0,0193 0,1383 -0,0526 0,0304 
Italy 0,4024 2,5236 0,3078 -0,437 -0,242 -1,2077 -0,5341 -0,1898 -0,3078 -1,0742 
Cyprus 0,0163 1,9683 3,4761 3,7853 -1,3784 -1,4368 0,0131 0,5958 -1,0054 -0,7596 
Latvia 0,2104 1,5729 -0,7533 -0,136 -0,6367 1,0222 -1,1433 -1,0578 0,4034 0,5379 
Lithuania -0,142 1,2113 0,181 0,4304 0,5146 0,0265 -0,5734 -0,2491 -0,2462 -0,0843 
Luxembourg 1,0076 1,0756 0,0333 -0,5266 -1,0173 0,3963 -0,1861 0,5819 -1,2929 -0,398 
Malta 1,2531 -0,8363 0,9824 -1,0098 -0,7057 2,6022 2,585 -2,0647 -0,8795 -0,0222 
Netherlands 0,2349 1,2926 0,5775 0,8718 -0,4691 1,1353 0,0994 0,069 -0,2408 -0,5516 
Austria 0,5228 0,6389 0,6368 0,2922 0,5419 -1,3216 0,0003 0,1616 0,184 -0,0392 
Portugal 3,2675 3,6916 0,5624 1,2984 -0,919 -0,1915 0,3723 0,4876 -0,2559 -0,2346 
Slovenia 0,0755 3,0507 0,8836 -0,1548 0,6697 0,01 0,0013 -0,7216 -0,415 0,3703 
Slovakia 3,1976 0,7764 2,0252 -0,5175 -0,2245 -0,0525 0,852 -0,3999 -0,0711 -0,2185 
Finland 0,3188 -0,2105 -0,114 -0,3479 0,4875 -0,0602 -0,027 -0,446 -0,027 0,3775 

Source: European Commission forecast - Spring 2019 (Ameco database) *: forecast 

http://ec.europa.eu/economy_finance/db_indicators/ameco/index_en.htm
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Graph: Fiscal stances in euro area Member States, 2014-2020 

 
 
Source: Commission forecast - Spring 2019 (Ameco database) 
Note: positive values indicate contractionary policies, whereas negative values indicate expansionary policies.
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Further Background Reading 

European Semester and the country-specific recommendations 

Data Publication 

PE 634.354 Implementation of the 2018 Country-Specific Recommendations 

Author J. ANGERER, M. CIUCCI, Jaanika TIIDO 

Unit Economic Governance Support Unit 

Committee Economic and Monetary Affairs (ECON) 

Published 19.03.2019 - 2 pages 

Summary Country-Specific Recommendations (CSRs) provide guidance to EU Member States on macro-
economic, 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 since 2011, are aimed at boosting economic growth and job creation, while 
maintaining sound public finances and preventing excessive macroeconomic imbalances. 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. The Commission also 
proposes policy recommendations to the euro area based on Article 136 of the TFEU. The Council and 
the Commission closely monitor the implementation of CSRs and take further actions as appropriate. 

  

PE 634.401 
Country-Specific Recommendations for 2018 and 2019 - A tabular comparison and an overview of 
implementation 

Author Jost ANGERER, Matteo CIUCCI, Momo SAKUDO, Malcolm THOMSON 

Unit Economic Governance Support Unit 

Committee Economic and Monetary Affairs (ECON) 

Published 30.09.2019 - 125 pages 

Summary This document presents the 2019 Country-Specific Recommendations proposed by the European 
Commission on 5 June 2019 and adopted by the Council on 9 July 2019, the European Commission’s 
assessments of the implementation of the 2018 Country-Specific Recommendations based on its 
Country Reports published on 27 February 2019 and the 2018 Country-Specific Recommendations 
proposed by the European Commission on 23 May 2018 and adopted by the Council on 13 July 2018. 

  

PE 624.429 Recommendations on the economic policy of the euro area under the European Semester 

Author C. DIAS, L. HOCHHALTER, S. MACCHI, A. ZOPPÈ 

Unit Economic Governance Support Unit 

Committee Economic and Monetary Affairs (ECON) 

Published 17.01.2019 - 15 pages 

Summary This briefing provides an overview of the Council recommendations addressed to the euro area as a 
whole under the European Semester, and presents information on the related Eurogroup’s policy 
actions. The briefing is regularly updated. 

 

 

 

https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/ATAG/2019/634354/IPOL_ATA(2019)634354_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/STUD/2019/634401/IPOL_STU(2019)634401_EN.pdf
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/IDAN/2019/624429/IPOL_IDA(2019)624429_EN.pdf
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Data Publication 

PE 614.522 Country Specific Recommendations for 2017 and 2018 - A comparison and an overview of 
implementation 

Author Jost Angerer, Matteo Ciucci, Jaanika Tiido 

Unit Economic Governance Support Unit 

Committee Economic and Monetary Affairs (ECON) 

Published 12.03.2018 - 173 pages 

Summary This document presents the Country Specific Recommendations for 2017 and 2018 as well as the 
assessment of the implementation of 2017 and 2018 Country Specific Recommendations. 

See the online EGOV Country-Specific Recommendations Database 

See European Commission homepage  

See Council homepage 

Bruegel on the Semester: Policy contribution 09 June 2018 

EU fiscal governance 

Data Publication 

PE 624.406 Public finances in Euro Area Member States: selected indicators - June 2019 

Author Alice ZOPPÈ, Jaanika TIIDO 

Unit Economic Governance Support Unit 

Committee Economic and Monetary Affairs (ECON) 

Published 11.06.2019 - 4 pages 

Summary This document presents selected indicators on public finance for the Euro Area Member States and the 
Euro Area as a whole. For each indicator, it gives a short explanation and the employed sources. A final 
section provides a summary on how the sustainability of public finances is assessed by the European 
and other international institutions. 

  

PE 624.397 Comparison of key figures in the 2019 Stability Programmes and EU Commission spring 2019 forecast 

Author Jost ANGERER, Jaanika TIIDO 

Unit Economic Governance Support Unit 

Committee Economic and Monetary Affairs (ECON) 

Published 01.06.2019 - 2 pages 

Summary The purpose of this document is to show the differences between some key indicators of the 2019 
Stability Programmes (SP) of the Euro Area Member States and the spring 2019 forecast of the 
European Commission (EC). In accordance with Art. 4 of Council Directive 2011/85/EU, the budgetary 
planning of the Member States “shall be based on the most likely macrofiscal scenario or on a more 
prudent scenario. (…). Significant differences between the chosen macrofiscal scenario and the (most 
recent) Commission’s forecast shall be described with reasoning (…).” 

  

  

https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/STUD/2018/614522/IPOL_STU(2018)614522_EN.pdf
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/STUD/2018/614522/IPOL_STU(2018)614522_EN.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/cmsdata/186705/CSR%20database_v76_FINAL-original.xlsm
https://ec.europa.eu/info/business-economy-euro/economic-and-fiscal-policy-coordination/eu-economic-governance-monitoring-prevention-correction/european-semester_en
http://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/policies/european-semester/
http://bruegel.org/2018/06/is-the-european-semester-effective-and-useful/
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/BRIE/2018/624406/IPOL_BRI(2018)624406_EN.pdf
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/ATAG/2019/624397/IPOL_ATA(2019)624397_EN.pdf
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Data Publication 

PE 614.510 Comparison of key figures in the 2018 Stability Programmes and European Commission spring 2018 
forecast 

Author Jost ANGERER, Siiri Aurora VALKAMA 

Unit Economic Governance Support Unit 

Committee Economic and Monetary Affairs (ECON) 

Published 08.06.2018 - 2 pages 

Summary The purpose of this document is to show the differences between some key indicators of the 2018 
Stability Programmes (SP) of the Euro Area Member States and the spring 2018 forecast of the 
European Commission (EC) . In accordance with Article 4 of Council Directive 2011/85/EU, the 
budgetary planning of the Member States “shall be based on the most likely macrofiscal scenario or on a 
more prudent scenario. (…). Significant dif¬fe¬ren¬ces between the chosen macrofiscal scenario and the 
(most recent) Commission’s forecast shall be described with reasoning (…).” 

  

PE 614.498 How could the Stability and Growth Pact be simplified? 

Author Jost ANGERER, Alice ZOPPÉ, Martin HRADISKY 

Unit Economic Governance Support Unit 

Committee Economic and Monetary Affairs (ECON) 

Published 25.04.2018 - 2 pages 

Summary This note provides a summary of three external papers requested by the ECON Committee in the 
context of the Parliament scrutiny activities of the Euro area. The main objective of these papers is to 
advance proposals on how the fiscal rules of the Stability and Growth Pact could be simplified, in order 
to enhance its credibility, transparency and enforceability, while allowing some room for flexibility. 
Several EU insitutions have recognised the complexity of the SGP and the consequent need for 
simplification: some relevant positions are reported in this note as well. 

  

PE 574.407 Potential Output Estimates and their Role in the EU Fiscal Policy Surveillance 

Author Alice ZOPPÉ, Matteo CIUCCI 

Unit Economic Governance Support Unit 

Committee Economic and Monetary Affairs (ECON) 

Published 17.01.2017 - 10 pages 

Summary The surveillance of fiscal policies of EU Members States makes extensive use of estimates of the 
potential output and related concepts, including output gap and structural balance. This note provides 
an overview of these concepts, of their use and of the main issues related to them. 

See European Commission homepage  

See Council homepage 
  

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/ATAG/2018/614510/IPOL_ATA(2018)614510_EN.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/ATAG/2018/614510/IPOL_ATA(2018)614510_EN.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/ATAG/2018/614498/IPOL_ATA(2018)614498_EN.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/BRIE/2016/574407/IPOL_BRI(2016)574407_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_en
http://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/policies/european-semester/
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Data Publication 

PE  497.768 The Macroeconomic Imbalance Procedure 

Author Alice ZOPPÉ 

Unit Economic Governance Support Unit 

Committee Economic and Monetary Affairs (ECON) 

Published 14.05.2019 - 2 pages 

Summary This note presents the Macroeconomic Imbalance Procedure (MIP), a policy tool introduced within the 
reinforced economic governance framework adopted in 2011. The MIP aims at preventing and 
correcting macroeconomic imbalances in Member States, with specific attention to imbalances with 
potential spillovers effects on other Member States.This document is regularly updated. 

  

PE 542.650 Implementation of Country Specific Recommendations under the MIP - March 2019 

Author A. ZOPPÈ and M. CIUCCI 

Unit Economic Governance Support Unit 

Committee Economic and Monetary Affairs (ECON) 

Published 23.03.2019 - 2 pages 

Summary This note provides an updated overview of some elements related to the implementation of Country-
Specific Recommendations (CSRs) issued under the Macroeconomic Imbalance Procedure (see a 
separate EGOV note for details on the MIP procedure). Figures refer only to Member States 
experiencing macroeconomic imbalances, and are based on the implementation assessments 
performed by the Commission. 

  

PE 602.083 Member States with Excessive Macroeconomic Imbalances - September 2018 

Author A. ZOPPÈ 

Unit Economic Governance Support Unit 

Committee Economic and Monetary Affairs (ECON) 

Published 30.09.2018 - 10 pages 

Summary This note provides some information on the six Member States that are experiencing excessive 
macroeconomic imbalances in the context of the Macroeconomic Imbalance Procedure. Separate 
notes describe the state of play of the MIP implementation and the MIP procedure. 

See European Commission homepage  

See Council homepage 

 

https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/ATAG/2014/497768/IPOL-ECON_NT(2014)497768_EN.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/ATAG/2015/542650/IPOL_ATA(2015)542650_EN.pdf
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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 Solveiga KUMSARE Administration 

Matteo CIUCCI 
Javier VEGA-BORDELL Research assistance 

Banking Union Jérôme DESLANDES Cristina 
DIAS  
Marcel MAGNUS 

Financial stability, Banking 
supervision and Bank resolution 

Economic Governance Jost ANGERER 
Kristina GRIGAITE 
Wolfgang LEHOFER  
Alice ZOPPÈ 

Public finances, Macro- 
economic imbalances, Country-
specific recommendations as 
part of the European Semester, 
Financial Assistance 
Programmes 

 

 

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/thinktank/en/search.html
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