EAPN Input on Country-Specific Recommendations 2015
AUSTRIA
3
BELGIUM
5
BULGARIA
10
CYPRUS
10
CROATIA
11
CZECH REPUBLIC
15
DENMARK
16
ESTONIA
18
FINLAND
19
FRANCE
22
GERMANY
22
IRELAND
23
ITALY
29
LITHUANIA
30
LUXEMBOURG
36
MALTA
37
NETHERLANDS
41
POLAND
44
PORTUGAL
50
ROMANIA
57
SPAIN
57
SWEDEN
63
UK
65
MACEDONIA
82
SLOVAKIA
82
EUROCHILD-BULGARIA
85
EUROCHILD-ENGLAND
86
EUROCHILD-HUNGARY
87
EUROCHILD-SCOTLAND
89
EURODIACONIA
90

FEANTSA
101
AUSTRIA
Name of Network and Responsible EU ISG member: Contact details: 

	1.
	Present  your proposals for Alternative Country-Specific Recommendations  last year (2014) for your country (cut and paste)

	
	1. Raise the amount of means-tested minimum income, to introduce an independent minimum income for children and to include costs for housing

2. More labour-market measures and employment opportunities for people most excluded from the labour market, especially for people able to work only part-time

3. A reform of the educational system, which is highly segregating (full time school, common school for children from 10-14 etc.)

	2.
	Did the Commission/Council Country-Specific Recommendations (CSRs) for your country (2014) pick up on and reflect EAPN concerns?

	a)
	Highlight the Commission’s positive proposals for poverty reduction in the CSRs (if any) and similarities with your own proposals above (specify)
“Measures to improve labour market prospects for people with migration background, women and older workers” are positive proposals for poverty reduction and go along with our proposal as e.g. women have a proportion of part-time in work in Austria. 

“Improve child-care and long-term care services”

Have more extensive child-care facilities with better opening hours and more extensive day care centres for people who need care would improve the possibilities for women to take up full-time work. Nevertheless, this is not sufficient to actually improve the labour market prospects. 



	b)
	Highlight the Commission’s negative proposals in the CSRs for poverty reduction (if any) and main differences with your own proposals (specify)

There is a focus on cost-efficiency when it comes to health and long-term care, rather than a quality approach on who should provide care work and how do we want our elderly to be cared for. 

Recommendations that target children and their specific needs and issues are not included in the recommendations.

Removing excess barriers for service providers and focus on procurement procedures is a means to introduce more competition in the social service sector in Austria. It is vital to assure a sustainable provision of social services for people in need, without putting more pressure on the service provider. We therefore argue to take cultural aspects and tradition in the Austrian social service sector into account before arguing on reducing “barriers or entry restrictions”. 

	c)
	What are the main gaps in the Commission/Council’s CSRs for your country, what is missing?

The mentioned recommendation for better labour market prospects for these groups should also include a recommendation for higher pay to avoid in-work poverty. Austria belongs to the countries with the highest gender pay gap and the CSR´s are missing a focus on gender pay gap. 

No mentioning of improving the minimum income system and the necessary evaluation, harmonization and adaption. 

No mentioning of improving the financial payments (Notstandshilfe) after the expiry of unemployment insurance. 

	3.
	EAPN Assessment of the implementation of CSRs 

	a)

b)


	How far have the Commission/Council’s CSRs proposals been implemented by your national government since July 2014?

The Austrian Pflegefonds, a funding instrument for care sector, was extended till 2016. 

There are a number of programs and projects focusing on the labour market integration of NEETs. 

Is this a positive/negative development?

It is a positive development with some negative implications. The Pflegefonds e.g. was extended but with higher excess barriers for people who receive care allowance. 

A more integrated approach of poverty reduction targets, recommendations and implemented measures would be preferable. 



	4.
	New Developments and New Alternative CSR proposals from EAPN members

	a)
	Describe the main new policies developed by your government that are likely to impact on poverty (positive and negative) in 2014.

There was no new and integrated approach on poverty reduction.

Negative

The ongoing crisis in the labour market leads to a shift from youth unemployment to older workers, with money being shifted from current programs to measures for older workers.

Recognition on migrants´ qualification still takes quite a long time and is a very complicated process thus making labour market access for this group difficult.

Money from FEAD was accessed from Austrian government for the first time. We fear that this money is used to cut back on the expenses on minimum income receivers in the regions. 

Positive

Programs for youth employment is still one of the best practice examples in Europe. 

	b)
	Give your EAPN 2015 Proposals of CSRs: a maximum of 3 key proposals for Alternative Country-Specific Recommendations for your country (highlight any differences from 2013) in order of priority.
Same as in 2012 and in 2013

	c)
	Give brief justification for your proposals

As the government has not taken into account our proposals there is no need to change them as we consider them the solid measures to fight poverty. 

We would propose to introduce a fourth key proposal: improving the participation of people experiencing poverty. 


BELGIUM
Name of Network and Responsible EU ISG member: Contact details: 

	1.
	Present  your proposals for Alternative Country-Specific Recommendations  last year (2014) for your country (cut and paste)

	
	1)  All benefits (minimum income, living wage and others) should be raised immediately above the poverty threshold. (60 % + reference budgets) 

2)  The increased degressivity of the unemployment benefits should be canceled again. 

3)  The creation of long term high quality (in terms of health, wages, security, combination with family life...) jobs should be a priority. The government itself should also take responsibility in this, by creating these jobs in different service delivering  sectors. 

4)  Belgium should set itself an ambitious sub target on reducing inequalities.  Redistributive measures and a reform of the fiscal system (more fiscal justice) should make it possible to deliver on this.

	2.
	Did the Commission/Council Country-Specific Recommendations (CSRs) for your country (2014) pick up on and reflect EAPN concerns?

General remark: most recommendations cannot be called simply positive or negative, they contain very different parts, which can have both negative and positive effects, depending on the interpretation and implementation. Some of the different parts of the same recommendation even have contradictory aspects. This said, it means also that in different recommendations, it looks like EAPN concerns are reflected, though the room for interpretation is so big, and unfortunately our national (& regional) governments are exactly using the negative parts and ignoring the potentially positive recommendations. 



	a)
	Highlight the Commission’s positive proposals for poverty reduction in the CSRs (if any) and similarities with  your own proposals above (specify)

Improve the balance and fairness of the overall tax system and prepare a comprehensive tax reform that will allow shifting taxes away from labour towards more growth friendly bases, simplifying the tax system, closing loopholes, increasing VAT efficiency, broadening tax bases, reducing tax expenditures and phasing out environmentally harmful subsidies. 

This proposal could have been a positive recommendation, reading the first sentence, but what we need is a tax shift from labour towards capital. “Growth friendly” is really not automatically effective in terms of poverty reduction, on the contrary. 

As mentioned in our proposal 4, we need a fairer redistribution and more fiscal justice.

	b)
	Highlight the Commission’s negative proposals in the CSRs for poverty reduction (if any) and main differences with your own proposals (specify)

Restore competitiveness by continuing the reform of the wage-setting system, including wage indexation,...

The rest of this recommendation is positive, but this very first part has a very negative effect on poverty reduction, it leads immediately to an increase of working poor. 

Increase labour market participation, notably by reducing financial disincentives to work, increasing labour market access for disadvantaged groups such as the young and people with a migrant background, improving professional mobility and addressing skills shortages and mismatches as well as early school leaving. 

The small sentence really destroys the possibly positive impact of the rest of the recommendation, and actually is a threat to decent minimum income. (It could be interpreted as “increase minimum wages” but that's not in line with the overall recommendations and politics today..).

	c)
	What are the main gaps in the Commission/Council’s CSRs for your country, what is missing?

1. social minimum standards, improving social situation of the most vulnerable

(adequate and accessible minimum income)

2. stakeholder engagement

3. focus on quality job creation

4. recommendation related to the reduction of inequalities

	3.
	EAPN Assessment of the implementation of CSRs 

	a)

b)


	How far have the Commission/Council’s CSRs proposals been implemented by your national government since July 2014?

Unfortunately, quite well:

(not all of the measures cited here are already in practice, but all of them are announced and part of the governmental agreement)

1) budgetary balance:

· austerity measures & cuts in services: less financial support for elementary services, which make for example health care, eduction,.. less accessible and more expensive

2) tax systems

· not the fairness is improved, as the recommendation suggests, but

3) Contain future public expenditure growth relating to ageing

4) Increase labour market participation, notably by reducing financial disincentives to work,

5) Restore competitiveness by continuing the reform of the wage-setting system, including wage indexation, in consultation with the social partners and in accordance with national practice

· reform of the indexation system: (jump in 2015 decided)
Is this a positive/negative development?

Extremely negative! Given the room for interpretation, our (right wing) government chose a very reductionist interpretation of the recommendations, ignores the potential positive parts, and follows the negative, dangerous interpretations.

This is clearly a threat to the social standards of people, pushes people who already face poverty in extreme poverty, and threatens to create a lot more poverty for new groups  of people (“lower middle class”). It also destroys social fabric, and creates social catastrophes, a triple down effect. Consequences that will be felt for many years. (The massive demonstrations against these measures show the inquietude of the citizens !)



	4.
	New Developments and New Alternative CSR proposals from EAPN members

	a)
	Describe the main new policies developed by your government that are likely to impact on poverty (positive and negative) in 2014.

· reform of unemployment benefits: young people will loose their right to unemployment benefits, and will have to depend on social assistance, minimum income

· less financial support for people who want/need a temporary break, which will make this only possible for people who can financially afford it.

· People who work (involuntary) part-time, will loose their additional benefit

· people who are (temporary & un-voluntary) unemployed, loose part of their additional benefit

· people have to work more hours and longer (without taking into account the years people worked, heavy professions...)

· more sanctions for unemployed people, less support

· decrease of protection of people unable to work for medical reasons

· no indexation in 2015, which has an effect on the wages for the rest of the career

· emphasis on activation and sanctions: people will be obliged to do “voluntary” work, or will loose their benefits 

There are still a lot of questions about the implementation and the exact consequences of the governmental agreement. For example, we read that the minimum incomes will be increased, till above the poverty line, BUT that all social benefits will be taken into account. How this will be done is still unclear, so it could have both positive and negative effects. 

 

	b)
	Give your EAPN 2015 Proposals of CSRs: a maximum of 3 key proposals for Alternative Country-Specific Recommendations for your country (highlight any differences from 2013) in order of priority.

1) Ensure a life in dignity for all citizens and people on the territory via an adequate income and quality services

Raise the minimum income above the poverty threshold, both the 60 % of the median income as well as the “poverty threshold”, shown by the standard budgets. Restore minimum social standards, improve the social situation of the most vulnerable. This means increase the accessibility and quality of the services. This means affordable (and free where necessary) good quality education, health services, housing... Investments are therefore needed!

Ensure minima also for undocumented migrants and anybody on the territory, the respect for human rights should be unconditional. 

2) Build and strengthen an inclusive labour market: make the regular economy more social.

Therefore decent quality jobs, with decent wages, good working environment, long term contracts, … should be the norm, not the exception. The government should be the first to realize this. Restore and reinforce the jobs in services delivered by the government, instead of outsourcing this. When there are tenders, have strong social clauses playing a central role in them.

3) Restructure the taxation system towards fiscal justice

Organize a tax shift from labour towards profit and capital. Take into account sustainability, without stimulating more (so called green) consumption or without affecting low income families in their purchasing power.

4) Involve citizens and civil society more in decision making processes

Organize stakeholder engagement at all levels of the decision making processes, make sure the most vulnerable groups are actively involved, and ensure the necessary support to make this happen. 

(Not in order of priority (see c) justification.)

	c)
	Give brief justification for your proposals

The biggest priority is a shift of paradigm.

The different measures cannot be put in an order of importance, they are equally important and reinforce each other. The cost of today inequalities is immense, so is the cost of inequality. There is no lack of resources but a wrongly directed redistribution. The tax system in Belgium is very unfair. Labour is taxed un-proportionally, especially the low wages. At the same time, income from capital is nearly taxed at all. Especially in times of crisis this is even more unhealthy and dangerous for prosperity and democracy. 

Ordinary citizens are still paying the price for the crisis they did not cause. The ones responsible for the situation we are in, the ones able to contribute more, “the strongest shoulders” don't contribute.  Restructuring the tax systems, gives the necessary resources for decent services and adequate incomes for all. These adequate incomes decrease the distant for some people to the labour market, but without decent jobs, people cannot access is, or stay on the labour market...


BULGARIA

Name of Network and Responsible EU ISG member: Contact details: 
	1.
	Present  your proposals for Alternative Country-Specific Recommendations  last year (2014) for your country

	
	

	2.
	Do the Commission/Council Country-Specific Recommendations for your country (2014) reflect EAPN concerns?

	a)
	Highlight the Commission’s positive proposals for poverty reduction (if any) and similarities with  your own proposals above (specify)

	b)
	Highlight the Commission’s negative proposals for poverty reduction (if any) and main differences with your own proposals (specify) 

	c)
	The main gaps in the Commission/Council’s CSRs for your country, what is missing 

	3.
	EAPN Assessment of the implementation of CSRs 

	a)

b)


	How far have the Commission/Council’s CSRs proposals been implemented by your national government since July 2014?

.

Is this a positive/negative development?



	4.
	New Developments and New Alternative CSR proposals from EAPN members

	a)
	Describe the main new policies by your government likely to impact on poverty (positive and negative) in 2014.

	b)
	Give your EAPN 2014 Proposals of CSRs: 3 key proposals for Alternative Country-Specific Recommendations for your country (highlight any differences from 2013) 

	c)
	Give brief justification for your proposals


CYPRUS
Name of Network and Responsible EU ISG member: Contact details: 
	1.
	Present  your proposals for Alternative Country-Specific Recommendations  last year (2014) for your country

	
	

	2.
	Do the Commission/Council Country-Specific Recommendations for your country (2014) reflect EAPN concerns?

	a)
	Highlight the Commission’s positive proposals for poverty reduction (if any) and similarities with  your own proposals above (specify) 

	b)
	Highlight the Commission’s negative proposals for poverty reduction (if any) and main differences with your own proposals (specify)

	c)
	The main gaps in the Commission/Council’s CSRs for your country, what is missing

	3.
	EAPN Assessment of the implementation of CSRs 

	a)

b)


	How far have the Commission/Council’s CSRs proposals been implemented by your national government since July 2014?

Is this a positive/negative development?

	4.
	New Developments and New Alternative CSR proposals from EAPN members

	a)
	Describe the main new policies by your government likely to impact on poverty (positive and negative) in 2014. 

	b)
	Give your EAPN 2014 Proposals of CSRs: 3 key proposals for Alternative Country-Specific Recommendations for your country (highlight any differences from 2013) 


	c)
	Give brief justification for your proposals




CROATIA
Name of Network and Responsible EU ISG member: Contact details: 
	1.
	Present  your proposals for Alternative Country-Specific Recommendations  last year (2014) for your country (cut and paste)

	
	Croatia participated in the 2013 European Semester on a voluntary and informal basis; there were no country-specific recommendations. Croatia is officially participating in the European semester for the first time in 2014. EAPN-Croatia was established in May 2014. 

In this context, EAPN Croatia does not have prepared Alternative CSRs for a year 2014. 

Considering that this is the first official participation of Croatia in the European Semester, and first participation of EAPN Croatia in the processes and work of EAPN Action to impact on 2015 Country-Specific Recommendations, for this task EAPN Croatia will make our own Alternative Country-Specific Recommendations. For this purpose EAPN Croatia will use some informal experiences which members of EAPN Croatia have acquired from the communication and collaboration with Croatian government in field of social protection people living in poverty. 

EAPN Croatia’s Alternative Country-Specific Recommendations for year 2015. 

In present context Croatia has declining export performance, highly leveraged firms and fast-increasing general government debt, all within a context of low growth and poor adjustment capacity. Croatia ended 2014 year with high public debt, which is around 75% of GDP. The third year in a row Croatia recorded economic decline. Nowadays economic decreases for -0,5 of GDP. 

Croatia is facing worsening labor market conditions due to the protracted crisis with continued lack of job creation and severely under-used labor market potential. Unemployment rate is around 19,2%, with over 52% of unemployed young people. The proportion of persons at risk of poverty and social exclusion is significantly higher than in the

EU as a whole (32.3% in Croatia, as compared with 24.8% in the EU in 2012) and has increased from 30.7 % in 2010. The proportion of young people not in employment, education or training is also increasing; it reached 18.6 % in 2013.
The system of social security in Croatia in recent years is characterized by ongoing significant changes.  There are a lot of challenges which come with significant reforms which have been implemented – e.g. a number of people without any income, low pensions not sufficient to meet basic needs, not enough shelters for homeless people, black number of high school dropouts. 
In addition, overall government spending on social protection was well below the EU average (20.6% of GDP in Croatia, as compared with 29.1% in the EU in 2012) and skewed towards disability and health care and away from social assistance and family benefits. 

Main recommendation of EAPN Croatia in this context would be: 
1. Reduction of the population at risk of poverty or social exclusion

2. Reduction of the proportion of young people not in employment, education or training is also increasing (18.6 % in 2013.)

3. Increase of the government spending on social protection (especially in the fields of the social care system) up to 22% of GDP in 2015 with the progressively increase during the following years

4. Full implementation of the reform activities in the labour market concerning the employment of persons with disabilities, completion of the process of deinstitutionalization and conducting of other reform measures 



	2.
	Did the Commission/Council Country-Specific Recommendations (CSRs) for your country (2014) pick up on and reflect EAPN concerns?

	a)
	Highlight the Commission’s positive proposals for poverty reduction in the CSRs (if any) and similarities with  your own proposals above (specify)
· Prioritize outreach to non-registered youth and mobilize the private sector to offer more apprenticeships, in line with the objectives of a youth guarantee.
· Review tax and benefits systems by the end of 2014, and present an action plan to improve the reactivation of inactive and unemployed persons. Strengthen the effectiveness and transparency of the social protection system by further consolidating benefits, unifying eligibility criteria and linking data from all relevant levels and government entities in the "one-stop shop". Improve the effectiveness and adequacy of social assistance benefits through their better targeting. 


	b)
	Highlight the Commission’s negative proposals in the CSRs for poverty reduction (if any) and main differences with your own proposals (specify)

· Building on plans outlined in the National Reform Program, present a concrete strategy to reform recurrent property taxation.


	c)
	What are the main gaps in the Commission/Council’s CSRs for your country, what is missing?

There is not enough strong impulse to Croatian government toward the modernization of social services as important aspect of the citizen’s quality of life. 



	3.
	EAPN Assessment of the implementation of CSRs 

	a)

b)


	How far have the Commission/Council’s CSRs proposals been implemented by your national government since July 2014?

The Croatian government introduced a number of measures to regulate interest rates, which are impacting banks’ ability to lend and reducing their profitability. Government adopted new Interest Rates Act during 2014, which indicated changes in the regulation of the bank system - simplify the legal processing and partially reduce borrowers' costs in case of overdue payments.

The amendments to the Labour Act made the requirements and limitations concerning the duration of a fixed-term employment contract more liberal, a monthly limit in regard to overtime work was abolished, while the procedure of collective dismissal was shortened and simplified.

In January 2014, the government launched the second phase of the labour market reform - delivery of a Youth Guarantee in Croatia.

The following groups of measure are carried out in Croatia:

· Employment support,

· Self-employment support,

· Professional development support,

· Education of the unemployed, and

· Vocational training without commencing employment.

The measures were used by a total of 53,656 persons in 2013, the highest number on record (the measures were used by 41,450 persons in 2011 and 41,555 persons in 2012)

The Social Welfare Act introduces a guaranteed minimum benefit (GMB), which unifies four social welfare benefits (social assistance benefits, two war veterans' benefits and the extended unemployment benefit). This unification has opened the possibility of simplifying the procedure of administrating, directing and controlling benefits and serves as a basis for the implementation of the Single Payment Centre (SPC) - a one-stop-shop that serves as the single administrative point in the relation between citizens and the state in the field of the realization of rights to benefits. In that purpose a single electronic database for all social welfare centres were launched, with the aim to connect to other entities administering benefits in future. 

The outdated vocational education and training system is undergoing reform in the form of piloting new school curricula. The implementation of the Croatian Qualifications Framework and the Strategy on Education, Science and Technology is pending but should improve educational outcomes and align them with labour market needs.

Incentives for employers in the form of tax deductions of up to 50 % of adult education and training costs were in place. 

Is this a positive/negative development?

There is a great need for the building of further mechanisms for protecting of the people at risk for personal bankruptcy as well as for new package of the “social” legislation especially in the field of the social care system.

	4.
	New Developments and New Alternative CSR proposals from EAPN members

	a)
	Describe the main new policies developed by your government that are likely to impact on poverty (positive and negative) in 2014.

MINUS

In 2014 the main measures by government were the increase in social security contributions for health, increase in concession fees (including telecom fees for the usage of RF spectrum), higher fuel excises, savings in social transfers, mostly in health sector, changes in the lottery and gambling tax. 

The proposal for social pensions for those not receiving another form of pension or basic social assistance seems to have been abandoned.

A large proportion of spending is devoted to ‘categorical benefits’ that are neither means nor income tested, predominantly in the form of cash payments linked to disability or special status.

A series of reforms seeks to improve the effectiveness and adequacy of social protection but progress is still uneven.

PLUS

In 2014. The Croatian Government adopted the 2014-2020 Strategy for Combating Poverty and Social Exclusion in the Republic of Croatia as the basic document of a systematic approach of all relevant stakeholder to dealing with issues of poverty and social exclusion.

	b)
	Give your EAPN 2014 Proposals of CSRs: a maximum of 3 key proposals for Alternative Country-Specific Recommendations for your country (highlight any differences from 2013) in order of priority.
1. Reduction of the population at risk of poverty or social exclusion

2. Reduction of the proportion of young people not in employment, education or training is also increasing (18.6 % in 2013.)
3. Increase of the public investing for social protection

	c)
	Give brief justification for your proposals

Ad. 1. 

In order to provide the conditions for a successful fight against poverty and social exclusion and reducing inequalities in society, and in accordance with the headline target of the Europe 2020 strategy, Croatia should, by 2020 strive to reduce the number of people at risk of poverty and the unemployment rate and insufficient participation in the labour market. 

Activities in this field shall be in accordance with the current socio–demographic trends, assuming economic growth, positive trends of the labour market and assurance of the conditions for opening new jobs, creation of measures aimed at long-term unemployed persons and other vulnerable groups (the youth, persons with disabilities, the Roma people, homeless people) and investing more effort into increase of adequacy of social benefits in the social welfare system, standardized availability of education, health, social and other services, availability of housing, reducing regional disparities and tackling debt and financial dependence

Ad. 2. 

In order to prevent early school leaving, especially with children from poor families and other vulnerable groups having a much higher likelihood of early school leaving, or who fall into the category of young people who are unemployed and are Not in Education, Employment, or Training (NEET), and ensuring the acquisition of minimum educational standards and additional competencies for vulnerable students, a number of measures such as (co-)funding of textbooks for elementary and high school students who live in poor socio-economic conditions, (co-)funding of textbooks for blind high school students, (co-)funding of transportation for elementary and high school students who live in poor socio-economic conditions and funding of continuing education for students who have completed the two-year and three-year vocational programs to ensure vertical mobility, shall be implemented.

Ad 3. Comparatively Croatia spends significantly less for the social protection than EU average. The consequence of this is very low level of standards in social sector, underdeveloped social services, low level of social benefits, high level of socially excluded people and groups as well as high level of poverty.


CZECH REPUBLIC
Name of Network and Responsible EU ISG member: Contact details: 
	1.
	Present  your proposals for Alternative Country-Specific Recommendations  last year (2014) for your country (cut and paste)

	
	

	2.
	Do the Commission/Council Country-Specific Recommendations for your country (2013) reflect EAPN concerns?

	a)
	Highlight the Commission’s positive proposals for poverty reduction (if any) and similarities with  your own proposals above (specify)

	b)
	Highlight the Commission’s negative proposals for poverty reduction (if any) and main differences with your own proposals (specify)

	c)
	The main gaps in the Commission/Council’s CSRs for your country, what is missing

	3.
	EAPN Assessment of the implementation of CSRs 

	a)

b)


	How far have the Commission/Council’s CSRs proposals been implemented by your national government since July 2014?

Is this a positive/negative development?



	4.
	New Developments and New Alternative CSR proposals from EAPN members

	a)
	Describe the main new policies by your government likely to impact on poverty (positive and negative) in 2014. 

	b)
	Give your EAPN 2014 Proposals of CSRs: 3 key proposals for Alternative Country-Specific Recommendations for your country (highlight any differences from 2013) 

	c)
	Give brief justification for your proposals


DENMARK
Name of Network and Responsible EU ISG member: EAPN.DK, Per K. Larsen. 
Contact details: Tel: +45 23284480. Mail: per.larsen@eapn.dk 

	1.
	Present  your proposals for Alternative Country-Specific Recommendations  last year (2014) for your country (cut and paste)

	
	Improving the employability of people at the margins of labour market and improving the quality of vocational training and apprenticeships, but underlined the lack of focus on job creation, reforming primary and lower secondary education



	2.
	Did the Commission/Council Country-Specific Recommendations (CSRs) for your country (2014) pick up on and reflect EAPN concerns?

	a)
	Highlight the Commission’s positive proposals for poverty reduction in the CSRs (if any) and similarities with your own proposals above (specify)
The Commissions gave three CSR out of which No. 2 seems positive:  “Take further measures to improve the employability of people at the margins of the labour market. Improve educational outcomes, in particular for young people with a migrant background, and the effectiveness of vocational training. Facilitate the transition from education to the labour market, including through a wider use of work-based training and apprenticeships.” This CSR can give a positive effect for the poor and excluded and is close to what is proposed in the alternative CSR.



	b)
	Highlight the Commission’s negative proposals in the CSRs for poverty reduction (if any) and main differences with your own proposals (specify)

The Commissions no 1 and 3 are counteractive. No 1 sets a strict limit for investments in growth and jobs, no. 3 proposes more free market in the domestic service sector, where wages are low and competition is high already.

No 1: “Following the correction of the excessive deficit, continue to pursue a growth-friendly fiscal policy and preserve a sound fiscal position, ensuring that the medium-term budgetary objective continues to be adhered to throughout the period covered by the Convergence Programme”. 

No 3: “Increase efforts to remove barriers to entry and reduce regulatory burden with a view to increasing competition in the domestic services sector, in particular in retail and construction, as recommended by the Productivity Commission”.

	c)
	What are the main gaps in the Commission/Council’s CSRs for your country, what is missing?

The Commission should recognize, that Denmark is a highly competitive and prosperous society because of a high flexecurity system at the labor market, free education, health and welfare, all paid by high taxes and progressive taxation. What is mostly needed is more jobs on agreed terms for disadvantaged and disabled people. More freedoms at the inner market, without more welfare, flexecurity and decent minimum incomes in member states, will only lead to more poverty and exclusion. 

	3.
	EAPN Assessment of the implementation of CSRs 

	a)

b)


	How far have the Commission/Council’s CSRs proposals been implemented by your national government since July 2014?

This is a rather complex question. We can answer the question in relation to CSR no. 2:

DK is working at the implementation, but not enough

Is this a positive/negative development?

There are improvements. There are more jobs and more young people have come in education, but the effect is marginal.


	4.
	New Developments and New Alternative CSR proposals from EAPN members

	a)
	Describe the main new policies developed by your government that are likely to impact on poverty (positive and negative) in 2014.

 

	b)
	Give your EAPN 2015 Proposals of CSRs: a maximum of 3 key proposals for Alternative Country-Specific Recommendations for your country (highlight any differences from 2013) in order of priority.
· Minimum incomes based on standard budgets. 

· Flexecurity and holistic rehabilitation. 

· Better access to jobs on agreed conditions for vulnerable and disabled people

	c)
	Give brief justification for your proposal




ESTONIA
Name of Network and Responsible EU ISG member: Contact details: 
	1.
	Present  your proposals for Alternative Country-Specific Recommendations  last year (2014) for your country (cut and paste)

	
	

	2.
	Do the Commission/Council Country-Specific Recommendations for your country (2014) reflect EAPN concerns?

	a)
	Highlight the Commission’s positive proposals for poverty reduction (if any) and similarities with  your own proposals above (specify)


	b)
	Highlight the Commission’s negative proposals for poverty reduction (if any) and main differences with your own proposals (specify)



	c)
	The main gaps in the Commission/Council’s CSRs for your country, what is missing



	3.
	EAPN Assessment of the implementation of CSRs 

	a)

b)


	How far have the Commission/Council’s CSRs proposals been implemented by your national government since July 2013?

Is this a positive/negative development?



	4.
	New Developments and New Alternative CSR proposals from EAPN members

	a)
	Describe the main new policies by your government likely to impact on poverty (positive and negative) in 2014.

	b)
	Give your EAPN 2014 Proposals of CSRs: 3 key proposals for Alternative Country-Specific Recommendations for your country (highlight any differences from 2013) 


	c)
	Give brief justification for your proposals


FINLAND
Name of Network and Responsible EU ISG member: Contact details: 

Marjatta Kaurala, marjatta.kaurala@krits.fi

	1.
	Present  your proposals for Alternative Country-Specific Recommendations  last year (2014) for your country (cut and paste)

	
	2) Reduce health inequalities which have sharply increased. 

Health care costs have also been cut at the beginning of 2013 concerning medicines and travel expenses. This further undermines the possibility of low-income people to health care. 

Investment in prevention of health (and social) problems reduces health inequalities. 

3) Alleviate the situation and enhance the purchasing power of low income families with children, which were badly hit by the increase of consumption tax and freezing of the indexation of child allowance at the beginning of 2013. 

4) Improve the employment of disabled people. 



	2.
	Did the Commission/Council Country-Specific Recommendations (CSRs) for your country (2014) pick up on and reflect EAPN concerns?

	a)
	Highlight the Commission’s positive proposals for poverty reduction in the CSRs (if any) and similarities with  your own proposals above (specify)
- to implement and monitor closely the on-going measures to  improve the labour-market position of young people and the long-term unemployed and put focus on the development of job-relevant skills

- to take further steps to increase the employment of older workers and improve their employability

- Implementation of reform concerning social and health care services may be a positive one in spite of cost savings because of remarkable health inequalities



	b)
	Highlight the Commission’s negative proposals in the CSRs for poverty reduction (if any) and main differences with your own proposals (specify)
1. Continue to carry out of the ageing-related sustainability gap which demands to adjust public revenue and expenditure and to reduce institutional care of elderly people and put a stronger focus to prevention, rehabilitation and independent living

2. Implementation of the ongoing administrative reform concerning the municipal structure and cost savings in public services including social and health care services 

3. to align the minimal statutory retirement age with increased life expectancy



	c)
	What are the main gaps in the Commission/Council’s CSRs for your country, what is missing?
- There's nothing about poverty and how to improve the position of poor people. In CRS:s the only way is to improve the employability of long-term unemployed. However many of these people will never be employed and that is why the aim should be to increase the level of basic social benefits.

- Low income families with children and disabled people are also missing



	3.
	EAPN Assessment of the implementation of CSRs 

	a)

b)


	How far have the Commission/Council’s CSRs proposals been implemented by your national government since July 2014?
4. The government has accepted the Act on Care Services for the Elderly. The institutional care has been decreased and the aim to increase services provided at home for old people has failed so far. This is a negative measure if old people don't get services they need.

5. The reform of social and health care services – the suggestion of five strong regional providers – at the moment in the Parliament. This is a positive development if it will improve access to social and health services.

6. The Government transfers to municipalities have been cut in the beginning of this year. This means cuts in local public services and also that municipal taxes must be raised. 

7. The Labour market organizations made the decision of the minimal statutory retirement age which will be at least 65 years by 2025. They also cut the level of future pensions. These measures had to do, but the result is not fair for all people. Especially long studied women who have been at home for many years with children will lose their pension.

8. Child allowances have been cut by 8 euros per month per child. The government compensates this by child tax deduction but the poorest families don't profit from it.
Is this a positive/negative development?



	4.
	New Developments and New Alternative CSR proposals from EAPN members

	a)
	Describe the main new policies developed by your government that are likely to impact on poverty (positive and negative) in 2014.

- Unemployed are now able to earn 300 euros per month without losing their unemployment benefit or housing benefit. This has already helped a lot, 22 000 people have been able to receive some kind of work. Unfortunately in social assistance the income limit is lower, only 150 euros per month.

- Basic social assistance will transfer from municipalities to the nationwide organization which pays also other basic benefits. This will be a positive change.  

- Earnings-related unemployment benefit period may be shortened by one year. Now it is 2 years (in spite of people with work experience under 3 years, they have now 400 days). This would be a very big change and would increase poverty.
 

	b)
	Give your EAPN 2015 Proposals of CSRs: a maximum of 3 key proposals for Alternative Country-Specific Recommendations for your country (highlight any differences from 2013) in order of priority.
· Raising the level of basic security benefits

· Reduce health and wellbeing inequalities

· Enhance the purchasing power of low income families with children

· Improve the position of long-term unemployed and partly employed and ensure the implementation of youth guarantee addressing the risk of social exclusion. 


	c)
	Give brief justification for your proposals

· The income differences have risen in Finland more than in many other countries (OECD research). Basic security benefits are too low to enable the decent life. This primarily concerns social assistance and lower unemployment benefits.

· Health and wellness differences have increased sharply. The reform of social and health care services has been delayed.

· Child allowances have been cut by 8 euros per month per child. The government compensates this by child tax deduction but the poorest families don't profit from it.
· Unemployment, long-term unemployment and especially youth unemployment has increased. It’s very crucial to ensure that every young person will be offered a job, place of study, rehabilitation etc.  These people need personal guidance and support which demands enough staff in services.


FRANCE

Name of Network and Responsible EU ISG member: Contact details: 
	1.
	Present  your proposals for Alternative Country-Specific Recommendations  last year (2014) for your country 

	
	

	2.
	Do the Commission/Council Country-Specific Recommendations for your country (2014) reflect EAPN concerns?

	a)
	Highlight the Commission’s positive proposals for poverty reduction (if any) and similarities with  your own proposals above (specify) 

	b)
	Highlight the Commission’s negative proposals for poverty reduction (if any) and main differences with your own proposals (specify)


	c)
	The main gaps in the Commission/Council’s CSRs for your country, what is missing



	3.
	EAPN Assessment of the implementation of CSRs 

	a)


	How far have the Commission/Council’s CSRs proposals been implemented by your national government since July 2014?



	4.
	New Developments and New Alternative CSR proposals from EAPN members

	a)
	Describe the main new policies by your government likely to impact on poverty (positive and negative) in 2014.



	b)
	Give your EAPN 2014 Proposals of CSRs: 3 key proposals for Alternative Country-Specific Recommendations for your country (highlight any differences from 2013) 


	c)
	Give brief justification for your proposals




GERMANY
Name of Network and Responsible EU ISG member: Contact details: 
	1.
	Present  your proposals for Alternative Country-Specific Recommendations  last year (2014) for your country 

	
	

	2.
	Do the Commission/Council Country-Specific Recommendations for your country (2013) reflect EAPN concerns?

	a)
	Highlight the Commission’s positive proposals for poverty reduction (if any) and similarities with  your own proposals above (specify)

	b)
	Highlight the Commission’s negative proposals for poverty reduction (if any) and main differences with your own proposals (specify)



	c)
	The main gaps in the Commission/Council’s CSRs for your country, what is missing



	3.
	EAPN Assessment of the implementation of CSRs 

	a)

b)


	How far have the Commission/Council’s CSRs proposals been implemented by your national government since July 2014?

Is this a positive/negative development?


	4.
	New Developments and New Alternative CSR proposals from EAPN members

	a)
	Describe the main new policies by your government likely to impact on poverty (positive and negative) in 2014. 



	b)
	Give your EAPN 2014 Proposals of CSRs: 3 key proposals for Alternative Country-Specific Recommendations for your country (highlight any differences from 2013) 


	c)
	Give brief justification for your proposals




IRELAND
Name of Network and Responsible EU ISG member: Contact details: 

	1.
	Present  your proposals for Alternative Country-Specific Recommendations  last year (2014) for your country (cut and paste)

	
	Proposals for Country Specific Recommendations for Ireland 2014

1. Ensure active and meaningful consultation with all stakeholders in the development and implementation of the NRP. This must be adequately resourced.

2. Implement a multi-annual strategy to reverse the growth in poverty and inequality, using taxation and redistribution and using public and transparent poverty and equality impact assessments as planning and evaluation tools for all policy proposals, including the annual Budget. Existing social inclusion, gender equality and anti-poverty targets and long-standing social inclusion and equality commitments should be clearly reflected within Ireland's newly developed Medium Term Economic Strategy

3. Implement an integrated active inclusion strategy, emphasizing:

i.   Welfare reform to ensure that everyone has access to the resources needed for a decent life

ii.   Appropriate activation services, supports and initiatives tailored to the very different starting points for individuals and groups, particularly those furthest from the labour market and those with low educational qualifications and literacy difficulties and accessible to those not on the Live Register, for example on Disability Allowance or One Parent Family Payment.  

iii. Activation policies should reflect a commitment to and assess the impact of large-scale activation of those with caring responsibilities, who are mostly women, parents, and lone parents in particular, and encompass an appropriate range of activation options with due recognition of caring responsibilities.

iv. Quality and accessible jobs with a living wage as the focus of job creation strategies, with particular regard to the problems of in-work poverty, poverty traps and precarious work.  The promotion of secure working conditions and income levels that support a decent standard of living should not be undermined by any political drive towards a 'low-wage economy'.

v. Restoration of essential services for the most vulnerable, many of which have been cut back to skeleton levels, to adequate and sustainable levels, including services provided by community organizations with a large voluntary input.

4. Include social inclusion and equality, including gender equality, as cross-cutting goals for the Structural Funds Programs for Ireland for the 2014-2020 period. NGOs, including anti-poverty organisations, must be key partners in the design and delivery of programmes.



	2.
	Did the Commission/Council Country-Specific Recommendations (CSRs) for your country (2014) pick up on and reflect EAPN concerns?

	a)
	Highlight the Commission’s positive proposals for poverty reduction in the CSRs (if any) and similarities with  your own proposals above (specify)
The Commission’s 2014 CSRs for Ireland included two potentially positive CSRs. The first relates to employment and unemployment and the second to addressing the needs of low work intensity households.

1. Pursue further improvements in active labour market policies, with a particular focus on long-term unemployment, the low-skilled and in line with the objectives of a youth guarantee, young people. Advance the on-going reform of the further education and training (FET) system, employment support schemes and apprenticeship programs. Offer more workplace training; improve and ensure the relevance of FET courses and apprenticeships with respect to labour market needs. Increase the level and quality of support services provided by the Intreo Labour offices. Put in place a seamless FET referrals system between Intreo offices and Education and Training Boards.

2. Tackle low work intensity of households and address the poverty risk of children through tapered withdrawal of benefits and supplementary payments upon return to employment. Facilitate female labour market participation by improving access to more affordable and full-time childcare, particularly for low income families.

These CSRs potentially address some of the issues outlined in EAPN Ireland’s proposals. However it very much depends on how these Recommendations are implemented. There is potential around ensuring that activation and Further Education and Training supports are well coordinated as both have been recently reformed and are taking time to settle down. However, to date the approach to activation has been very narrow, with an increased focus on conditionality as opposed to an empowering service. 

On the second CSR, tapering the withdrawal of benefits and payments upon return to work is a positive proposal. Access of affordable, full-time childcare, which is accessible for everyone, is a major issue which the Commission has been raising for Ireland even throughout the Lisbon Strategy process.  However, there is no mention of ‘quality’ which is a critical issue in term so delivery. Also the focus and driver for access to quality childcare must not be limited to improving access labour market participation but to participation in society more generally. Any developments in this area requires investment, something which is very difficult to do while staying within the EU deficit and debt rules, something which overshadows the CSRs for Ireland.



	b)
	Highlight the Commission’s negative proposals in the CSRs for poverty reduction (if any) and main differences with your own proposals (specify)

Economic and financial considerations dominate the 2014 Country Specific Recommendations for Ireland. This is reflected in the macroeconomic objectives set out in the first Recommendation which then sets the tone for how issues such as health and access to the legal system are addressed, but also impact on the CSRs overall e.g. investment in affordable and accessible childcare and a well resources activation system. 

However there is a real danger that achieving the budget deficit and debt thresholds outlined in the Growth and Stability Pact can have the effect of undermining the commitments signed up to in the Europe 2020 strategy aimed at bringing about smart, sustainable and inclusive growth. Since the introduction of Europe 2020 strategy consistent poverty in Ireland has increased from 4.2% to 8.2% of the population. Those in consistent poverty are those below the poverty line who also live in enforced deprivation. 



	c)
	What are the main gaps in the Commission/Council’s CSRs for your country, what is missing?

The Country Specific Recommendations (CSR) do not include recommendations on some key areas which should be addressed if Ireland is to bring about balanced smart, sustainable and inclusive growth. This includes the areas of climate change, resource efficiency, poverty reduction, gender mainstreaming, pensions and access to quality housing, health and long term care.



	3.
	EAPN Assessment of the implementation of CSRs 

	a)

b)


	How far have the Commission/Council’s CSRs proposals been implemented by your national government since July 2014?

In general the Government appears to be taking the CSRs seriously at both a political and Departmental level but it is too early to identify what the impact of the 2014 CSRs will have on Government policy. 

There have been some increases in some secondary social welfare payments in Budget 2015 but no change in the qualification criteria. While it maybe not linked to the CSRs there is a new in work Back to Work Family Dividend of € €29.80 for lone-parents or long-term Jobseekers with children who are returning to work. It is retained fully for one year and half for the second year. This means they effectively retain the “Qualified Child Increase” which is payable to those with children who were on a Jobseekers payment.

The Government is also to set up a new Inter-Departmental group on Childcare affordability. While this is an important development it needs to ensure that no easy solution is taken which ignores the issue of ‘quality’ alongside affordability as important elements of accessibility.

Is this a positive/negative development?

The new Back to Work Family Dividend is a positive development. It will take time to see what other changes arise as a result of the CSRs. The CSR on macroeconomic deficit and debt targets is been taken seriously as an overall guide on budgetary policy.



	4.
	New Developments and New Alternative CSR proposals from EAPN members

	a)
	Describe the main new policies developed by your government that are likely to impact on poverty (positive and negative) in 2014.

There were some positive changes introduced in Budget 2015 and which came into effect in January 2015 which should have a small positive impact. There relate to increases in some secondary welfare supports and the introduction of the new Back to Work Family Dividend. There was also a large budget allocated to address the current crisis in housing and specifically the deficit in social housing and the rapid increase in homelessness. 

However, overall Budget 2015 was assessed as being regressive. Those on the lowest incomes saw a 1% reduction in incomes while those on the top end had an increase of around 0.5%. The main cause of this is the introduction of a flat rate Water Charge which comes into effect in 2015 with the only difference in charges being for single and multiple adult households and not for different levels of household income.

There are changes for lone-parents which have been coming into effect in the past few years and which are having a major negative impact. This related to a policy change whereby lone-parents lone parents will be taken off their One-Parent Family Payment and moved to Job Seekers Transitional once their youngest child reaches 7 years of age. Currently lone-parents retain their lone-parent payment until their child is 14 years of age. The current In July 2015 this will have the greatest impact on those on the payment and will affect over 39,000 lone parents. Apart for the potential impact on incomes in lone-parent families there is also a challenge for activation services, particularly because of the lack of investment in affordable, quality childcare and after-school care in Ireland. Most recent poverty data shows that in 2013 over 63% of lone-parents were living in enforced deprivation.

 

	b)
	Give your EAPN 2014 Proposals of CSRs: a maximum of 3 key proposals for Alternative Country-Specific Recommendations for your country (highlight any differences from 2013) in order of priority.
1. Environment, poverty, equality and gender impact assessment needs to be carried out on all relevant policies including economic policies e.g. the national Budget.  This will ensure consistency in the policy making process and ensure that the social, economic and environmental dimensions of Europe 2020 are considered in tandem.  

2. Take the necessary steps to broaden the tax base and increase tax levels towards the EU average while strengthening the fairness and progressiveness of the taxation system.

3. Address unemployment and improve access to quality employment particularly for those most distant through:

i.  Closely linking active labour market policies to labour market conditions and aim at ensuring progression towards quality employment, not precarious and low-paid jobs.  

ii. Delivering public employment services in a positive, supportive and enabling manner instead of the current ineffective bias in favour of controls and sanctions-people should be able to make informed choices about a meaningful progression for themselves. 

iii. Raising the level and quality of public employment services. Services should be open to all people of working age (and those over 65) who wish to enter or re-enter the labour market), instead of being largely restricted to those on the Live Register.  The needs of people with multiple and more complex needs and those further from the labour market must be addressed. Services should be better aligned with the Education and Training Boards.

iv. Ensuring that supporting people to move from welfare to quality employment is done as part of a balanced, over-arching Active Inclusion approach promoting access to an adequate income (whether in or out of work), inclusive labour markets and access to quality services. 

v. Introducing measures to reduce the gender pay gap which contributes to longer term pension insecurity and inequality for many women.

4. In extending its current National Action Plan for Social Inclusion and in developing a successor the Irish Government needs to urgently implement an integrated and comprehensive strategy which aims to reduce inequality, eliminate poverty and promote social inclusion for all groups in society, ensuring access to rights, resources and services for everyone.  This strategy must address access to adequate income (whether in or out of work), to quality services and to an inclusive labour market with decent jobs for those who can work.

5. Invest in the development of an affordable and publicly funded Early Childhood Care and Education sector, with high quality standards and a professional workforce, streamlined programmes, with reduced costs including administrative costs and higher and more consistent quality of care provided.   

6. Offer people with less than QQI level 4 qualifications (Level 4 is the equivalent of the Leaving Certificate in Ireland) and with literacy and numeracy needs access to high quality and relevant learning opportunities. This would include an intensive option for people who are unemployed (15-20 hours per week) with an option to accreditation with QQI level 3 and work placement. Ensure that everyone has access to high quality and relevant learning opportunities particularly for people with less than QQI level 4 qualifications (Level 4 is the equivalent of the Leaving Certificate in Ireland) and with literacy and numeracy needs. 

7. Take immediate steps to promote a more sustainable housing market by promoting supply across all tenures in areas of high market demand and by taking particular steps to ensure that the housing needs of disadvantaged and vulnerable groups are met.

8. Align the Irish health services with the vision in the Healthy Ireland Framework which is of “a Healthy Ireland, where everyone can enjoy physical and mental health and wellbeing to their full potential, where wellbeing is valued and supported at every level of society and is everyone’s responsibility”.  The objective of improving health outcomes, particularly among disadvantaged socio-economic groups, must be central to health sector reform.

9. The Irish Government must facilitate the participation of civil society in making and implementing policies and decisions that impact on their lives. This must include the participation of people experiencing poverty and social exclusion.  

	c)
	Give brief justification for your proposals

In general in Ireland the deficit and debt thresholds of the Growth and Stability Pact dominates policy in all other areas and over the past seven years has continued to have a seriously negative impact on social policy. There is need for a greater balance in economic and social goals at EU and national level with an assessment of social impact of economic policies being taken into account before decisions are made.

Over the past seven years Irish Governments have made cuts to essential supports and services which have resulted in increased poverty, social exclusion and inequality. Local community service infrastructure has been eroded, particularly for those who most need them. By 2013 almost 31% of the population and 37% of children were experiencing material deprivation, up from 14% and 18% respectively since 2008. The number experiencing ‘consistent poverty’, i.e. those below the at-risk of poverty line who experience deprivation, has doubled since 2008 to 8.2% and the Government will need to remove nearly 193,000 people from poverty and halve the current number to meet its target of 4% for 2016. Despite various cuts however, it is recognized that social transfers have however reduced the risk of poverty from almost 50% of the population to 15.2%.

While in Ireland there is much talk politically about a recovery and employment has fallen from 15% in the Q1 2012 to 11.1% in Q3 2014 many people are still not seeing the benefits. 

While poverty levels are extremely high the main solution being progressed by Government is access to the labour market. There have also been some measures to address access to housing. While access to decent work with adequate pay would provide a solution for many people in exiting poverty, it is not an option for everyone. At any time many people will be dependent on social welfare supports and also access to quality services is essential for everyone throughout the lifecycle. Many groups also experience higher levels of poverty and social exclusion and face different barriers to their full social and economic participation. Also in 2013 one in five of those in work was in material deprivation and 5% were at-risk of poverty. Therefore what is needed is a new integrated national strategy to address poverty and social exclusion which is backed up by a programme of investment to ensure it is implemented.




ITALY
Name of Network and Responsible EU ISG member: Contact details:
	1.
	Present  your proposals for Alternative Country-Specific Recommendations  last year (2014) for your country (cut and paste)

	
	

	2.
	Do the Commission/Council Country-Specific Recommendations for your country (2013) reflect EAPN concerns?

	a)
	Highlight the Commission’s positive proposals for poverty reduction (if any) and similarities with  your own proposals above (specify)


	b)
	Highlight the Commission’s negative proposals for poverty reduction (if any) and main differences with your own proposals (specify)



	c)
	The main gaps in the Commission/Council’s CSRs for your country, what is missing



	3.
	EAPN Assessment of the implementation of CSRs 

	a)

b)


	How far have the Commission/Council’s CSRs proposals been implemented by your national government since July 2014?

Is this a positive/negative development?



	4.
	New Developments and New Alternative CSR proposals from EAPN members

	a)
	Describe the main new policies by your government likely to impact on poverty (positive and negative) in 2014.



	b)
	Give your EAPN 2014 Proposals of CSRs: 3 key proposals for Alternative Country-Specific Recommendations for your country (highlight any differences from 2013)

	c)
	Give brief justification for your proposals

	
	


LITHUANIA
Lithuanian EAPN Network, Responsible EU ISG member Giedre Kvieskiene: Contact details: giedre.kvieskiene@gmail.com

	1.
	Present  your proposals for Alternative Country-Specific Recommendations  last year (2014) for your country (cut and paste)

	
	Summary of Positive CSRs 

Lithuania:  Implanting concrete targeted measures to reduce poverty and exclusion. 

Prioritizing  the  employability  of  older  people,  tackling  high  unemployment  and  Youth 

Guarantee.

What are the Main Gaps?

Lithuania: Not aiming at social progress or innovation, or poverty but just small policy steps. 

Missing support to social partnerships to reduce poverty – public/private and NGOs and non for profit’s role.

Highlighted  that  the  CSRs  have  been  generally  implemented,  with 

overwhelming priority given to CSRs on economic governance and fiscal consolidation,  ensuring  the effectiveness of social protection systems ,

Summary of EAPN Assessment of CSR implementation

Lithuania: CSRs mainly implemented: 

Unemployed benefits combined with active inclusion, but not using best personalize support methods because NGOs who have experience of this approach are not involved. Some discussion on wealth and income taxes, and adequacy of social protection and child benefits, but no action as yet.

EAPN Lithuanian’s Alternative Country-Specific Recommendations for year 2015. 

Lithuania, the analysis of poverty based on the poverty threshold. Poverty threshold - relative income level (60 percent equivalised median disposable income) for which the lower disposable income of households classified as living in poverty. The poverty threshold varies each year and is different for different composition of households. Table 1 is the risk of changes in the poverty line and one four-person households. As can be seen from the table in 2013, the poverty threshold was more than 2-fold increase compared with 2005, the crisis resulting from a decrease in per capita income, poverty risk threshold also 1452Lt level dropped to a four-person family and to 691Lt. a single person, and in 2013 year increased again. Some 30.8 percent of the Lithuanian population were at risk of poverty or social exclusion in 2013, figures from the EU statistical office Eurostat shows. According to the latest data from Statistics Lithuania, around 610,000 people in Lithuania, or 20.6 percent of the country's population, were below the poverty risk line last year.

Those at risk of poverty were usually children under 18. In 2013, the at-risk-of-poverty rate for the children stood at 26.9% and, compared to 2012, grew by 6.1%age points. The increase in the at-risk-of-poverty rate of children was largely influenced by the changes in procedure of payment of maternity (paternity) allowances in 2011. Although in the income survey period (2012) a decrease in unemployment and an increase in wages and salaries was observed, the at-risk-of-poverty rate for persons aged 18-64, against the previous year, grew by 1.1%age points and stood at 19% in 2013. Minimum wage and salary, with no other sources of income, did not protect employed persons from risk of poverty.

In 2013, the at-risk-of-poverty threshold was LTL 811 (EUR 235) per month for a single person and LTL 1,703 (EUR 493) per month for a family consisting of two adults and two children under 14. Compared to 2012, due to an increase in the disposable income of the population, the at-risk-of-poverty threshold grew by 8.3%
.

Main recommendation of EAPN Lithuania in this context would be: 
5. Include various stakeholders, organizations and persons on the connection of Social economy with goals and priorities of various EU and national programs and encourage their participation in the activities like partnership, clustering, international cooperation and experience exchange within the context of social economy;

6. To give more attention to active citizenship of young people and NGO, promote their leadership in developing a creative, peaceful, just and sustainable future. All the above requires a new approach to education, social, health, culture and justice cooperation and multifunctional design – shall be given systematic approaches consideration and benefit from each other.

7. To include the tools facilitating the assessment of change, complying with the globally agreed assessment parameters and indexes and providing the possibility to measure the change in public knowledge, skills, values and attitudes acquired via public, private and NGO sectors. 

8. Poverty is a matter not only of money but also of equal access to education, health care, childcare, family support etc. So to tackle the social exclusion arising from poverty, a multidimensional approach is needed.

9. Children have a higher risk of poverty than adults. In times of austerity, the number of children at risk is likely to increase and there are important to invest and  longer-lasting impacts that play out over the course of their lives throw education and active inclusion programs in partnership with PPP, NGO and research institutions (such as self-esteem, belonging, friendship and happiness, entrepreneurship and social and creativity industry).

10. Empowerment for participation educational, social, and cultural and justices sectors for of crucial importance to listen carefully to children’s and family’s needs and to off them appropriate opportunities to develop and have their voice heard. This entails actively involving children, parents and families in designing policy measures.

11. The good example of a small-scale support without bureaucracy, include franchise especialy for citizenship and networking organizations relatively inexpensive measure targeting the most vulnerable that has leverage effects by generating other activities and commitments.

12. Full implementation of the reform activities in the labor market concerning the employment of persons with disabilities, social risk and completion of the process of deinstitutionalization and conducting of other reform measures 



	2.
	Did the Commission/Council Country-Specific Recommendations (CSRs) for your country (2014) pick up on and reflect EAPN concerns?

	a)
	Highlight the Commission’s positive proposals for poverty reduction in the CSRs (if any) and similarities with  your own proposals above (specify)

3. Better target active labour market policy measures to the low-skilled and long-term unemployed. . Improve coverage and adequacy of unemployment benefits and link them to activation. Address persistent skills mismatches by improving the labour market relevance of education and promote life-long learning. In order to increase employability of young people, prioritise offering quality apprenticeships and strengthen partnership with the private sector. Review the appropriateness of labour legislation, in particular with regard to the framework for labour contracts and for working-time arrangements, in consultation with social partners. 

4.  Ensure adequate coverage of those most in need and continue to strengthen the links between cash social assistance and activation measures. 



	b)
	Highlight the Commission’s negative proposals in the CSRs for poverty reduction (if any) and main differences with your own proposals (specify)



	c)
	What are the main gaps in the Commission/Council’s CSRs for your country, what is missing?

There is not enough strong impulse to Lithuanian government toward the modernization of social services, development of partnerships and including NGO stakeholders in making policy decisions on important aspects affecting citizens’ quality of life. 



	3.
	EAPN Assessment of the implementation of CSRs 

	a)

b)


	How far have the Commission/Council’s CSRs proposals been implemented by your national government since July 2014?

Based on the results from the first section, there was an approximately 8–11% financial inequality among the counties of Lithuania during the last 20 years. It is difficult to judge whether this is high or low inequality. In order to answer this question, further analysis of financial inequality in the countries with similar economic and social development would be informative. It would also allow us to test the factors and financial inequality tendencies in Europe. The Lithuania belongs to the first block countries, where expenditure per capita is around LTL 6000-7000 per year
. We can also conclude that the higher the expenditure per capita, the lower the poverty risk indicator. This allows us to ensure lower risk while forming the budget in the country. In order to gain a deeper knowledge of the risk of poverty or social exclusion indicator, it is also essential to take into account other variables such as labor productivity, education, laws, etc. Another possible improvement might be to test differences between the countries and their estimated coefficients. 

In 2014 the provision of integral aid services at home was launched, without systematic and multifunctional designs approaches and don’t have EU structural assistance for social, education, cultural and justice sectors partnership, including PPP, NGO, university and research institutions. The deinstitutionalization and orientation to community service planning and social economy process start only in closed bureaucrats cabinets without including stakeholders or networking organizations. 

Is this a positive/negative development?

The initial steps are positive but there is little result on the ground as yet.  There is also a great need for the building of further mechanisms for empowerment and support of PPP, NGO and university/ research sectors partnership and clustering and multisectoral, multifunctional, multicriteria approaches.


	4.
	New Developments and New Alternative CSR proposals from EAPN members

	a)
	Describe the main new policies developed by your government that are likely to impact on poverty (positive and negative) in 2014.

MINUS

In 2014 the main measures envisioned by government were to increase social partnership, open discussions about education and social security, education and culture partnership including PPP and multi-sectorial resources for increasing social economical tools and small and middle resources, but all this is at the level of planning only.

In Lithuania Government start discussions about social enterprise but don’t have clear position or document yet. SMEs are often referred to as “the missing middle”, yet few have understood fully how critical SMEs are as the pathway to prosperity. Even fewer have sought to harness the power that these companies have to drive growth, poverty reduction, and development. Encouraging SMEs more actively, and taking a strong proactive position on social enterprises, would go a long way toward reducing poverty and unemployment. But not enough is being done.

PLUS

In 2014. The Lithuanian Government adopted the 2014-2020 Strategy for Combating Poverty and Social Exclusion in the Republic of Lithuania as the basic document of a systematic approach of all relevant stakeholder to dealing with issues of poverty and social exclusion.

	b)
	Give your EAPN 2014 Proposals of CSRs: a maximum of 3 key proposals for Alternative Country-Specific Recommendations for your country (highlight any differences from 2013 in order of priority.
4. Support programs and choose priorities encouraging PPP, NGO, Universities partnership, clustering, international cooperation and experience exchange within the context of social economy;

5. To give more attention to involving and support active citizenship of young people and NGO, promote their leadership in developing a creative, peaceful, just and sustainable future. 

6. To include the tools facilitating the assessment of change, complying with the globally agreed assessment parameters and indexes and providing the possibility to measure the change in public knowledge, skills, values and attitudes acquired via public, private and NGO sectors. 



	c)
	Give brief justification for your proposals

Ad. 1. 

1. Society's ability to adapt to change, using it for generation of wealth and as a competitive advantage, is basically determined by the degree of openness and creativity in the society. Lack of openness in the society is reflected in the index of globalization, which currently places Lithuania 25th in the European Union
. 

The index measures economic, political and social globalization. Lithuania's social globalization is the lowest in the European Union. General level of creativity in the society is gauged by different instruments. According to the survey
conducted by the University of Maastricht, Lithuania is 17th in the European Union by its creativity; while its creativity climate is ranked 24th. These data suggest the lack of the right conditions for the development and expression of creativity.

Ad. 2. 

The family plays an important role in the formation of a creative and responsible personality. Lithuanian children feel the least happy in Europe at the moment. Many children grow in socially vulnerable families; according to 2010 data, the number of children is growing by 3.7 per cent every year. Families with children spend more than a third of the income on food and beverages, and on average, 38.7 itas, or 5.7 per cent of total household consumption, on education, recreation and culture (only 0.9 per cent on education, if taken separately) Family problems are associated with growing parental occupational engagement, decline in generation solidarity and inadequate culture of mutual relations, as demonstrated by numerous family conflicts. All this leads to the need for society to create conditions which would enable development of a harmonious family that may focus much more on individual development. A particular role in national progress is given to social activism, which manifests itself through

self-governance and civic awareness. These elements are best reflected by the Lithuanian Society's Civic Empowerment Index. The index reveals small but steady growth in civil empowerment over the past four years. However, it is still inadequate, and the civic capacity of the population is still low. The empowerment index of the Lithuanian society in 2010 was only 35.5 points out of 100 possible.

Ad 3. 

One of the most important aspects related to public participation, is the actual inclusion of

citizens in the decision-making processes, going beyond the conventional provision of information or consultation. It is very important to involve the private, NGO and university sector’s in the provision of public services. The civic networking participation in the processes of public governance is currently in action through better regulatory initiatives, specific pilot public-private, NGO, university partnership projects in the areas of health, education, social housing, public transport, environment protection, cultural and public order. Methodology for the evaluation of customer satisfaction with public services has been drawn up, thus promoting a continuous survey of public opinion; and institutions are encouraged to include in the strategic operational plans indicators reflecting changes in customer satisfaction. However, this is happening on the basis of separate initiatives. In order to achieve a coherent system of openness in the government, it needs systemic changes.

The participation of local communities and non-governmental organizations in the management of public affairs is currently insufficient. There are a number of reasons for that: some communities and non-governmental organizations lack stable funding, diversity, capacities, clear mechanism for cooperation with the State, a favourable regulatory environment, and the like. For the development of independent non-governmental organizations and local communities, it is very important to enable them to act and to provide necessary conditions for achievement of their goals. Therefore, a consistent transfer of public functions to these organizations is one of the essential steps towards

Changes in governance. It should be noted that currently there are few municipalities, that actively involve local communities or non-governmental organizations in the provision of public services; the majority of community-based organizations tend to pursue artistic or recreational goals, leaving aside other issues of relevance.



LUXEMBOURG

Name of Network and Responsible EU ISG member: Contact details:

	1.
	Present  your proposals for Alternative Country-Specific Recommendations  last year (2014) for your country (cut and paste)

	
	

	2.
	Do the Commission/Council Country-Specific Recommendations for your country (2013) reflect EAPN concerns?

	a)
	Highlight the Commission’s positive proposals for poverty reduction (if any) and similarities with  your own proposals above (specify)


	b)
	Highlight the Commission’s negative proposals for poverty reduction (if any) and main differences with your own proposals (specify)



	c)
	The main gaps in the Commission/Council’s CSRs for your country, what is missing



	3.
	EAPN Assessment of the implementation of CSRs 

	a)

b)


	How far have the Commission/Council’s CSRs proposals been implemented by your national government since July 2014?

Is this a positive/negative development?



	4.
	New Developments and New Alternative CSR proposals from EAPN members

	a)
	Describe the main new policies by your government likely to impact on poverty (positive and negative) in 2014.



	b)
	Give your EAPN 2014 Proposals of CSRs: 3 key proposals for Alternative Country-Specific Recommendations for your country (highlight any differences from 2014) 


	c)
	Give brief justification for your proposals 


MALTA

Name of Network and Responsible EU ISG member: Contact details: EAPN MALTA (APF)

	1.
	Present  your proposals for Alternative Country-Specific Recommendations  last year (2014) for your country (cut and paste)

	
	Sifting through this document there is no mention about Malta.  It could be that the input by EAPN Malta is still inadequate therefore the information is not being supplied as requested.


	2.
	Did the Commission/Council Country-Specific Recommendations (CSRs) for your country (2014) pick up on and reflect EAPN concerns?

	a)
	Highlight the Commission’s positive proposals for poverty reduction in the CSRs (if any) and similarities with  your own proposals above (specify)
a. Pensions

b. Unemployment

c. Tax evasion is another important issue.  It directly addresses the sustainability of Social Services.  It is important to highlight not only welfare fraud which in reality amounts to a relatively low percentage of Government expenditure.

d. With regards to activation measures with regards to employment EAPN commends the Governments to address this issue.  Especially, the Alternative Program Learning for school leavers, Free child care centre, so that mothers are able to enter the labour force, strengthening the adult literacy programs. 

e. Various incentives initiated by the Government to promote Youth Guarantee.

f. Initiatives to help single persons to enter the labour market.



	b)
	Highlight the Commission’s negative proposals in the CSRs for poverty reduction (if any) and main differences with your own proposals (specify)

EAPN Malta cannot make any comments on any negative proposals by the Commission on eradication of poverty.



	c)
	What are the main gaps in the Commission/Council’s CSRs for your country, what is missing?

To implement vigorously the new policies for Mental Health. 

ECRI reports highlight the plight of irregular migrants both those in detention and those in open centres.  There are grave issues of human rights and protection of migrants.

	3.
	EAPN Assessment of the implementation of CSRs 

	a)

b)


	How far have the Commission/Council’s CSRs proposals been implemented by your national government since July 2014?

Free child care centres.  LEAP project for those preparing to enter the work force.  Low electricity tariffs.  Alternative Learning Programs for the under achievers at secondary level.  The Government has just launched measures to address precarious job conditions in Government tenders by private contractors.

Is this a positive/negative development?

On the whole these measures are very positive.  However, with regards to the LEAP project whose aim is to build community networking is still dependent on ESF which will expire in September.  We advocate that this project will be included and financed by the Ministry of the Family and Social Solidarity. 

With regard to the precarious job conditions the Government should introduce similar conditions to employees working in Private Enterprises.  This should apply especially to jobs similar to, cleaners, security personnel, clerical staff and care workers.

	4.
	New Developments and New Alternative CSR proposals from EAPN members

	a)
	Describe the main new policies developed by your government that are likely to impact on poverty (positive and negative) in 2014.

As above but with regards to Pensions:

1) PENSIONS: It is highly suggested that the Government is to introduce the Third Pillar Pension so persons with low and medium income will be encouraged to invest in another pension that is private. As incentive there should be tax credits. Individuals may however be reluctant to contribute unless Government guarantees that in case a private company fails to meet its obligations Government itself will step in. 

2) It is being argued why not increase the First Pillar Contributions instead of introducing a Second Pillar pension.  This suggestion is being rejected because the First pillar contributions go to meet not only pension payments but also other benefit handouts like unemployment, sickness, injury on duty, marriage grants etc. 

3) The Second Pillar pension scheme is being suggested and would be a compulsory scheme wherein both employee and employer contribute towards this pension fund.  Apparently there is no consensus on this scheme.  Employers are very much against it.   

2) EUR 300 Grant: For those aged over 75+ the Government is giving a regular €300 grant to help ends meet.

3) SERVICE PENSIONS/INFRINGEMENT NOTICE;  2 ex-service men have lodged a formal complaint with EU since on receiving the Government pension they had to forfeit their service pension.  They are arguing so that the Government honors their service pension even when they retire with a Government pension. In the meantime the EU issued an infringement notice.  The Government of Malta has appealed and is contesting the notice. The case was referred to the European Court of Justice. The EU did not give a clear indication of what was the infringement. The Government never published what is the contention. The issue is still sub judice and parties concerned are still awaiting the outcome.

5) WORRYING FIGURES; At a recent conference organized by the National Council of Women the Minister of Finance revealed that there are currently 21,000 women who are not recognized for a pension, compared to 1500 men. Moreover, according to HelpAge International, only 33.6% of the population in Malta aged between 55 to 64 is employed and only 40% of Malta’s population aged 60+ have a secondary or higher level of education.  Furthermore, Malta ranks low in educational attainment of its senior citizens.  This underlines the importance of training people aged 55 or older.

 6) REFERENCE BUDGET/POVERTY RATE; there should be a Reference Budget specifically for the Elderly and also a scientific study about the poverty rate of the Elderly. Caritas Malta has already conducted the study in 2012 and it was found that that the minimum budget for a decent living for a low income elderly couple is €127 per month or €6328 per annum. We need to update the research so that today’s policies reflect the realty of these old pensioners.

7) NATIONAL MINIMUM PENSION: Ideally Government should ensure that the National Minimum Pension should be 60% of the National Median Income.

Other measures:

Incentives for Individuals with Special Needs 
There have been announced a series of measures aimed at helping the employment of disadvantaged people or people with disabilities: 

- Trusts left as inheritance for persons with disability would be exempt from tax. 

- Employers would be given up to €5,000 when they employed socially disadvantaged people (to be defined in the law). 

- Persons with disability who found a job would still continue to receive their full social benefits. The government would insist that employers engaged a person with disabilities for every 20 employees, as already laid down in the law. They would get a tax credit of €4,500 for each employee with a disability. When they do not employ people with disabilities, despite the legal requirement, they would have to pay a penalty of €2,400 per year for each disabled person they were supposed to employ, up to a maximum of €10,000. This measure would be enforced in full within three years. The funds would go into a fund for the training and integration people with disabilities. 

The government would engage 80 persons with disability on document scanning work in Gozo. 

 Reduction of Long term unemployed 
- Those who employ the long term unemployed will be given €2,750 over three years. 

- The system of community work for such people will be removed. Instead of being engaged in local councils or similar bodies, these people will be employed in a Social Enterprise Agency and deployed from there. They would be paid a minimum wage. 

- Self-employed would no longer be able to declare they wanted jobs which there was actually no demand for, thus ensuring they stayed in receipt of unemployment benefit. 

 Cost of Living Allowance 
The cost of living allowance for the year 2015 shall be of €0.58. It is understood that this increase will also apply to pensioners as was the case in previous years. Full time employees, pensioners and people on social benefits who do not benefit from the income tax cuts announced, will get a one-time bonus of €35 (pro-rata to part time employees and students), which will be borne by the Government and not the employers. 

Social benefits will increase in line with the cost of living allowances. Persons on the minimum wage who receive the COLA will be exempt from paying tax on the increase. This will apply equally to pensioners who at present are not paying tax. 

Families who are at the risk of poverty (9,000 in total) will be given a bonus of €400 for each of their children, up to four children, and €200 for each additional child thereafter, as long as these children achieve an attendance rate of 95% in their schools. 4 

Low income couples where both spouses work and are on a minimum wage are to benefit from a one-off grant of €1,000 per child as long as they declare their employment. Single parents will be given €1,200 per child. 

 Unemployment and Single Parents Benefits 
Unemployed people aged under 23 will be made to follow training under the youth guarantee scheme or lose their unemployment benefit. Such benefit will be lost if the beneficiary refuses to follow courses, or does not attend courses under the Youth Guarantee Scheme. 

Similar measures will also be taken against single parents, aged up to 23, when their child was more than one year old. In both cases, a four-month grace period will be allowed. 

However, as from the start of next year, a person who is receiving social benefits and gets married, or forms a civil union, with a person in employment will no longer lose entitlement to social benefits immediately after the union. Instead, the social assistance would be reduced gradually over a period of three years. 

People who are in receipt of social benefits that they are not entitled to will be given up to February 2015 to regularise their position (and pay a minor fine), after which they will be heavily fined once they are found out. The amnesty scheme is however meant for genuine cases such as where a beneficiary did not inform the department of a change in his status, or an increase in his income and will not apply for systematic benefit fraud. 

 Maternity leave 
Women in the last four weeks of their maternity leave will be paid the equivalent of a minimum wage by the state (increase of more than €6 weekly). Self-employed women on maternity leave will enjoy an increase of €73 per week to reach the minimum wage for 14 weeks of maternity leave. The government will act to remove the reluctance employers currently had about employing young women because of their fears that they would have to partially pay for their maternity leave. To remedy the employer's reluctance to employ young women, as from 2015 the contribution made by employers for the payment of maternity leave would be worked out on the basis of all their employees, and not just the women. Adoptive parents would have a maternity leave equal to that of natural parents.

	b)
	Give your EAPN 2014 Proposals of CSRs: a maximum of 3 key proposals for Alternative Country-Specific Recommendations for your country (highlight any differences from 2013) in order of priority.
1. The Government should ensure that social welfare benefits are adequate to meet the peoples’ adequate needs and to address that people overcome the benefit trap.

2. The following are some areas where there are no services or not enough with regards to Mental Health which has not been given adequate importance in the NRP neither in the National Budget: 

a.  Working with adolescents with mental health problems

b. Anti-stigma awareness

c. Social enterprises and employment

d. Mental health policies at the work place and in schools

e. More community support services instead of long stay hospitalization

	c)
	Give brief justification for your proposals

It is important that the Government does not neglect the minorities among the categories of people-at-risk-of-poverty which are not “politically expedient”. 


NETHERLANDS
Name of Network and Responsible EU ISG member: Contact details: 

Jo Bothmer en Sonja Leemkuil EAPN The Netherlands

	1.
	Present  your proposals for Alternative Country-Specific Recommendations  last year (2014) for your country (cut and paste)

	
	1. Start to accept the experience and knowledge that is available within organizations such as EAPN NL and let them integrate their projects to attack poverty, to bring unemployment down and to give people more self-esteem.  

2. Social innovation is, as participation is, a way to help our society to open windows for our future. To make people be aware of the value of democracy and of supporting each other. Do not waste this by just looking at paid work or participation only as a tool to keep citizens to shut up. Use the development work and have EAPN NL, our members and other organizations in welfare working on this theme with citizens overall and poor and socially excluded in special recognition of their partnership. 

3. Create 50.000 ‘Asscher-jobs’ (Asscher = minister of SA&E). EAPN NL is willing  

to debate about the regulations, seeing the fact that we experienced and executed as well the ‘Melkert-jobs’ and know how to save money. 



	2.
	Did the Commission/Council Country-Specific Recommendations (CSRs) for your country (2014) pick up on and reflect EAPN concerns?

	a)
	Highlight the Commission’s positive proposals for poverty reduction in the CSRs (if any) and similarities with  your own proposals above (specify)
 The Youth Action Plan of the EC is a first step to act. We need more of this kind of initiatives and we would like to be involved in constructing them.

The Review of the 2020 Strategy.



	b)
	Highlight the Commission’s negative proposals in the CSRs for poverty reduction (if any) and main differences with your own proposals (specify)



	c)
	What are the main gaps in the Commission/Council’s CSRs for your country, what is missing?

The housing market should not be opened, as the EC wants, since we see that housing is more and more a huge problem. Social houses are scarce and the rent is rising fast. That is pointed out by some organizations last week, brings over 700.000 persons in financial problems and work towards an increase in poverty. EAPN NL sees a need to return to our ‘old way’ of social housing, that gave people with a lower wage a decent house for a payable rent (max. 16% of the brut income). 

Now we see how the rents are increasing whist the Rent Support is frozen or even increasing, which lays an extra burden on those with a low income.

	3.
	EAPN Assessment of the implementation of CSRs 

	a)

b)


	How far have the Commission/Council’s CSRs proposals been implemented by your national government since July 2014?

This is very difficult to answer, since we have a major change in social security by the 1st of January 2015. A lot of responsibility has gone from government to local councils. 

Is this a positive/negative development?

This is a very negative development. If our government backs off at social security, were will we find the basis of solidarity, or equality in law? Plus, the total amount of money is decreased. It is no more than an austerity measure, which is sold as a way that communities have direct access to the poor, handicapped, unemployed, etc.

	4.
	New Developments and New Alternative CSR proposals from EAPN members

	a)
	Describe the main new policies developed by your government that are likely to impact on poverty (positive and negative) in 2014.

Extra 100 million to attack child poverty and the rise of debts per year.

	b)
	Give your EAPN 2014= 2015 Proposals of CSRs: a maximum of 3 key proposals for Alternative Country-Specific Recommendations for your country (highlight any differences from 2013) in order of priority.

1. Avoid inequality in the workplace and in society-

Prevent bullying and begrudge in the workplace/ society

not replace paid work by volunteering work – 

that give no prospect of a better live in the future

2. Work-life balance for men and women- 

work to live and not live to work

maximum working hours for dual earners = creating jobs 

3. Not encourage anyone to Self-employers –

Too much self-employers destroys the Labor market and 

With the result that self-employers go to work under the market-price

Making them competitors instead of colleges
4. Debts: charges and costs on debt, health insurances, rents and CJIB-traffic etc. increase the debt problems 

High living costs, rent and mortgage is the cause of more  and more people living in poverty

Were the export is costing jobs and lowering wages to compete, the Single Market will need higher wages and more jobs. This also seen in the light of Henry Ford that employees need a wage that allows them to buy the products themselves as well.

Focusing on just export means loosing the batlle, loosing the jobs and loosing the populations trust. It ends up in high unemployment, poverty and exclusion. Is it wearth all that?

EAPN sees that signs of HOPE are needed. People, youngsters in particular have no HOPE that this EU will help them to built a FUTURE. They do not have the possibility to DREAM, since they are surviving on a daily basis. The idea that new trades treaties as the TTIP will only deliver very low paid, flexibel and insecure jobs, does not help to create new TRUST and HOPE.

This is were the new Commission in EAPN’s opinion has to work on. Turn back from the Olympus and listen to the people, their needs, their HOPE. Give young people a FUTURE and the ability back to DREAM.

EAPN is willing to discuss this with the Commission and is willing to support this policy for  a reborn European Union that is focussing on people instead of competitiveness with non EU markets. Yes, we do understand that we cannot walk alone. But we do not understand why we cannot first walk ourselves and than together with others. 

Creating jobs in a Cradle to Cradle environment. Jobs that will bring sustainable energy and jobs that are fairly paid and invite young people to play their part to built that new EU. That is what will bring prosperity, fairness and employment back to the population. That is a way to create a hugh attack on poverty and exclusion and that is a policy that will be taken abord by many, including EAPN.

As the OESO report (published on 9/12/12) shows: if the wages are drifting apart, economy will get under pressure and growth will be low or even negative. This is an extra and clear signal for change.

	c)
	Give brief justification for your proposals

The new EC gives as new HOPE. The Juncker Agenda, as it is called, opens new doors to work towards a more equal and fair society. What we feel is that there might be a new wind, also seen the fact that economy is starting p, which we should use for open dialogue, bring in our alternatives and create a platform for discussion with ourrget groups.


POLAND
	Name of Network and Responsible EU ISG member: Contact details: 

EAPN Poland, Ryszard Szarfenberg, r.szarfenberg@uw.edu.pl

1.

Present  your proposals for Alternative Country-Specific Recommendations  last year (2014) for your country (cut and paste)

13. Consider changing the Polish goal of Europe 2020 strategy for the 2015-2020 period. Poland set it at 13% and in Europe it was set at 17%. Most of the reduction was achieved in 2008-2012 period. Consider introduction additional specific goals concerning child poverty, poverty of the disabled and in-work poverty. 

14. Recognize low job quality as a problem and take adequate actions to address it. Intensifying labour inspection is not enough. You need reforms of labour law and civil law to reduce fixed-term labour law contracts and civil-law contracts. Experiences and views of people who are working in low quality jobs should be recognized as the main information base for reforms.

15. Recognize in-work poverty as a problem and take adequate actions to reduce it. Do not force the unemployed to take any  job  which  leave  them  in  poverty  after  removing  social  benefits. The main measures should be introducing and popularizing hourly minimum wage and living wage campaigns, lowering taxes and contributions on low wages, without losing or decreasing social insurance benefits in the future. Another measure  is allowing  and facilitating people on low incomes to combine income from work with cash benefits, especially those connected with disability, social assistance, family, housing. Experiences and views of people who are working and poor should be recognized as the main information base for reforms.

16. Develop an integrated national strategy to combat homelessness and housing exclusion, which includes the development of a reliable homelessness data collection system, inter-ministerial cooperation, and improving access to housing.

2.

Did the Commission/Council Country-Specific Recommendations (CSRs) for your country (2014) pick up on and reflect EAPN concerns?

a)

Highlight the Commission’s positive proposals for poverty reduction in the CSRs (if any) and similarities with  your own proposals above (specify)
Taking into account that female earnings combined with male earnings in the household are the best protection against poverty the positive proposal seems to be: ‘Continue  efforts  to  increase  female  labour  market  participation,  in  particular  by  taking  further  steps  to increase  the  availability  of  affordable  quality  childcare  and  pre‐school  education  and  ensuring  stable  funding’.

The same argument is relevant for reducing youth unemployment in households in poverty. The more earnings sources in the household the more chances that it won’t be in poverty. That recommendation is as follows: ‘Strengthen  efforts  to  reduce  youth  unemployment,  in  particular  by  further  improving  the  relevance  of  education  to  labour  market  needs,  increasing  the  availability  of  apprenticeships  and  work‐based  learning  places  and by strengthening  outreach  to  unregistered  youth  and  the  cooperation  between  schools  and  employers’.

If the family is in poverty and is recipient of family and social assistance benefits and  housing allowance new or additional earnings are way out of poverty only if income from benefits is decreasing slower than earnings are increasing. Ensuring that female and young members of the household take any job is not enough to have improvement of the income status of the family.

In that perspective we need not only good quality jobs (with stable and living wage). Combating labour market segmentation and increasing mobility from lower quality jobs to better ones is crucial. We need also coordinated system of taxes and benefits which ensure that taking a job substantially increases a net household income. For many families taking a new job or more hours of work by some of the members is not an option so for poverty reduction cash benefits (and other income/expenditures measures) are of great importance. It is beyond employment goals and proper adjustment cash benefits to earnings.

From poverty perspective what is missing is tax-benefit coordination to ensure increases of net income of the family and adequate minimum income standard to ensure that no family is beyond accepted minimum.

b)

Highlight the Commission’s negative proposals in the CSRs for poverty reduction (if any) and main differences with your own proposals (specify)

It seems that Commission understands the role of investment in economy, but it is very narrow vision confined only to non-social investment. We read in recommendations: ‘minimize  cuts  in  growth‐enhancing investment,  improve  the  targeting  of  social  policies’. Why social policy is not an area of growth-enhancing investment? What is then social investment - a non-investment investment? One could interpret it as: ‘Economic policy is about investments and growth and social policy is about throwing money on the public accurately’. That vision is incorrect and obsolete.
c)

What are the main gaps in the Commission/Council’s CSRs for your country, what is missing?

Commission did not recognized that Poland achieved poverty goal of Europe 2020 in 2012 and the most of the reduction was achieved before that year. Now it is an obvious fact that Polish goal was not ambitious enough. The number of people at risk of poverty or exclusion was over 9,5 million in 2012. That number is still too big to accept it.

Commission did not mention about combating poverty in CSRs for 2014 at all. In 2012 and 2013 it mentioned only in-work poverty (combining it with a problem of labour market segmentation) and recommended very narrow measures to combat both: ‘limit excessive use of civil law contracts and extend the probationary period to permanent contracts’ (2012); ‘better transition from fixed-term to permanent employment and by reducing the excessive use of civil law contracts’ (2013). What was now left is: ‘Combat  labour  market  segmentation  by  stepping  up  efforts  to  ensure  a  better transition  from  fixed‐term  to  permanent  employment  and  by  reducing  the  excessive  use  of  civil  law contracts’.

We (EAPN PL, trade unions, employer organizations and other partners) prepared much broader set of proposals how to fight in-work poverty and they were discussed by Europe 2020 governmental body. Most of the proposals (those concerning taxes and benefits) were rejected by government, and in National Reform Programme there was only one answer for Commission recommendation related to in-work poverty – government agreed to raise minimum wage incrementally (the same answer was in previous NPR). That is patently insufficient. 

Put it simply combating in-work poverty is not on the agenda of our previous and current government. It not precludes that some of the side effects of the proposals contained in CSRs will be good for overall and specific poverty reduction. For example increasing female labour market participation.

3.

EAPN Assessment of the implementation of CSRs 

a)

b)

How far have the Commission/Council’s CSRs proposals been implemented by your national government since July 2014?

It is rather obvious that very concise CSRs without any indicators despite one concerning structural adjustment of 0,5% of GDP (for unspecified period) have no impact on Polish government’s real activity. We see that EU indirect fiscal policy with its focus on deficit and debt reduction has an impact on the Ministry of Finance arguments against some social policy reforms. The best example is blockage of the social assistance reform proposed by Ministry of Labour and Social Policy. One of the MF arguments is that we need to reduce (or not increase) deficit because Commission stress on it.

Is this a positive/negative development?
Our government took many reforms in the past e.g. in areas of employment services, childcare for children 0-3 age, voluntary discounts for families with three and more children, vocational education, university education, social security contributions for civil law job contracts and is planning some new in the near future e.g. introduction of new non-means tested cash benefit for some families with newborn children for the first twelve months of their lives with complementing measures in family benefits (which are in Poland only for poor families). Most of these reforms are not intended and justified as poverty reduction measures. Even new cash benefits are justified mainly on the grounds of fertility enhancement in the context of family policy. 

Single or combined impact of all these reforms on inequality and poverty is not taken into account at al. The assumption is that poverty reduction is achievable by employment growth, and what is good for that is automatically good for poverty reduction. It is obvious that employment growth in families experiencing poverty is important but if we set separate goal for poverty then we should also combat poverty which is not caused by lack of employment or underemployment in the family.
4.

New Developments and New Alternative CSR proposals from EAPN members

a)

Describe the main new policies developed by your government that are likely to impact on poverty (positive and negative) in 2014.

MINUS

Policy of blocking any social policy initiative which is not connected with cuts in current spending. An example of social assistance reform blocked by Ministry of Finance from 2013.

New measures in employment services implemented without any new public spending for unemployed recipients of social assistance. The base for it are socially purposeful jobs  (welfare for work scheme not more than 10 hours of work a week for below minimum wage benefit) which negative impact on employment was proved by advanced statistical analysis. It is intended to be a job for community and welfare institutions with additional services (not less than 10 hours) but the standard duration of the program is only two months. Expected results for poverty are unclear.

Minimum income standard below subsistence minimum first in 2011, and again in 2013 and much higher gap in level and scope is expected in 2014. Most likely it is a consequence of pressure of Ministry of Finance on cutting public spending justifying it by EU pressure. The main effort to improve that situation (social assistance reform proposed by Ministry of Labour and Social Policy) was blocked by Ministry of Finance who justifying it by EU priorities.

PLUS

New family cash benefit not intended for poverty reduction but with probable effect on reducing child poverty (if not suppressing other income sources). Proposal of new cash benefit for families not entitled to maternity/family leave and benefits connected to them (unemployed, farmers, students, civil law job contact). Supplemented with family benefits reform which was necessary because adding some income by new benefit means that many families could lose their entitlements to other family benefits. It should be carefully evaluated especially in the context of 2015 scheduled verification of family benefits income test and its levels. They should be raised irrespectively of that and other reforms (voluntary discounts for families with 3+ children).
b)

Give your EAPN 2014 Proposals of CSRs: a maximum of 3 key proposals for Alternative Country-Specific Recommendations for your country (highlight any differences from 2013) in order of priority.
1. We need a revision of the Europe 2020 Polish anti-poverty goal e.g. raising it from 1,5 million to 3 million. We propose to introduce three additional sub-goals for child poverty, disability poverty and in-work poverty.

2. We need introduction into the practice implementation architecture designed in National Program for Combating Poverty and Social Exclusion which was intended to fulfill ex-ante conditionality for EFS in period of 2014-2020. 

3. We need new opening for social assistance reform. Polish EMIN Network justified and proposed 18 recommendations to reform social assistance and it should be taken into account in subsequent steps.

4. We need new opening for comprehensive housing insecurity and homelessness prevention. Legislative proposal number 2972 with comprehensive measures in that area should be put in a fast legislative track. It is important to adopt it before Autumn elections.
c)

Give brief justification for your proposals

Poland achieved its anti-poverty goal in 2012 (1,7 million reduction to planned 1,5 million). But extreme poverty (households below subsistence minimum reference budget) in Poland is rising from 2008 (it raised by 34%). Positive trends in at risk of poverty and very low intensity of work stopped. Our in-work poverty is among highest in Europe. Extreme child poverty is rising. Households with persons and children with disabilities are at greater risk of extreme and relative poverty than households without them.

Ex-ante conditionality in Poland for EFS was formally fulfilled by National Program for Combating Poverty and Social Exclusion. New Dimension of Active Inclusion (accepted by government in August 2014). That program was designed with implementation architecture. There are no signs of installing it into practice. One of the priorities of that Programme was social assistance reform which is not implemented because of Ministry of Finance blockage. Government reluctance to combating housing insecurity and homelessness which is another priority of the Programe is a sign of its weak influence on real government activity.

Erosion of minimum income standard second time in several years is an evidence of failure of political will. We need to strengthen social and economic partners efforts to help government do what is its very basic obligation: protecting those citizens experiencing severe poverty.

Government proposal for more comprehensive reform of social housing failed in 2012. Now there is a new comprehensive proposal in parliament announced by one of the opposition parties (now not in opposition after conversion of its leader). It is  legislative project 2972 prepared mainly by social NGOs combating with evictions. It was debated in parliament first time in December 2014 and sent to two parliamentary commissions for further elaboration. First reaction of government representative was rather reluctant. EAPN Poland organized a discussion and ordered expert report assessing that proposal and we support it.


	


PORTUGAL

Name of Network and Responsible EU ISG member: EAPN Portugal, Paula Cruz  

Contact details: paula.cruz@eapn.pt
	1.
	Present  your proposals for Alternative Country-Specific Recommendations  last year (2014) for your country (cut and paste)

	
	«Present a NRP that could follow the implementation of the poverty target and adjacent commitments and allow the participation of the civil society.
In this context, our 3 key proposals for Alternative Country-Specific Recommendations for Portugal are as follows:
1. The need for a National Anti-Poverty Program, including a specific strategy against child poverty – we need to go beyond emergency programs;
2. The need to fight unemployment (including the LTU) and promotion of growth based on quality jobs, decently paid, adequate training policies and incentives for the inclusion of young and elder workers;

3. More tax justice and better policies targeted at fighting inequality.»


	2.
	Did the Commission/Council Country-Specific Recommendations (CSRs) for your country (2014) pick up on and reflect EAPN concerns?

	a)
	Highlight the Commission’s positive proposals for poverty reduction in the CSRs (if any) and similarities with  your own proposals above (specify)
The previous proposals were presented in the last report and when Portugal was following the Economic Adjustment Programme, so the CSR’s defined in 2014 for Portugal do not reflect those concerns. However there is recognition that the crisis and the austerity measures had a deep impact in the deterioration of poverty situation. But the document does not include specific proposals to change this context. 

The situation is a little bit different in what concerns unemployment, since the document highlight the need to raise employment, reduce long term unemployment and youth unemployment and “improving job counseling/job search assistance and activation/sanction systems”. However there is a specific and important request to Portugal in order to present “by March 2015, an independent evaluation of the recent reforms in the employment protection system, together with an action plan for possible further reforms to tackle labor market segmentation”. This proposal reinforces the idea, supported by EAPN that without a clear and serious assessment of policies/measures is very difficult to attend the needs of the most vulnerable and have an effective impact in poverty reduction and the problems associated with it. 



	b)
	Highlight the Commission’s negative proposals in the CSRs for poverty reduction (if any) and main differences with your own proposals (specify)

Is quite similar to what was described above. The fact of recognizing that the austerity measures had a negative impact in poverty and not define recommendations to deal with it is a relevant gap in this document and states the difference to EAPN proposals. In addition it is perhaps also important to highlight the recommendation presented to «Control health care expenditure growth and proceed with the hospital reform» since it is necessary to enhance the evaluation of these reforms and its impact in peoples well being, especially those living in poverty and social exclusion. The Spring Report of 2013 had already called attention to the fact that, for example, elderly (one of the most vulnerable groups) revealed serious difficulty in affording basic health costs (buying medicines, for example) and because of this they have stopped using these services. This situation will cause serious impact in the well being of these citizens and will increase health expenditure. The same report recommends the need for a serious official diagnosis revealing the situation and helping to organize effective answers to the needs of the population. Recent news showed that there was an increase in deaths in hospital urgencies, where the waiting time for a medical appointment is quite high at this moment. The Spring Report of 2014 highlights also the impacts of the financial cuts in the medicine sector in the local pharmacies. The consequences for this sector were significant since it was not possible for them to have stocks and /or acquire certain medications. The impact of this situation in users/citizens was also high because there were gaps in the distribution of certain medicines (life saving drugs) that was made worse by the strong reduction in the purchasing power of people. The same report highlights the crises effects on mental health, namely the increase in the rate incidence of depression, alcohol and cannabis abuse, as well as the lack of any intervention plan to deal with the crises consequences. 



	c)
	What are the main gaps in the Commission/Council’s CSRs for your country, what is missing?

In addition to the previous gaps already described (especially on poverty recommendations) there is a “silence” in relation to the need of a birth / family policy. Ageing is a reality at national level and in the scope of Europe. The negative birth rate, as well as the increase in ageing rate (and also the negative migration balance) will have (and is already having) an impact in social security sustainability, as well as labor market and health. 

In what concerns Education, the document highlights the need to reduce early school leaving in order to address low education performance rates and ensure efficient public expenditure. Portugal reduced early school leaving considerably during these last years (1992 – 50% ǀ 2013 – 19.2%) however the situation in Education is not the best one in other areas of this sector. According to the Report “O Estado da Educação num Estado Intervencionado - Portugal 2014”, education budget decreased from 1.4% in GDP in 1972, to 4.6% in 1995, and reached 5.7% in 1998. Nowadays expenses with education are nearly 3.8% - the lowest value in EU. In the State Budget for 2014 it was considered a cut of more 8% and in the State Budget for 2015 it was announced more cuts (111 millions) for primary and secondary education. The report stated the situation of poverty and deprivation among children and its impact on learning which requires an integrated answer and not only individual measures (like opening the school canteens in holidays for children that can’t have a meal at home). Another important area is related to Special Education that has suffered a cut in the Education Budget in 6.6% (less 17 millions in one year). And 38% of children under special education procedures lost social security benefits during December 2013 to December 2014.

In what concerns social protection, the document states the need to “Ensure adequate coverage of social assistance, while ensuring effective activation of benefit recipients”, however the orientation at national level in these last years is going in an opposite way – more cuts in social protection benefits (amounts); more restricted conditions to access to the benefits (contributed to a decrease in the number of persons receiving benefits and in accessing to it). The CRS’s makes no reference to the Social Investment Package (SIP) and this could be a crucial recommendation since SIP recognizes the need of a well designed welfare systems that combined a strong social investment dimension with protection and stabilisation. 

In addition the “effective activation of benefit recipients” must be strong evaluated and must be framed in an active inclusion strategy (adequate minimum income; inclusive labour market; access to good services). The need for an active inclusion strategy, as well as the access to an adequate income is totally absent of these CSR – which is quite worrying when we see a reinforcement of activation measures forcing (particularly youngsters) citizens to accept any job and therefore to raise precariousness of employment and, at the same time, reduction of social protection benefits.

Another important gap – difficult to understand! – is the missing recommendation to Portugal in what concerns the new period of structural funds (especially in what concerns the indication of 20% to fight poverty and social exclusion). This should be assumed as a key area for the social and economical stabilisation of Portugal. 


	3.
	EAPN Assessment of the implementation of CSRs 

	a)

b)


	How far have the Commission/Council’s CSRs proposals been implemented by your national government since July 2014?

Portugal finished in May 2014 its Economic Adjustment Program. Until then Portugal was exempted from the obligation to submit its Stability Programme and its National Reform Programme. There were no additional recommendations for Portugal during that period and the economic and social national context suffered a deep setback. The CSR presented in 2014 highlighted this situation and stated that the economic adjustment had “negative repercussions in terms of poverty”. However, and this is a negative remark on these CSR, there are no recommendations considering the fight against poverty and social exclusion. (Un)Employment, education, minimum wage and housing are areas where some proposals were highlighted in the document and about which there were some developments:

· Minimum wage (MW): in the framework of social dialogue, the Government, social partners and professional associations agreed to raise the minimum wage to 505€ (it was 485€). Following this measure the Government has also reduced (only by 15 months) the contribution to social security of the enterprises. But only for those with workers that currently receive MW and that will benefit of this increase. This reduction is not applied to future contracts. This agreement also includes the constitution of a Committee to monitor the effects of this increased in the MW and to decide in 2015 if this wage maintains or suffers a new rise. Nevertheless, and taking in consideration that this amount is still insufficient for a dignified life, the Troika representatives considered this a wrong decision and that could lead to misunderstands concerning the way austerity should continue to be pursuit. More recently the European Council Committee for Social Rights considered that this MW is not enough for a dignified life.
· “Cooperation agreement for the social and solidarity sector”: the government (the Ministry of Solidarity, Employment and Social Security; Ministry of Health; Ministry of Education and Science) signed a two years protocol (2015-2016) with key organizations / federations of social/solidarity sector (União das Misericórdias Portuguesas; Confederação Nacional das Instituições de Solidariedade, União das Mutualidades). This was assumed as a way to reinforce the partnership between the public and social sector and make effective the Law on Social Economy that was approved in 2013 (Law nº 30/2013, 8th May). The protocol established a reinforcement of 50 millions euros for cooperation agreements. However it’s important to guarantee an assessment of these agreements since the idea could be the progressive privatization of social protection services that could have a bigger impact on those people living in poverty and social exclusion. One example is the recent proposal of the Government to transfer to Misericórdias the management of public health units and the provision of health care. The Spring Report of 2013 states that this shows a disengagement of the State in what concerns public services administration and a lack of trust in the management capacity of those persons that the State itself appointed to manage health organisms. In the same way, at social protection level, it was defined a new intervention model – Local Network of Social Intervention (in Portuguese RLIS) (Despacho nº 12154/2013; Despacho nº 11675/2014) – that combines, in an integrated way, public and private entities with responsibility in social intervention. There isn’t, until this moment, any information on the pilot experiences that are being developed and this model can overlap, in a confused way, the networks already established at local level, like the Local Social Networks. At the same time this decentralization / transfer of competences can have a greater risk: the reduction of responsibilities by the central state in crucial areas of social protection opening the door to a privatization.

· Youth Guarantee (National Implementation Plan for a Youth Guarantee – Resolução do Conselho de Ministros nº 104/2013): This plan is for young people with ages up to 29 years (NEETS) and aims their inclusion in the labor market, or education, or training within 4 months after they become unemployed or have completed formal education. This plan continues during 2014 to be a major answer to youth unemployment.

· Estímulo Emprego Measure (Portaria nº 149-A/2014, 24th July) – financial grant that is given to the employer to support the employment contract with a person registered in the Employment and Professional Training Institute. This measure covers a vast set of target groups, some of them with specific vulnerable situations.

· Estágio Emprego Measure (Portaria nº 149-B/2014) – this measure intents to support the inclusion of young unemployed in private or non-profit entities in order to guarantee an experience in work context and improve their employability. This Portaria changed some of its orientations specially the reduction in the time for training to 9 months and the reduction in the level of reimbursement of the scholarships.

· Reactivar – new programme of training for people up to 30 years and long-term unemployed. There is also a new proposal to give an additional support (219€) to those persons tat accept a work for more than 100 km and it can rises to 312€ if the person wises to move with his/her family to work at the same distance.

· In what concerns the labour measures there is a need to guarantee its assessment, especially in what concerns those measures oriented to fight youth unemployment. This is quite important since we know that those trainings in work place are a way to cover jobs for which people should be hired. And in many cases are low qualified and low paid jobs that can’t guarantee an adequate income to people and an adequate inclusion at social level. In other words, most of the youth employment initiatives (quite good to reduce statistical unemployment figures) risks to promote precarious jobs and reinforce the number of in-work poor.

· Energy social tariff – created in 2012, but it was extended the number of beneficiaries and the amount of the discount.
Is this a positive/negative development?

Taking in consideration that there are no recommendations on poverty and social exclusion, the developments are clearly negative. Even if there are a set of measures and orientations towards fighting unemployment (with the risks already mentioned) there is a lack in terms of their evaluation/monitoring. Generally unemployment has decreased in 2014 for 14% (July / Eurostat). The same reduction occurred in the youth unemployment rate (37.6% - to 35.5%). But these rates are oscillating during this time (national statistics show that after a reduction in youth unemployment in the middle of 2014, it increased again in the end of 2014). However the decrease that we are assisting doesn’t give us any information if this is an effective impact of recent measures or if these measures are covering a problem (we don’t know, for example, if the reduction in the figures is a direct result of the measures or a mere consequence of the huge emigration of young people). In fact we are not witnessing an effective inclusion in the labor market, since people are included in training and/or precarious work that contributes to maintain their social and economic vulnerability. What we have noticed is that many unemployed attend different employment programmes (like it was described above) and during this time they are out of the statistics. But then, in the end of the training or internship, they are not hired by the companies and they return to an unemployment situation. This is an example of the precarious situation of our national labor market. These programmes are eventually “cosmetic” strategies of the (un)employment statistics. According to the Winter Economic Report 2014 of Banco de Portugal, its real the increase in employment but the growth rate is overinflated by internships. For example, the creation of employment in the private sector increased 2.6% between 2013 and 2014 (third quarter), but when internships are removed the percentage drops to 1.6%.

As we already mentioned Emigration is also an indicator of the precarious situation of national labor market. According to the last report of Emigration, in 2013, 110 000 Portuguese citizens left the country. This number is being increasing since 2010 and people leaving the country to work abroad are more qualified than ever. 

The negative development is also seen in the continuous policy of cuts in central areas, like social protection, education and health (like it was already described before) under the assumption that the cuts in these sectors can be seen as important one’s for the economic recovery (meaning deficit reduction) of the country (according with the view of the Troika and the austerity proposed solutions) but forgetting the brutal impact they have on the citizens life and, consequently, also on the market and on any possibility of growth.  In other words, austerity kills people and, at the same time, kills any possibility of economic recovery.


	4.
	New Developments and New Alternative CSR proposals from EAPN members

	a)
	Describe the main new policies developed by your government that are likely to impact on poverty (positive and negative) in 2014.

The situation of poverty and social exclusion in Portugal is being particularly critical for young population. Child poverty rate increased in 2012 to 24.4% (it was 21.7%). Poverty rate reached 18.7%. In terms of AROPE rate the situation is also problematic and has also increased these last years (27.4% in 2012 and 25.3% in 2011).

At national level, we underline and insist in the lack of a National Integrated Strategy to fight poverty and social exclusion. The only measures targeting this problem are included in the national plan for emergency – which can’t be seen as a strategy and that by its characteristics and ideological design is made only to promote assistance. Nevertheless this Plan - continuously presented as the main answer to fight poverty and social exclusion - lacks of a real assessment and is a set of individual measures that don’t gives an integrated answer to this phenomena. Other indicators – like it was describe previously - show that the situation is not improving but is still quite difficult for Portuguese citizens. 

All the employment measures presented needs to be monitored in order to understand their impact in the inclusion of people, especially the most vulnerable. However employment is not the only answer to take people from poverty and social exclusion. Employment must be inclusive, adequately paid, secured in terms of rights and social protection. Increasing Minimum wage can be one step to it, may reveal a concern with the situation of the most vulnerable citizens, but does not seems significant enough – adequate – to change their situation. At this level it’s also important to build consensus (political consensus) in terms of a development of an adequate minimum income in Portugal.

It’s also important to mention the new Program for Social Inclusion and Employment (POISE), under the new financing period of the European Social Fund (ESF), and the role that this program can have in the fight against poverty and social exclusion (its allocated EUR 5 billion to promote employment, labor mobility, social inclusion and fight poverty). However, and again, without a clear national anti-poverty strategy, we risk these kind of programs to become a mere sum of individual measures, not coordinated and integrated. We alerted several times for this situation when the designing of the programs was running. Until now it is still not possible to see and evaluate seriously the potential impact of this program, particularly when there is a risk that it will be implemented “against” other decisions (macro-economic) counteracting its inclusion potential.


	b)
	Give your EAPN 2015 Proposals of CSRs: a maximum of 3 key proposals for Alternative Country-Specific Recommendations for your country (highlight any differences from 2013) in order of priority.
EAPN Portugal presents the following proposals for the Alternative Country-Specific Recommendations for Portugal:
1. The need for a National Anti-Poverty Program, including a specific strategy against child poverty;
2. The need to guarantee an adequate and fairly social protection system and define an adequate minimum income at national level.

3. Guarantee a democratization of the European semester process.



	c)
	Give brief justification for your proposals

1. A National Anti-Poverty Program is essential, as it is not possible to fight poverty and social exclusion with an emergency program structured on piece-meal policies with no intrinsic coherence. It is also not possible to detach social policies from other policies (including employment and education and training policies but also fiscal, economic and demographic policies), as the current situation clearly demonstrates the strong negative influence of the policies currently implemented and makes the case for the poverty proofing of those. Only under a comprehensive and coherent strategy will be possible to fight poverty and social exclusion with better and improved social policies that are not questioned and endangered by other relevant (and most of the predominant) policies.

2. In these last year’s we are facing a strong reduction in the social protection benefits (Social Insertion Income; Solidarity Complement for the elderly; Family allowance…), as well as in the rules/eligible conditions to access it. It’s important to reinforce these benefits, not only with adequate amounts but also with an integrated strategy to improve social inclusion. These benefits cannot just be seen as cash support at the expense of the social inclusion component. To help on this is also important to improve the capacity of the social professional teams that support the beneficiaries of these measures. This issue/subject must also be followed by a serious debate on the definition of an adequate minimum income (the conclusions of EMIN Project can be an added value on this matter).
3. The importance of the European semester for national policies (assessment and definition) is clear. However it’s necessary to provide other moments of consultation and REAL participation of key actors, like social economy entities that have a deep knowledge of national level context. But also the national Parliament level! This process of participation must be clearly defined at European level – guidelines for participation and monitoring of the European Semester. And we must underline that participation costs!! Therefore enough resources should be available for raising awareness about the semester and for the support of people experiencing poverty in a more direct participation of its design, implementation and evaluation. 



ROMANIA

Name of Network and Responsible EU ISG member: Contact details:
	1.
	Present  your proposals for Alternative Country-Specific Recommendations  last year (2014) for your country 

	
	

	2.
	Do the Commission/Council Country-Specific Recommendations for your country (2014) reflect EAPN concerns?

	a)
	Highlight the Commission’s positive proposals for poverty reduction (if any) and similarities with  your own proposals above (specify)



	b)
	Highlight the Commission’s negative proposals for poverty reduction (if any) and main differences with your own proposals (specify)



	c)
	The main gaps in the Commission/Council’s CSRs for your country, what is missing

	3.
	EAPN Assessment of the implementation of CSRs 

	a)

b)


	How far have the Commission/Council’s CSRs proposals been implemented by your national government since July 2014?

Is this a positive/negative development?



	4.
	New Developments and New Alternative CSR proposals from EAPN members

	a)
	Describe the main new policies by your government likely to impact on poverty (positive and negative) in 2014.



	b)
	Give your EAPN 2014 Proposals of CSRs: 3 key proposals for Alternative Country-Specific Recommendations for your country (highlight any differences from 2013) 



	c)
	Give brief justification for your proposals




SPAIN
	Name of Network and Responsible EU ISG member: Contact details: 

1.

Present  your proposals for Alternative Country-Specific Recommendations  last year (2014) for your country (cut and paste)

1. The way-out of the crisis should be redistribute more equitably, with a greater effort by the richest individuals and corporations. Austerity measures due to the adjustment policy should not touch the red lines of the welfare system, although the reforms to improve efficiency and effectiveness are welcome. Vulnerable people, families and children cannot be ignored any longer.

2. The social chapter and poverty targets of the Europe 2020 Strategy should be reinstated with all their political strength and as such reflected in the budget in the NRP.

3. As instruments to achieve the goals of poverty reduction, the National Action Plan for Social Inclusion (NAP) and PENIA (National Plan for Children and Adolescents) should be included and budgeted in this 2014 NRP. Additionally, An Anti-Poverty Shock Plan should be implemented, with the participation of all stakeholders, in order to address the 1.8 million jobless households and 12 million people living in poverty.

2.

Did the Commission/Council Country-Specific Recommendations (CSRs) for your country (2014) pick up on and reflect EAPN concerns?

Yes, up to some extent. In particular, with regard the National Action Plan for Social Inclusion, which is CSR5. 

However, a better redistribution and the anti-poverty shock plan were not considered.

a)

Highlight the Commission’s positive proposals for poverty reduction in the CSRs (if any) and similarities with  your own proposals above (specify)
CSR 1. (…) Consider lowering employers' social security contributions, in particular for low‐wage jobs;

DIFFERENCES

POSITIVE/NEGATIVE. The contribution of low-wage jobs is too high, and the net income could discourage or disincentive the incorporation to the labour market. The negative part is that, in the future, these workers will have very low pensions.

CSR 2. (…) Develop a permanent framework for personal insolvency, paying due attention to balanced creditor/borrower rights and financial stability considerations.

DIFFERENCES

POSITIVE. Although we have not expressed it as such last year, the “personal insolvency” issue is very important in the current panorama of impoverishment and family bankruptcy. This matter has come out in different documents of EAPN Spain’s members.

CSR 3. Pursue new measures to reduce labour market segmentation to favour sustainable, quality jobs, for instance through reducing the number of contract types and ensuring a balanced access to severance rights. 

(….)

Enhance the effectiveness and targeting of active labour market policies, including hiring subsidies, particularly for those facing more difficulties in accessing employment. Reinforce the coordination between labour market and education and training policies. Accelerate the modernization of public employment services to ensure effective personalized counselling, adequate training and job‐matching, with special focus on the long‐term unemployed.
DIFFERENCES

POSITIVE. We think that “quality jobs” are an important issue, and that they are a key component of a better redistribution strategy, a goal mentioned in our ACSR1. Indeed, the betterment of employment and education public services, and the reduction of red tape, could make more impact on social services and minimum income recipients.

CSR 4. Implement the 2013‐2016 Youth Entrepreneurship and Employment Strategy and evaluate its effectiveness. Provide good quality offers of employment, apprenticeships and traineeships for young people and improve the outreach to non‐registered unemployed young people, in line with the objectives of a youth guarantee. Effectively implement the new educational schemes to increase the quality of primary and secondary education. Enhance guidance and support for groups at risk of early school leaving. Increase the labour‐market relevance of vocational education and training and of higher education, in particular by enhancing the cooperation with employers and supporting the training of trainers and tutors.

DIFFERENCES

POSITIVE. Youth unemployment rate is extremely high, and a clear source of inequality and disadvantage. 

CSR 5. Implement the 2013‐2016 National Action Plan on Social Inclusion and assess its effectiveness covering the full range of its objectives. Strengthen administrative capacity and coordination between employment and social services in order to provide integrated pathways to support those at risk, and boost, among the Public Administrations responsible for the minimum income schemes, streamlined procedures to support transitions between minimum income schemes and the labour market. Improve the targeting of family support schemes and quality services favouring low‐income households with children, to ensure the progressivity and effective ness of social transfers.

DIFFERENCES 

POSITIVE. No significant differences with our proposal, which mentioned the need to implement both the NAP Social Inclusion, as the PENIA (Children and Youth Inclusion).

b)

Highlight the Commission’s negative proposals in the CSRs for poverty reduction (if any) and main differences with your own proposals (specify)

CSR 1. (…) Continue to increase the cost‐effectiveness of the healthcare sector, in particular by further rationalizing pharmaceutical spending, including in hospitals and strengthening coordination across types of care, while maintaining accessibility for vulnerable groups. Adopt by the end of 2014 a comprehensive tax reform to make the tax system simpler and more conducive to growth and job creation, preservation of the environment and stability of revenues.

DIFFERENCES

NEGATIVE. Although the Recommendation mentions the need to maintain the accessibility to healthcare for vulnerable groups, more savings in the sector mean less available medicines covered by the Social Security, less health services and more emphasis in getting people out of the system (namely, immigrants).

CSR 8. Implement at all government levels the recommendations of the committee for the reform of the public administration. 

Differences 

NEGATIVE. This reform of the public administration will represent the dismantling of the social services at the local and provincial levels, in order to reduce expenditures. Therefore, people experiencing difficulties and poverty are farther from the practitioners who can provide assistance and solutions. In contradiction with our first Recommendation --“Welfare state red lines should not be crossed”--- this reform is a step back. 

c)

What are the main gaps in the Commission/Council’s CSRs for your country, what is missing?

· Austerity measures proposed in CSR 1, in general, have been translated into cuts in social services and policies. 

· The requirement to increase public income by means of more fiscal pressure represents a heavy load on domestic consumption (in particular through high indirect taxes, such as VAT). However, despite recommendations from the International Monetary Fund (IMF), Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) and the European Commission, the Spanish Government decided not to increase the rate of VAT even further.

· The Council has proposed no redistribution measures. The pressure of these policies is not distributed equally.

· The Council has not considered the need to start a Social Recovery plan, or Anti-Poverty shock plan, as proposed by EAPN.

3.

EAPN Assessment of the implementation of CSRs 

a)

b)

How far have the Commission/Council’s CSRs proposals been implemented by your national government since July 2014?

CSR 1. (…) Consider lowering employers' social security contributions, in particular for low‐wage jobs;

Governmental ACTION: On 23rd June the government released its long-awaited draft legislation. This does include reductions in income tax rates and bands, with Treasury Minister Cristóbal Montoro explaining that “the time has come to reduce taxation for everyone and the Spanish people will now be compensated for the efforts they have had to make”. The reforms also aim to strengthen economic growth and stimulate savings and investment through a modern tax system that fosters job creation.  The key changes affecting individuals and families. Prime Minister Mariano Rajoy has stressed that the tax reduction particularly benefits lower earners. The average income tax burden is expected to reduce by 12.5%, but taxpayers with earning less than €24,000 will pay 23.5% less tax. The earners with lower income (below euro 12,000 per year) will not have the IRPF retention from January 2015, onwards. 

CSR 2. (…) Develop a permanent framework for personal insolvency, paying due attention to balanced creditor/borrower rights and financial stability considerations.

 Governmental ACTION: nothing done.
CSR 3. Pursue new measures to reduce labour market segmentation to favour sustainable, quality jobs, for instance through reducing the number of contract types and ensuring a balanced access to severance rights.

Governmental ACTION: The Spanish labor market showed new signs of recovery in 2014, according to new figures released at the beginning of January, by the National Statistics Institute (INE). The latest active population survey reports that unemployment fell by 477,100 people and 433,900 jobs were added from January to December, bringing the jobless rate down to 23.7% compared to highs of nearly 27% at the height of the crisis. Nevertheless, there is still a long way to go before the economy makes up for all the lost ground. In the third quarter of 2007, when the crisis began, there were 20.5 million people holding jobs; that number is now down to 17.6 million. Meanwhile, there were fewer than two million people out of work in late 2007, compared with 5.46 million today. Despite job creation is an important motor for the government, these jobs have poor quality. Most of them are temporary or partial.

CSR 4. Implement the 2013‐2016 Youth Entrepreneurship and Employment Strategy and evaluate its effectiveness. Provide good quality offers of employment, apprenticeships and traineeships for young people and improve the outreach to non‐registered unemployed young people, in line with the objectives of a youth guarantee. Effectively implement the new educational schemes to increase the quality of primary and secondary education. Enhance guidance and support for groups at risk of early school leaving. Increase the labour‐market relevance of vocational education and training and of higher education, in particular by enhancing the cooperation with employers and supporting the training of trainers and tutors.

Governmental ACTION: The Framework Youth Entrepreneurship and Employment Strategy was legally established in August 2014, after several drafts and delays. It is directed to youths between 16-25 years old / 16-30 years old for disabled people; Unemployed; Not in training and not in education. The Registration system to be beneficiary Spanish YG Scheme is available at the website: www.garantiajuvenil.gob.es

The effects of these measures are still to be known.

CSR 5. Implement the 2013‐2016 National Action Plan on Social Inclusion and assess its effectiveness covering the full range of its objectives. Strengthen administrative capacity and coordination between employment and social services in order to provide integrated pathways to support those at risk, and boost, among the Public Administrations responsible for the minimum income schemes, streamlined procedures to support transitions between minimum income schemes and the labour market. Improve the targeting of family support schemes and quality services favouring low‐income households with children, to ensure the progressivity and effective ness of social transfers.

Governmental ACTION: The National Action Plan comprised measures which were already inforced or working at the different levels of the administration. The Plan consisted in making more synergies among them, despite the lack of a necessary budgetary increase. However, key strategies as the Active Inclusion, have not been implemented. In the case of Minimum Income, considerable increases in the budget and the number of recipients have taken place, from 2013 to 2014. In this case, the system’s streamlining, in order to making it more efficient and with more efficacy, is still pending.

Is this a positive/negative development?

Some positive developments have been described above. In general, there is a need of more
4.

New Developments and New Alternative CSR proposals from EAPN members

a)

Describe the main new policies developed by your government that are likely to impact on poverty (positive and negative) in 2014.

Positive

1) PREPARA prorogation. This Minimum Income scheme, funded by the Social Security, has been extended from January 2015, until the unemployment rate lowers to 20%. The amount is 426 euros monthly.

2) Tax reform for the lower earners (described before).

3) A “Family Plan” to be launched (the final version to be known, only announced until now).

4) FEAD. Implementation and continuity of the food relief activities.

5) SFE. To begin at the end of 2015, very delayed.

Negative

1) VAT and other consumption taxes are still very high.

2) Self-employed and small business hold a lot of fiscal pressure, and lack of credit.

3) Electricity and other energy utilities have very high tariffs and they generate increasing energy poverty.

4) Jobs of new creation have a low quality. Active Inclusion has not been implemented. Minimum Income schemes are fragmented and with low efficacy. Amounts are extremely low.

5) No child benefits have been implemented. The Recommendation “Investing in Children” has not been taken into account.
b)

Give your EAPN 2015 Proposals of CSRs: a maximum of 3 key proposals for Alternative Country-Specific Recommendations for your country (highlight any differences from 2013) in order of priority.
1. The way-out of the crisis should be redistribute more equitably, with a greater effort by the richest individuals and corporations. Austerity measures due to the adjustment policy should not touch the red lines of the welfare system, although the reforms to improve efficiency and effectiveness are welcome. Vulnerable people, families and children cannot be ignored any longer.

2. The social chapter and poverty targets of the Europe 2020 Strategy should be reinstated with all their political strength and as such reflected in the budget in the NRP.

3. As instruments to achieve the goals of poverty reduction, the National Action Plan for Social Inclusion (NAP) and PENIA (National Plan for Children and Adolescents) should be included and budgeted in this 2014 NRP. Additionally, An Anti-Poverty Shock Plan should be implemented, with the participation of all stakeholders, in order to address the 1.8 million jobless households and 12 million people living in poverty.
c)

Give brief justification for your proposals

The main macro-social elements of our 2013 diagnosis have not changed significantly. Although the economy is slowly beginning to grow and the number of unemployed persons is dropping, there is a huge need to move forward socially, to re-democratize the economy and to implement powerful poverty-relief mechanisms.


	
	


SWEDEN
Name of Network and Responsible EU ISG member: EAPN Sweden - Gunvi Haggren, Sonja Wallbom Contact details:  gunvi.haggren@verdandi.se sonja.wallbom@gmail.com
	1.
	Present  your proposals for Alternative Country-Specific Recommendations  last year (2014) for your country (cut and paste)

	
	1. Address growing inequality. It is a process that is threatening social cohesion and increasing

social costs.

2. An active job creation strategy is needed, which should not only focus on the labour supply

side.

3. A more active housing policy – which in itself can create new jobs, and reduce household debts due to non-affordable housing, and reduce social costs for segregation etc. There should be no more privatization of public housing.

4.Restore a just and well-functioning social welfare policy



	2.
	Did the Commission/Council Country-Specific Recommendations (CSRs) for your country (2014) pick up on and reflect EAPN concerns?

They picked up the problems but not the solutions for p 2-3

	a)
	Highlight the Commission’s positive proposals for poverty reduction in the CSRs (if any) and similarities with  your own proposals above (specify)
2. Moderate household sector credit growth and private indebtedness.
4. Take appropriate measures to improve basic skills and facilitate the transition from education to the labour market, including through a wider use of work-based training and apprenticeships. Reinforce efforts to target labour market and education measures more effectively towards low-educated young people and people with a migrant background. Increase early intervention and outreach to young people who are unregistered with the public services.


	b)
	Highlight the Commission’s negative proposals in the CSRs for poverty reduction (if any) and main differences with your own proposals (specify)

The neoliberal approach in general
“Further improve the efficiency of the housing market through continued reforms of the rent-setting system. In particular, allow more market-oriented rent levels by moving away from the utility value system and further liberalising certain segments of the rental market, and greater freedom of contract between individual tenants and landlords. Decrease the length and complexity of the planning and appeal processes, by reducing and merging administrative requirements, harmonizing building requirements and standards across municipalities and increasing transparency for land allotment procedures. Encourage municipalities to make their own land available for new housing developments.”

This will only lead to that the vulnerable groups on the housing market will become even more exploited and get further away from a decent housing of their own.



	c)
	What are the main gaps in the Commission/Council’s CSRs for your country, what is missing?

They are not addressing the growing inequality, raising figures of poverty including the need of restauration of the general welfare system. For example the insufficient levels for social benefits, sick leave insurances and unemployment benefits. And no demands of specific poverty targets. 

	3.
	EAPN Assessment of the implementation of CSRs 

	a)

b)


	How far have the Commission/Council’s CSRs proposals been implemented by your national government since July 2014?

There are a lot of proposals but few decisions has been taken and few measures has been done

Is this a positive/negative development?

This can be positive since we have a new government and this will give them space for positive reforms. 

	4.
	New Developments and New Alternative CSR proposals from EAPN members

	a)
	Describe the main new policies developed by your government that are likely to impact on poverty (positive and negative) in 2014.

It is difficult to describe since the present government has to work with the old government rightwing budget. 

	b)
	Give your EAPN 2015 Proposals of CSRs: a maximum of 3 key proposals for Alternative Country-Specific Recommendations for your country (highlight any differences from 2013) in order of priority.
1. Elaboration of specific poverty targets for Sweden, addressing key areas including increasing the growing gaps in society

2. A more active housing policy, more affordable housing – which in itself can create new jobs, and reduce household debts due to non-affordable housing, and reduce social costs for segregation etc. There should be no more privatization of public housing.
3. An active job creation strategy is needed with specific focus on creating job for 
people far from the labour market.

	c)
	Give brief justification for your proposals

All these areas are essential for having a better integration and a stronger social cohesion in society which is needed. And so that everybody can contribute to society and avoid growing conflicts and violence.


UK

Name of network: EAPN UK

EUISG member: Katherine Duffy: k.b.duffy@talktalk.net
Q1
Present your proposals for Alternative CSRs last year (2014) for your country

UK EAPN’s alternative CSRs for 2014

1
Welfare reform (merges EAPN UK proposals made June 2013)

· The programme of welfare reform must be halted. Specifically we call for measures on the uprating of benefits below RPI prices to be abandoned; for a national (English) scheme to be introduced to replace Council Tax Benefit; for the introduction of Universal Credit to be further delayed until the labour market improves and for the increased sanctions associated with the benefit to be scrapped

· The UK must retain the child poverty reduction target and the four measures of child poverty in the Child Poverty Act of 2010

· The UK government should re-establish stakeholder dialogue with NGOs on the development of its anti-poverty policies. This should sit alongside the Commission on Social Mobility and Child Poverty, and would enable engagement on the development of strategy overall. Such mechanisms must also involve people with direct experience of poverty.
2
Adequate income (new priority for 2014)

Minimum wages

· Commit to a steady and progressive rise in the minimum wage for all ages including those aged 18-25. The aims are to put a floor under living standards and slow the falling share of wages in national income; to limit the employer subsidy embodied in low wages both through tax credits and other social costs and to drive a “high” rather than “low” road of increased productivity to support better wages.
Guaranteed minimum incomes

· Commit to steady and progressive improvement in cash benefits to meet adequate minimum income. Specifically we call for the implementation of the JRF model of determining minimum income thresholds and its use to benchmark minimum incomes to progress to at least meet the MIS threshold for each group of benefit recipients.

3
Access to adequate, affordable housing (new priority for 2014)

Rents and renters’ rights

· Re-introduce rent controls and secure tenancies in the private sector
· Reverse the policy shift to fixed-term social rental tenancies, increases in social rents above inflation and cuts in housing support including an end to the ‘spare room subsidy’ – commonly known as the ‘bedroom tax’
· Launch an improved shared ownership scheme to improve transportability of individuals’ equity stake.
House-building

· A substantial programme of social house-building aimed at low to middle income households financed partly by full removal of the housing finance cap. The aim is to increase housing supply at affordable rents, including for the rising proportion of young people unable to access home-ownership or secure suitable homes in the private rented sector

· Financial support for innovative developments in cooperative housing schemes and self-build attached to green energy commitments.
Q2
Did the Commission/ Council CSRs for your country pick up on and reflect EAPN concerns?
Note: Commission/ Council CSRs for the UK are attached as Appendix 1

Q2a Highlight the Commission’s positive proposals for poverty reduction in the CSRs (if any) and similarities with your own proposals above (specify)

Commission/Council CSR number 2: Increase the transparency of the use and impact of macro‐prudential regulation in respect of the housing sector by the Bank of England's Financial Policy Committee. Deploy appropriate measures to respond to the rapid increases in property prices in areas that account for a substantial share of economic growth in the United Kingdom, particularly London, and mitigate risks related to high mortgage indebtedness. Monitor the Help to Buy 2 scheme and adjust it if deemed necessary. Consider reforms to the taxation of land and property including measures on the revaluation of property to alleviate distortions in the housing market. Continue efforts to increase the supply of housing.
EAPN’s Alternative CSR 3 on access to adequate, affordable housing addresses some of the same issues as Commission/Council CSR 2, especially housing supply, house price increases relative to incomes, risks of mortgage indebtedness and the specific issues of the London property market.

Commission/Council CSR number 2 refers to macro-prudential regulation, property prices and debt risks and suggests a number of measures. Quantitative easing (QE, a programme of government bond purchase to push cash into the economy to stimulate growth) has inflated asset prices and reduced yields on savings. Therefore it is a key driver of property price and rent rises. It is behind the burgeoning buy-to-let sector as well as the specific London ‘buy-to-leave’ market (empty property, merely benefitting from asset security and asset inflation) especially by overseas investors).

But the Commission/ Council CSR 2 is mainly concerned with macro-economic risk, rather than combating housing lack, affordability and quality. Essentially, Commission/ Council CSR 2 is not concerned with the poverty risks of the housing crisis and does not directly address fairness or inclusion, although there are massive longer term social and economic implications of the chronic UK problems of access to adequate, affordable housing. Thus

· While Commission/Council CSR number 2 refers, like EAPN UK Alternative CSR 3, to the need to increase the supply of housing, it does not offer any specific measures. Although the supply of UK housing rose in 2014 compared to 2013 (CHECK FIGURES) it is still below pre-crash levels and well below the 200,000-250,000 per year needed to meet housing demand.

· Rates of home ownership (and therefore assets which can be drawn on in retirement) are in decline. As well as insufficient overall supply, this has been due to lack of access to social sector housing and the high deposits required to access mortgages – often 20% rather than pre-crisis 5%. The Coalition government scheme ‘Help to Buy’ has assisted about 70,000 buyers (CHECK) who can access mortgage with deposits of 5% and who may have a proportion of their loan paid upfront or guarantee. This meets a fraction of need. But there are now more mortgage deals on the market offered offer at lower interest rates and with smaller deposits. (GET REF) However, affordability remains a problem because of falling real wages and insecure employment.

· Commission/Council CSR 2 does not refer to the lack of social housing nor the effect of rent increases above inflation, nor the government’s changed assumption about ‘ affordability’ criteria (80% rather than 50% of much higher rents, to be charged by social landlords), quality or security (especially of private rented housing). EAPN Alternative CSR 3 on housing specifically refers to measures to make it easier for local authorities to build social housing for rent and to charge affordable rents – the latter issue has been worsened by the Coalition government. EAPN also refers to the importance of new business models to stimulate affordable house-building. There has been little or no progress on social house-building or on new approaches and social rent affordability has worsened.

· The Coalition government has aimed to increase social tenant mobility as a means of better matching demand and supply, through introducing fixed term social tenancies and cutting benefit payments if households are deemed to ‘under-occupy’ their housing (the ‘bedroom tax’). The outcome of these measures has been punitive for some vulnerable groups including people with a disability as smaller appropriate accommodation is not available especially in the private sector. At the same time, the pressure of demand on the private rented sector has increased and landlords can be ‘choosy’. Our UK Adequate Minimum Income report of October 2014 showed that some landlords, including the largest, are no longer willing to accept tenants on benefits because of changes to the benefits’ system and payments methods. (GET our UK MI REF).

· The rapidly growing private rented sector is filling the housing gap and trapping young people in insecure and often overcrowded and poor quality accommodation. A Shelter report of October 2014 refers to government figures that renters spend 40% of their income on rent and that two-thirds of private renters (3.8m households or about 5 million people at that time), were unable anything at all towards a deposit, a 13% rise in two years. Also in 2014, Shelter and Crisis published longitudinal research on the private rented sector in three English localities. They found that: private renting did not provide secure and decent homes; two-thirds of people were unhappy with their tenancies and low income and vulnerable people had worse experience.

· The Civitas report
 has shown how private renting has increased (to over 4m tenancies) alongside declining access to social housing and to home ownership. They have shown the distortions in the market from measures that address housing demand rather than housing supply.
· The Commission/ Council CSR 2 does not address the impact of private renting directly, although there is a reference to security of tenure. Young people’s capacity to live in secure accommodation, to form families and to save for retirement is especially compromised. EAPN made specific proposals to increase tenancy security and control rent rises. There has been little or no positive progress from the Coalition government on rents or security of tenure.

Commission/Council CSR number 4: Continue efforts to reduce child poverty in low‐income households, by ensuring that the Universal Credit and other welfare reforms deliver adequate benefits with clear work incentives and support services. Improve the availability of affordable quality childcare.
EAPN’s Alternative CSRs 1 and 2 on welfare reform and adequate income respectively, address the same issues.
There have been Commission/ Council CSRs on low income and child poverty in previous years. Concern about poverty risks expressed generally and without any of the framework for sanctions on government considered appropriate domestically for poor and vulnerable people, has had no discernibly positive effect.

· The Commission/ Council CSR 4 2014 referred in general to ensuring that welfare reform and specifically Universal Credit, deliver adequate benefits. Our EAPN UK Adequate Minimum Income report of October 2014 referred to the delays in implementing Universal Credit (UC) and the impact of benefits changes in reducing the potential positive impact on retained income and work incentives for substantial groups. (GET REF) 

· Our EAPN UK Adequate Minimum Income report also provided evidence using consensual Minimum Income Standards that all working- age benefits are substantially below adequacy and that recent measures to delink benefits’ increases to a measure of inflation will have the single biggest impact over time in impoverishing households on benefits.( GET REF) Disabled people, who have much lower employment rates than others, have increased risk of poverty from benefits cuts and reduced access (some of this not fully implemented yet) to higher rates of benefit. Those with mental ill-health are also most at risk of cuts in out-of-work benefits and of sanctions on their benefits. 

· From October 2012 when the regime was made harsher, to June 2014, 833,628 people received an average of 1.73 ‘sanctions’ (i.e. removal of benefit for a fixed period, now a minimum of four weeks). Up to 30 June 2014 the Work Programme alone was responsible for more Job Seeker’s Allowance (JSA) sanctions (545873) than JSA job outcomes (312,780).
 Written evidence in 2014 and oral evidence in January 2015, to the UK government Work and Pensions Committee
 showed the impact of the dramatic increase in the number and duration of benefits ‘sanctions’ (i.e. removal of benefits for non-compliance with a rule or mandate): wrong decisions, clients who do not understand the process, hardship, hunger and ill-health and the particular impact on people with mental ill-health. There has been a big increase in fixed-term sanctions related to not meeting demands on the amount of work-related activity. Universal Credit will introduce in-work conditionality for people in low-paid paid work in receipt of tax credits or benefits.

· EAPN Alternative CSRs 1 and 2 called for a halt to the programme of welfare reform; a stay before implementation of Universal Credit; a specific method of assessing adequacy; re-attaching benefits’ increases to the RPI rate of inflation and a better scheme in England to address the problems of Council Tax benefit and the cuts to it. In addition EAPN called for scrapping of the counter-productive even harsher benefits’ sanctions linked to Universal Credit. There has been no progress – indeed the reverse, in any of these areas.
· The Commission/ Council CSR 4 2014 referred to benefits adequacy while maintaining work incentives. There has been limited progress on work incentives, but much higher risks of poverty in certain groups. The Institute of Fiscal Studies (IFS) report of January 2015
 noted work incentives had improved for some groups – mainly by impoverishing benefits claimants so that replacement ratios were lower. However the work incentive impact has been reduced because real wages have fallen as benefits levels were cut, since effectively these are the ‘floor’ under wages for low income groups. The IFS noted that incentives from welfare benefits changes have been ‘ambiguous’ for some other groups. (GET REF) EAPN UK’S Minimum Income report of October 2014 identified both implementation problems and negative influences of welfare cuts on work incentives and net income of Universal Credit for some groups, for example single earner households and lone parents. Therefore there has been limited progress on work incentives and it has been got mainly by increasing poverty for those out of work.
To help to drive policy, EAPN Alternative CSR 1 also stressed the retention of the child poverty reduction target and the four measures in the Child Poverty Act.
It will become more difficult even to measure developments in poverty if the Child Poverty Act is not retained and the results for the four measures published regularly. Income measures have already been downgraded and the Coalition Government would like to remove them.
The Commission/ Council CSR 4 also referred to the need for more affordable quality childcare.

EAPN UK did not include this in our three EAPN Alternative CSRs, but we strongly support it, from a child-centred perspective rather than focusing mainly on mothers’ capacity to take up paid work. 

· There are some Coalition government measures in this area, including on tax relief and the proportion of costs refunded, some to come into effect after spring 2015, as well as more contentious measures on childcare ratios, which the government has since withdrawn. (CHECK THE MEASURES) But the financial support cannot compensate for the cuts in working tax credits and child tax credit and other welfare reforms, which have left families poorer since 2010, in addition to real wages that have fallen consistently since 2010, according to the Office for National Statistics, at about 2.2% per year on average and more for low-income groups.
 Families, especially low-income working households are therefore less able to afford private sector childcare at a time when cuts have also reduced subsidised local authority provision for children and young people, often to a skeleton service. In a survey for government published in 2014. , IPSOS Mori found that 58% of parents rated childcare as very or fairly good, but 30% of parents thought there were not enough places. Childcare costs had risen significantly from 2012 to 213 and 27% of families were finding it difficult or very difficult to pay for childcare. The proportion of lone parents not in paid work lone parents finding it difficult to pay rose from 35% in 2011 to 48% in 2012.
 (Get MORE EVIDENCE ON CHILDCARE DEVELOPMENTS AND LOOK AT EUROCHILD REPORT)

The Commission/ Council CSR 4 2014 referred only to adequate benefits. EAPN Alternative CSR 2 focused on adequate income, including both benefits and waged income

EAPN UK Alternative CSRs demanded a steady and progressive rise in Minimum Wages. Minimum wages have fallen significantly in real terms. The Coalition government now supports a higher increase in minimum wages (GET DATA) but only the Green Party supports a Minimum wage at levels that meet consensual definitions of income adequacy.

· Higher minimum wages, rising to meet adequacy, are essential to human dignity. They are linked to risk of poverty, but are not closely targeted to household poverty. 

· Household incomes are still 6% below pre-crash. Not only Minimum Wages, but real wages in general have fallen and only in late 2014 did they (on average) stabilise in real terms. However our Minimum Income report showed that this disguises the worse experience of the insecure and low-paid workforce and the public sector workers whose wages are frozen (6 million CHECK). Women, young people and minorities are all affected to a greater extent than prime age white males.

· Our EAPN UK Adequate Minimum Income report showed also that ‘Tax Credit’ top-ups to low pay are a substantial and increasing burden on taxpayers. They subsidise employers providing ever more low-paid work with few employment rights. (GIVE EXAMPLES). 
· Low wages are a symptom of a much larger problem. Quality in work is especially important in the UK, which has relatively low unemployment by EU standards, but relatively high proportions of people in low paid and insecure work. (GET REFS ON EMPLOYMENT QUALITY AND LOW PAY)

· As our EAPN UK Adequate Minimum Income report showed, the line between ‘in’ and ‘out’ of work is increasingly blurred by part-time, especially involuntary part-time and casualised and self employed work, in-work welfare benefits and unpaid work, especially for young people and those job-seekers mandated to unpaid work as a condition of claiming benefits. 

· Overall, wages are below productivity and the share of GNP going to labour continues to decline, though inequality has now stabilised. A 2015 report by Summers and Balls
 shows that productivity and average income have grown increasingly apart since the 1950s in countries as otherwise different as France, Sweden and the UK (page 45).The structure of the labour market has changed, pushing down wages at the bottom and overall hollowing out the labour market. The ‘Great Gatsby’ curve shows social mobility lower in more unequal countries such as the UK and the USA (page 54). In the UK, the relationship between parental and child income is twice as strong as in Finland, or Canada, or Australia (page 47). 

Commission/ Council CSR 3: Maintain commitment to the Youth Contract, especially by improving skills that meet employer needs. Ensure employer engagement by placing emphasis on addressing skills mismatches through more advanced and higher level skills provision and furthering apprenticeship offers. Reduce the number of young people with low basic skills.
We strongly support the ambition of the Youth Guarantee and much better skills provision for young people in reducing lifetime risks of poverty, but doubt that there will be much progress in the current spending and policy environment

Youth employment matters did not form one of EAPN UK’s three CSRs. However we had submitted a specific paper to EAPN Europe on Youth Inclusion on 20 January 2014, less than one month before our submission of CSRs (which necessarily could not include all important topics, without each CSR becoming an enormous compendium).

· In our UK EAPN Youth Inclusion paper we identified jobs and career progression and housing as key problems. Housing was one of our three CSRs and welfare reform and low income were the two others, all issues which have more than proportionately affected young people.

· Our Youth Inclusion paper showed that the UK version of the Youth Guarantee, the Youth Contract, is weaker and less well-resourced than the ambition of the Guarantee.

· UK youth unemployment is three times adult unemployment and young people have not been well served by the main employment integration programme, the Work Programme (WP). The target for young people was 33% in sustained work (i.e. six months, not required to be full time or consecutive) but only half of the 18 WP providers met the target. Only 3% of young people on the WP achieved the target of a 12 months’ job despite employer subsidies of £2000 in the first six months and much higher rates of benefits sanctions (withdrawal of benefit, if they are entitled) for young people. Youth employment rates are still below the levels before the Great Recession of 2008.

· The paper showed that employed young people are at high risk of low pay or no pay and are concentrated in low pay sectors. The paper also noted research evidence of a secular fall in the demand for youth labour, even though it is better educated than in the past.

· EAPN UK’s Adequate Minimum Income report showed the low UK spend on skills and labour market integration compared to the European leader, Denmark – about the same real spend for 12 times the population. CHECK The further education sector has been the biggest recipient of education cuts despite being responsible for the education and training of young people who do not go into third level (university) education. CHECK DATA

Q2b Highlight the Commission’s negative proposals for poverty reduction in the CSRs (if any) and main differences with your own proposals above (specify)

Commission/ Council CSR 1: Reinforce the budgetary strategy, endeavouring to correct the excessive deficit in a sustainable manner in line with the Council recommendation under the Excessive Deficit Procedure. Pursue a differentiated, growth‐friendly approach to fiscal tightening by prioritising capital expenditure. To assist with fiscal consolidation, consideration should be given to raising revenues through broadening the tax base. Address structural bottlenecks related to infrastructure, skills mismatches and access to finance for SMEs to boost growth in the export of both goods and services.
The UK is listed by the Commission in ‘ongoing deficit procedures’ with a deadline of fiscal year 2014/15.
 But if Commission/ Council CSR 1 on pace and scale of deficit reduction had been fully implemented, UK poverty rates would be much worse (and it is likely, that like the Eurozone, there would have been little or no growth). EAPN did not include a macroeconomic Alternative CSR in 2014. We have included one in previous years, but there has been no change in the Coalition government’s approach, which is opposed to our view of appropriate macroeconomic policy for sustainable, balanced growth, which must be inclusive and green.
The UK has an excessive deficit of 5% (adjusted) rather than 3% of GDP. Debt is still rising and the UK Coalition government is well off the targets for debt and deficit; achieving them has been delayed by two years from 2015 to 2017. The government still plans to be in primary budget surplus by 2017 CHECK which the IFS (GET REF FROM UK MIN INCOME REPORT) has said will require unprecedented budget cuts or tax rises on top of those already implemented. (CHECK REF)

UK government and the EU (and international agencies) have been often over-optimistic in growth and revenue projections. EAPN UK is clear that this is because household budgeting models of cutting your way out of debt are unworkable at macro level, especially combined with stagnant or falling wages and/or high unemployment and reduced taxes on business and high net work individuals (which depress the revenue account). Further, there is no good evidence for the ‘Laffer curve’ in tax revenue
 that would justify cutting tax rates, e.g. on business taxes, as a means to increase tax revenue. But there is plenty of evidence the austerity programme medicine is not working to produce balanced sustainable growth. There is recession in many parts of Europe that have had austerity programmes or unbalanced growth combined with rapidly rising inequality, as in the UK, where the 1% have captured the benefits of growth especially since the Great Recession of 2008-9.

At macroeconomic level, the effect of the cuts have been moderated by fiscal stabilisers (linked to unemployment, which is falling) and currency movements (the pound sterling fell), but these are becoming weaker sources of moderation. The UK, USA and Japan effectively increased credit and cut the value of their currency through quantitative easing (QE) a monetary policy tool in which governments buy bonds and thus push cash into their economies, which helped reboot growth following the crisis, though the policy was more effective in domestic asset inflation than in growing exports in the UK. UK growth (currently 2.6%) is very unbalanced and heavily dependent on housing asset prices. The Eurozone is now doing QE and there is outright currency war.

A ‘growth friendly’ approach?

· The UK Coalition government has focused 85:15 on expenditure cuts believing it to be a more ‘growth-friendly’ approach to reducing deficit and debt. There were tax increases before the ‘austerity’ programme was fully operational, especially a VAT increase in January 2011 from 17.5% to 20% and a top-rate tax rise from 45% to 50%, inherited from the previous government. ‘Fiscal drag’ also brought many more people into the top rate of tax. There have since been tax cuts, mainly by increasing personal allowances (which helps better-off people most, lower income people are too poor to pay sufficient or any tax to get the benefit if it) and cutting corporation tax.

· The Commission’s proposal to broaden the tax base, where it refers to further changes in VAT, would be regressive. In earlier years, people in the lowest decile of incomes, often people not in paid work, would have been protected to some extent from the regressive effects of VAT increases by uprating of welfare benefits if VAT increases pushed up price inflation. But working-age benefits are now de-linked from RPI and even the lower CPI, so this protection has been removed and the poorest would suffer greatly since their incomes are already well below consensual measures of adequacy. (GET JRF REF).

· Commission/ Council proposals of changes to property taxation would be tax progressive, but are politically very difficult. However, as the IFS noted there are likely to be benefit cuts and tax rises post-election, which are not in any Party manifestos, as this has been the case for several recent elections. (GET REF)

· The government has promised action on multinational tax avoidance, but the likely changes are weak. (GET REFS)Revenues will be further weakened directly from the fall in oil prices affecting North Sea Oil, but may be given a boost through the impact of lower oil prices on consumer spending and therefore VAT.

Distributional effects of the Coalition government austerity programme
There is no consistent impact assessment on poverty and inequality of measures proposed or taken, by either UK government or the Commission – or certainly not published ones, yet the costs of increasing poverty and inequality will be paid somewhere and at some time but are not recognised or addressed.

Tax and welfare benefits changes

Whether or not the approach has been growth-friendly, the policy has further weakened the position of the bottom 10%. Looking at tax and benefit changes under the UK Coalition government, the IFS report of January 2015 has shown that ‘low-income working age households have lost the most as a percentage of their income from tax and benefit changes introduced by the coalition, mainly as a result of benefit cuts’.
 As a percentage of their income, workless households with children lost the most, because of benefits’ cuts. The average loss was £1,837 per year, the median a lower figure of £1,134, because a small number of households lost heavily from the benefits’ cap and cuts to national housing allowances. Unemployed single adults, lone parents in paid work and single earner households also lost heavily.
 Taking the bottom 70% of the population, average losses rise as a percentage of income as income falls, mainly due to cuts in means-tested benefits and tax credits to top up low work incomes of working-age households. Middle-income two-earner households without children have slightly gained from Coalition measures. 
 Results are sensitive to baseline. The size of cuts are smaller for pensioners and low income households if the lower Consumer Price Index (CPI) is chosen as baseline, because the switch of benefits and pensions indexation from the higher Retail Price Index (RPI) to CPI is no longer counted as a cut.
 If instead of taking the period of Coalition government, beginning from May 2010, one chooses to begin in April 2010, so that the tax rises introduced by the previous government (including increased employee National Insurance contributions, which affected many more better-paid people than the rise in the top rate of tax), the richest 10% of households have lost the most in cash terms and as a percentage of income.
 However, it certainly will not have driven them below income adequacy, whereas the poorest decile has been driven even further below income adequacy. As well, the impact of direct tax and benefit changes takes no account of public service cuts, which differentially affect the poor, the elderly, households with children and people who are sick and disabled.

Public service reforms (MORE DETAIL TO BE DONE)
Reform of public services seems to consist of centralisation, top-down reorganisation and loss of essential social services to cuts, on the promise that services will do ‘more with less’ by doing it differently. There is not much evidence of benefits to the poor or vulnerable so far. Cuts to services at the same time as falling real income s have widened and deepened poverty. There are expected to be a million more children in poverty in 2020 than before the austerity programme. To insist on more cuts and to a faster timetable is economic and social warfare on low and middle income households.

· The cuts to services have had a severe impact. Local services are much reduced, especially in the local authorities where need is highest. Adult social are and mental health services are in crisis. GET LETTER REF GUARDIAN Services for children and young people are severely cut back.

· Health has been protected in cash term but demand is growing and resources have been devoted to top-down reorganisation. Other resources are devoted to individual behaviour change because there are government resources to address this, but without sufficient attention to tackling structural factors that affect health such as income inequality
 or environmental factors such as the obesogenic environment
 – indeed fat and sugar businesses are key players as Department of Health Advisors. Waiting times for GP appointments and elective surgery have increased, waiting times for emergency ambulance have increased, accident and emergency units are in many places in crisis. Much of this is hidden from the well and well-off, but latest figures show life expectancy is starting to fall. (GET REF)

· Education has been cash protected but also at a time of rising demand. One of the first acts of the Coalition government was to remove the last government’s Building Schools for the Future programme. We now have a shortage of X primary school places over the next X years and many children taught in large classes in poor environments. The 4000 plus academies created outside local authority control make it difficult for local authorities to plan school places in areas where they are needed, yet show on standardised assessment s no better results than local authority schools, but much money has been spent on encouraging schools to convert to academy status. Academies are also sitting on (CHECK FIGURES) of unspent funds.

Commission/ Council CSR1 called for a differentiated, growth‐friendly approach to fiscal tightening by prioritising capital expenditure. (MORE DETAIL TO BE DONE)
The government is prioritising infrastructure spending as proposed by the Commission/ Council. However the scale of government input is not up to the scale of the lack of infrastructure and need for upgrading. The government is relying on a large input (three-quarters of the funding) from the private sector, which even before the Great Recession, appears to have been on investment strike in the UK. The focus on rail (amongst the most expensive to travel on in Europe) and air is biased against the poor, who use roads: buses and especially in rural areas, people drive old cars.

Spending on energy infrastructure is now also in planning and tax terms biased in favour of carbon based energy, whether shale oil or gas fracking, with environmental and democratic transparency concerns not properly addressed. The Coalition government proposes to make it possible in the UK to frack for gas on private land without the owner’s permission. Cheaper gas would help poorer consumers, who have faced rapidly rising fuel and water bills from almost entirely overseas owned companies, frequently sovereign wealth funds, although so far falling oil prices (by 60%) have not been translated into bills reducing by more than 3%-5%.

Q2c What are the main gaps in the Commission/ Council CSRs for your country? What is missing?

It is the 21st century the Commission/ Council are still making recommendations, and both they and the UK Coalition government, are still making policies based on 19th century economic models which theoretically have no relationship with reality as a matter of principle, which most practising economist outside the neoliberal citadels have never believed in and which have been practically shown to be wrong and have nearly collapsed the capitalist system. Yet here we go again.

EAPN UK agrees that the Commission/ Council have addressed some key areas, but there are glaring omissions in the areas of distributional effects of the UK Coalition government austerity programme and welfare benefits cuts and of Commission/ Council CSRs. There are gaps in the areas of income inequality, employment quality and wage setting, health and social care, and the increasingly harsh government policy on migrants. There is also insufficient attention paid to the gender impact of austerity programmes, where there is competence.

Looking back, the Commission/ Council have been making much the same recommendations for several years, to little apparent effect. So have we.
Q3
EAPN assessment of the implementation of the CSRs

Q3a How far have the Commission/ Council CSRs for your country been implemented by your national government since July 2014?

The Commission/ Council CSRs for 2014 are on the same areas and are similar in content to those given in 2013. According to the Commission’s Staff Working Paper of June 2014, the 2013 CSRs had been only partially implemented.
 Based on that paper the European Parliament provided a summary table of implementation of UK CSRs in 2013.
 Of the 6 CSR’s ‘full or substantial’ progress was made in one, ‘some’ progress in three and ‘no or limited’ progress in two CSRs.

Thus the Commission judged that substantial proves was made on the financial sector CSR 5 and we would agree, particularly insofar as it concerns recapitalisation of banks. No or limited progress was made in CSR 1 (reinforced budgetary strategy) and CSR 2 (increasing housing supply). The UK Coalition government disagrees (GET REF).We would largely agree and believe these assessments remain substantially correct for 2014-2015.

 The Commission judged that some progress has been made in addressing CSR 3 (stepping up measures to address youth unemployment) and CSR 4 (enhance efforts to support low income households and reduce child poverty). We think these judgements were and remain too generous to government.

Q3b) Is this a positive or negative development?

This section takes into account our response to the previous questions.

Commission/ Council CSR 1 on excessive deficits

Weak implantation of CSR 1 is positive for poverty rates.

If the government had achieved CSR 1 on excessive deficits by 2015, the austerity impact in the UK would have been much worse. The outcome has left more scope to support the health service and schools and to grow the economy, though welfare and local government services budgets have been severely hit. 

Despite the evidence of the crushing impact of the fiscal compact and the excessive deficit procedure in the Eurozone, the Chancellor intends to continue with the UK version of an ‘austerity’ programme, which is less than six years into the nine year programme. While 55% of the overall cuts were done by April 2014, this is largely in the areas of tax increase and investment cuts.
 There is much more of the welfare spending and other non-investment cuts to come. In the Autumn (budget) Statement of December 2014, the Chancellor promised that if the Conservatives are re-elected in May 2015 there will be an additional £12 billion cut to welfare spending and that he will get state spending down from his current target of 39.5% of GDP to 35%. The scale of what may come is even more ‘unprecedented’ than the IFS suggested in 2012
. If this happens, the welfare state in the UK will be unrecognisable.

The Commission proposed changes to VAT in 2013 on which there had been ‘no progress’ by 2014. (SWD P6). This remains the case. Had the government introduced this, the impact would have been regressive on low income households.

Commission/ Council CSR 1 CSR 2 on housing supply

Weak implementation of housing supply measures is a negative development for poverty.

Housing supply has increased to X 159000 (CHECK) but is well below the 200,000-250,000 houses per year needed to deal with increasing population and smaller households. The measures concerned refer to controlling property price rises, especially in London, mitigating risks on mortgage debt and revaluing property tax bands and reducing their regressiveness. Increasing housing supply is referred to but no measures are proposed. 

Measures in EAPN’s Alternative CSR 3 to enable more social housing starts by local authorities have not been implemented. EAPN’s alternative CSR 3 measures to deal with housing access and housing poverty have not been addressed by either Commission/Council or UK government. Regarding our proposals to scrap the welfare ‘reforms’ that have increased the cost of social housing to tenants and reduced security of tenure, there have been no changes. But a recent successful legal challenge to the ‘bedroom tax’ by a disabled benefits’ claimant has implications for all disabled people in specially adapted accommodation GET THE REFERENCE.

Regarding the element of EAPN Alternative CSR on housing that addresses the cost and security of tenure in the private rented sector, there have been no improvements. 

Weak implementation of CSR 4 on low income households, child poverty and childcare is a negative development for poverty. 

The low and falling real value of welfare benefits and the distributional effects of the austerity programme have been discussed above. Benefits are well below adequacy for working age households (GET DATA FROM EAPN UK MINIMUM INCOME REPORT) and there are insufficient improvements to the cost availability and quality of childcare.
Q4 New developments and new Alternative CSR proposals from EAPN members

Q4a Describe the main new policies developed by your government that are likely to impact on poverty (positive or negative) in 2014

Put in EMIN stuff on autumn statement December 2014

Q4b Give your EAPN 2015 proposals for CSRs: A maximum of three key proposals for alternative Country Specific Recommendations for your country (highlight any differences from 2014) in order of priority

UK EAPN’s alternative CSRs for 2015 are the same as for 2014 as they show no progress. The only change is more explicit emphasis on quality in work as well as minimum wages.

1
Welfare reform

· The programme of welfare reform must be halted. Specifically we call for measures on the uprating of benefits below RPI prices to be abandoned; for a national (English) scheme to be introduced to replace Council Tax Benefit; for the introduction of Universal Credit to be further delayed until the labour market improves and for the increased sanctions associated with the benefit to be scrapped

· The UK must retain the child poverty reduction target and the four measures of child poverty in the Child Poverty Act of 2010

· The UK government should re-establish stakeholder dialogue with NGOs on the development of its anti-poverty policies. This should sit alongside the Commission on Social Mobility and Child Poverty, and would enable engagement on the development of strategy overall. Such mechanisms must also involve people with direct experience of poverty.
2
Adequate income
Adequate income from work

· Commit to a steady and progressive rise in the minimum wage for all ages including those aged 18-25. The aims are to put a floor under living standards and slow the falling share of wages in national income; to limit the employer subsidy embodied in low wages both through tax credits and other social costs and to drive a “high” rather than “low” road of increased productivity to support better wages
· ADD Job security/ conditions of work

Guaranteed minimum incomes

· Commit to steady and progressive improvement in cash benefits to meet adequate minimum income. Specifically we call for the implementation of the JRF model of determining minimum income thresholds and its use to benchmark minimum incomes to progress to at least meet the MIS threshold for each group of benefit recipients.
· The programme of welfare reform must be halted. Specifically we call for measures on the uprating of benefits below RPI prices to be abandoned; for a national (English) scheme to be introduced to replace Council Tax Benefit; for the introduction of Universal Credit to be further delayed until the labour market improves and for the increased sanctions associated with the benefit to be scrapped

· The UK must retain the child poverty reduction target and the four measures of child poverty in the Child Poverty Act of 2010

· The UK government should re-establish stakeholder dialogue with NGOs on the development of its anti-poverty policies. This should sit alongside the Commission on Social Mobility and Child Poverty, and would enable engagement on the development of strategy overall. Such mechanisms must also involve people with direct experience of poverty

3
Access to adequate, affordable housing 

Rents and renters’ rights

· Re-introduce rent controls and secure tenancies in the private sector
· Reverse the policy shift to fixed-term social rental tenancies, increases in social rents above inflation and cuts in housing support including an end to the infamous “spare room subsidy” – commonly known as the bedroom tax 
· Launch an improved shared ownership scheme to improve transportability of individuals’ equity stake
House-building

· A substantial programme of social house-building aimed at low to middle income households financed partly by full removal of the housing finance cap. The aim is to increase housing supply at affordable rents, including for the rising proportion of young people unable to access home-ownership or secure suitable homes in the private rented sector

· Financial support for innovative developments in cooperative housing schemes and self-build attached to green energy commitments

Q4c Give brief justification for your proposals

There has been little or no positive change in the areas covered by our EAPN UK Alternative CSRs. The Commission CSRs are similar to the previous years’ also and for the same kinds of reason; there is little or no progress and indeed some steps back.
EMIN INFO HERE
Appendix 1

EXTRACT FROM:
COUNCIL RECOMMENDATION of 8 July 2014 on the National Reform Programme 2014 of the United Kingdom and delivering a Council opinion on the Convergence Programme of the United Kingdom, 2014

(2014/C 247/26)
HEREBY RECOMMENDS that the United Kingdom take action within the period 2014‐2015 to:

1. Reinforce the budgetary strategy, endeavouring to correct the excessive deficit in a sustainable manner in line with the Council recommendation under the Excessive Deficit Procedure. Pursue a differentiated, growth‐friendly approach to fiscal tightening by prioritising capital expenditure. To assist with fiscal consolidation, consideration should be given to raising revenues through broadening the tax base. Address structural bottlenecks related to infrastructure, skills mismatches and access to finance for SMEs to boost growth in the export of both goods and services.

2. Increase the transparency of the use and impact of macro‐prudential regulation in respect of the housing sector by the Bank of England's Financial Policy Committee. Deploy appropriate measures to respond to the rapid increases in property prices in areas that account for a substantial share of economic growth in the United Kingdom, particularly London, and mitigate risks related to high mortgage indebtedness. Monitor the Help to Buy 2 scheme and adjust it if deemed necessary. Consider reforms to the taxation of land and property including measures on the revaluation of property to alleviate distortions in the housing market. Continue efforts to increase the supply of housing.

3. Maintain commitment to the Youth Contract, especially by improving skills that meet employer needs. Ensure employer engagement by placing emphasis on addressing skills mismatches through more advanced and higher level skills provision and furthering apprenticeship offers. Reduce the number of young people with low basic skills.

4. Continue efforts to reduce child poverty in low‐income households, by ensuring that the Universal Credit and other welfare reforms deliver adequate benefits with clear work incentives and support services. Improve the availability of affordable quality childcare.

5. Continue efforts to improve the availability of bank and non‐bank financing to SMEs. Ensure the effective functioning of the Business Bank and support an increased presence of challenger banks.

6. Follow up on the National Infrastructure Plan by increasing the predictability of the planning processes as well as providing clarity on funding commitments. Ensure transparency and accountability by providing consistent and timely information on the implementation of the Plan.
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Name of Network and Responsible EU ISG member: Contact details:
	1.
	Present  your proposals for Alternative Country-Specific Recommendations  last year (2014) for your country (cut and paste)

	
	

	2.
	Do the Commission/Council Country-Specific Recommendations for your country (2014) reflect EAPN concerns?

	a)
	Highlight the Commission’s positive proposals for poverty reduction (if any) and similarities with  your own proposals above (specify)
/



	b)
	Highlight the Commission’s negative proposals for poverty reduction (if any) and main differences with your own proposals (specify)

/



	c)
	The main gaps in the Commission/Council’s CSRs for your country, what is missing

/



	3.
	EAPN Assessment of the implementation of CSRs 

	a)

b)


	How far have the Commission/Council’s CSRs proposals been implemented by your national government since July 2013?

Is this a positive/negative development?



	4.
	New Developments and New Alternative CSR proposals from EAPN members

	a)
	Describe the main new policies by your government likely to impact on poverty (positive and negative) in 2014.

	b)
	Give your EAPN 2014 Proposals of CSRs: 3 key proposals for Alternative Country-Specific Recommendations for your country (highlight any differences from 2013) 

	c)
	Give brief justification for your proposals


SLOVAKIA

Name of Network and Responsible EU ISG member: Contact details:

	1.
	Present  your proposals for Alternative Country-Specific Recommendations  last year (2014) for your country (cut and paste)


	
	The Slovak Republic needs to hear the CSRs that (a) urge for more ambitious, rights based three-pillar approach for tackling disadvantage and poverty transmission in Roma marginalised communities; (b) appeal for implementing active inclusion approach to integration of long-term unemployed into mainstream life of society and labour market; (c) plead for attention to adequacy of minimum income scheme and for (d) more massive support of access to affordable and safe public housing for families with children. 


	2.
	Did the Commission/Council Country-Specific Recommendations (CSRs) for your country (2014) pick up on and reflect EAPN concerns?

	a)
	Highlight the Commission’s positive proposals for poverty reduction in the CSRs (if any) and similarities with  your own proposals above (specify)
3. The government should more effectively address long‐term unemployment through activation measures, second‐chance education and tailored quality training. Enhance the capacity of public employment services for the case management personalised counselling and activation of jobseekers and strengthen the link between activation and social assistance. Youth unemployment should be tackled by improving early intervention in line with the objective of a youth guarantee. Improve incentives for women's employment, by enhancing the provision of childcare facilities, in particular for children below three years of age.   

4. (…). Adopt systemic measures to improve access to high quality and inclusive pre‐school and school education for marginalised communities, including Roma and take steps to increase their wider participation in vocational training and higher education.

SAPN Comment:  Recommendation to enhance “case management personalized counselling” and to adopt “systemic measures”  seem to echo the recommendation to apply comprehensive, three pillar (active inclusion) approach for tackling poverty transmission. However, improved conditions for personalized counselling could not substitute for missing basic services such as provision of affordable housing and compensate very low minimum income (insufficient for participation in society). There is permanent neglect of the Commission to the issue of paralyzing low social assistance and missing access to decent housing of families with children from  low-income groups and marginalized Roma communities 

	b)
	Highlight the Commission’s negative proposals in the CSRs for poverty reduction (if any) and main differences with your own proposals (specify)

3. (…) Strengthen the link between activation and social assistance. 
SAPN comment:  Commission’s proposal to strengthen the link between activation and social assistance seems quite dangerous for its generality. Such general wording can also justify the steps to full conditionality of minimum income by “activation”. Such steps were made by the Slovak Government in 2013/14.  Acceptation of such steps could also mean that the Commission withdraws from the commitments set by the European Charter of Fundamental Rights. 


	c)
	What are the main gaps in the Commission/Council’s CSRs for your country, what is missing?
Neglect of importance of adequate minimum income and access to affordable services, especially housing for the progress in reaching anti-poverty and employment target. 



	3.
	EAPN Assessment of the implementation of CSRs 

	a)

b)


	How far have the Commission/Council’s CSRs proposals been implemented by your national government since July 2014?
Commission/Council’s proposals are tailored to the already implemented or designed policies (in the OP and the related “conditionality” strategies for new programming period). 

Is this a positive/negative development?
The fact that the Commission proposed what the government has been already doing or planning to do (with the support of the structural funds) can be assessed as both positive and negative development.   European semester seems to be very expensive controlling process providing very tiny space for stimulating  improvements in social protection and access to rights 


	4.
	New Developments and New Alternative CSR proposals from EAPN members

	a)
	Describe the main new policies developed by your government that are likely to impact on poverty (positive and negative) in 2014.

Full conditionality of entitlement to the MI benefits for working able adults by participation in small community services was introduced in 2014. 

There are several projects that are aimed to support employment of disadvantaged jobseekers and their placing on labour market. Support of employment of long-term unemployed persons is based on lowering overall costs of labour by state subsidies of such jobs and on improving conditions for concurrence of benefit and income from employment.
The government has increased substantially the minimum wage in the two subsequent years. Since January 2014, the gross minimum monthly wage is EUR 352 and since January 2015 it will reach EUR 380. 

Resources provided by the new programming period of 2014-2020 are planned to be used to create conditions for extending the provision of services for families by building new childcare facilities. There are also plans to amend the childcare allowance to make childcare services more affordable. 

Since November 2014 railway transportation is fully free of charge for several groups of inhabitants: for children, pupils, students up to 26 years of age and old age and disability pensioners. Since February 2015, discount fares for commuters using railway transportation has been raised to 50% (35-40% so far). 

	b)
	Give your EAPN 2015 Proposals of CSRs: a maximum of 3 key proposals for Alternative Country-Specific Recommendations for your country (highlight any differences from 2013) in order of priority.
1. Government should acknowledge the necessity of adequate minimal income and base its level on evaluation and estimation of real living costs. The minimum income should be individualised and guaranteed to families with children with no conditionality. Benefits and allowances to benefit should be indexed annually.  

2. Attention should be given to investments in public rental housing and to strengthening the duty of municipality to care for availability of decent housing for its inhabitants. 

3. Permanent programmes for increasing and sustaining attendance of children with Roma mother tongue from marginalised Roma communities in pre-school education and care are needed.



	c)
	Give brief justification for your proposals

1. Inadequate minimum income deepens social exclusion of its beneficiaries, their indebtedness, inability to comply with standard social obligations and as a consequence deepens the gap in society.  

2. Slovakia has one of the lowest numbers of dwellings per one thousand inhabitants and extremely low number of apartments in public sector (less than 3 % according to the 2011 Census). Number of youth in age 18 – 34 living in apartments of their parents is one of the highest in EU28. Many Roma live in undocumented dwellings that are in danger of being demolished. According to the mapping of Roma concentrations (Atlas 2013), 13.8 % of Roma dwellings were built without legal permit and 14.7 % of inhabitants of Roma concentration live in makeshift shanties that do not have character of proper buildings.

Since 2009 there was decline of public rental housing construction. Existing subsidies for public rental housing procurement were cut but even the decreased amount was not drawn by municipalities as their interest in public housing construction also decreased – they did not apply for the support.  

3. Right to education in mother tongue is still not secured for Roma children and preschool education (kindergartens) is not made available for children living in Roma concentrations in rural areas. 
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Contact details: 
	1.
	What CSRs did you propose in 2014? (if any)

	
	

	2.
	In your view, which EU Country-Specific Recommendations for your country (2014) were

	a)
	Positive? (if any) 


	b)
	Negative? (if any) 



	3.
	What was the visibility and impact of EU CSRs in national policy-making?

	
	

	4.
	How should this year’s CSRs be formulated to address the main gaps in national policy on child poverty well-being? Please identify particularly problematic national policy areas that are currently not in accordance with the recently adopted European Commission Recommendation Investing in Children.

	
	

	a)
	Please give max. 3 key proposals for Alternative Country-Specific Recommendations for your country  


	b)
	Please give a brief justification 



EUROCHILD-HUNGARY
Contact details: 
	1.
	What CSRs did you propose in 2014? (if any)

	
	

	2.
	In your view, which EU Country-Specific Recommendations for your country (2014) were

	a)
	Positive? (if any) 

	b)
	Negative? (if any) 



	3.
	What was the visibility and impact of EU CSRs in national policy-making?

	
	

	4.
	How should this year’s CSRs be formulated to address the main gaps in national policy on child poverty well-being? Please identify particularly problematic national policy areas that are currently not in accordance with the recently adopted European Commission Recommendation Investing in Children.

	
	

	a)
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	b)
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	4.
	How should this year’s CSRs be formulated to address the main gaps in national policy on child poverty well-being? Please identify particularly problematic national policy areas that are currently not in accordance with the recently adopted European Commission Recommendation Investing in Children.

	
	

	a)
	Please give max. 3 key proposals for Alternative Country-Specific Recommendations for your country  

	b)
	Please give a brief justification 
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What is Eurodiaconia?

Eurodiaconia is a dynamic, Europe wide community of organisations founded in the Christian faith and working in the tradition of diaconal service, who are committed to a Europe of solidarity, equality and justice. Together we represent 44 members in 32 countries and our members include churches, non-statutory welfare organisations and NGO’s in Europe who are rooted in the Christian faith, that is to say over 30 000 providers of social services on a not for profit basis and social justice actors. Some of our members are leaders in their countries on the provision of social services and many are partners with local and regional authorities and national governments in the fight against poverty and exclusion.

Why this report?

Eurodiaconia members offer very practical support to people at risk of poverty and social exclusion, but they are also involved in advocacy and policy shaping at national, regional and local level. They have been involved in the European Semester since its beginning and have experienced its functioning. Today, they recognise some of the European Semester achievements as well as some of its shortcomings. 

Key messages

This input from Eurodiaconia aims to contribute to the establishment of a renewed European Semester, in the context of the Europe 2020 midterm review.  

· Eurodiaconia believes that a renewed European Semester could enable a genuine cooperation between civil society and national public authorities for the achievement of targets taken at European level and in particular progress toward better social inclusion and poverty reduction. 


· They also believe the European Semester must imperatively change as the main outcome of the current implementation of the European Semester is the reinforcing of EU economic governance and the subsequent subordination of social policies and objectives to economic priorities (e.g. fiscal discipline and social welfare restructuring)  
This document will first present a summary of Eurodiaconia members’ experience of the European Semester process and resulting recommendations for future improvement. The second part is a more in-depth report of Eurodiaconia members’ experience of the process.

I- Eurodiaconia members’ experience of the European Semester 2014 
Executive summary

Four years into the Europe 2020 strategy, Eurodiaconia members still welcome the opportunity for involvement in the European Semester through the national reforms program and comments on the Country Specific Recommendations. However, they also highlight significant shortcomings as to the process and the content of the semester, which have contributed to an increasing frustration and misunderstanding of the role of the European Union.

1. The content of the European Semester is disconnected from the European Social reality

· The European Semester is giving a disproportional focus to macroeconomic trends, growth and competitiveness, drifting away from the Europe 2020 inclusive growth objective. 
One illustration is the small number of Country Specific Recommendations (CSR’s) addressed to Member States focusing on poverty reduction, and the lack of follow-up. Eurodiaconia members believe that it should be a basic requirement for each Member States to receive a CSR on how to better work towards its poverty reduction target. 

Secondly, the fact that the actual poverty targets agreed on by Member States do not add up to a poverty reduction of 20 million people (global EU target), but of 12 million people reflects very clearly the lack of Member States’ political willingness to reduce poverty.

Thirdly, another illustration of this unbalanced approach is the fact that only CSRs linked to public finances (public deficit and public debt) are backed up by the threat of financial sanctions (under the Excessive Deficit and Imbalances procedures of the Stability and Growth Pact and Macroeconomic Imbalance Procedure).

The poverty reduction target is not more important than others, but it must be given equal weight to other targets. It is not only an essential matter of social cohesion and consequent internal stability, but also about valuing, investing and mobilising the (human) resources available, to foster growth and competitiveness.

· Overall the European Semester is too employment focused 

As the European Commission acknowledges, quality employment is one of the main solutions to poverty. However it is also agreed that poverty is not only an employment matter as it affects people away from the labour market (the elderly, children, the chronically ill and some people with disability), and secondly data from the European Commission shows that in work poverty is increasing in Europe.  

This reality is not reflected in the European Semester and some members have criticised what they see as a weak analysis of a complex social situation which endangers the necessary support of those furthest away from the labour market, those that the labour market will not include. 

Members believe that the current trend to focus on employment seems to ignore the development of precarious work, which demonstrates that employment alone is not the way out of poverty, it needs to be accompanied by adequate living income and access to affordable quality services. According to the September 2014 Employment and Social Situation Quarterly Review, over half of the growth in employment is attributable to the increasing use of temporary contracts; while part-time work has also continued to increase. But “Inclusive growth” cannot be achieved through an increase in employment if it is precarious work. Addressing poverty must be addressed more broadly than through employment, for instance through a renewed commitment to Active Inclusion.

· The European Semester lacks coherence and must be bolder in promoting social investment

Looking back, the European Semester has advocated for fiscal consolidation strategies and reform of the social security systems, without providing necessary safeguards. The social consequences of such policies, as encouraged in Country Specific Recommendations, have been claimed by many, including the IMF, as damaging. The new dynamic to focus on investment is warmly welcomed.

It is hoped that the new Jobs, Growth and Investment Package when fully operational in 2015, will have a strong social dimension, focusing not only on instruments to go back to growth and employment but also on the objective of ‘’inclusive growth’’ and poverty reduction. This will enable any deep structural reform to take place in fair manner, and work toward the objective of better social cohesion.

2. The European Semester is too heavy, complex and undemocratic 
· The process of decision making still often remains unclear, especially for national stakeholders. 

This lack of clarity contributes to a lack of understanding and ownership of the process, not only from civil society but from also from national parliaments. The theory of the process of stakeholders’ engagement has been positive, but its implementation has been poor. Civil society has not been meaningfully involved. The result is an increasing frustration toward the European Union and its heavy processes as members who have tried to be involved in the process have been left disappointed by the lack of genuine dialogue. 

Eurodiaconia members have tried to be involved but often, when they have been involved, the result has often been a process of gaining information rather than of involvement and dialogue. 
· No accountability for decisions taken

The democratic accountability of head of states and governments is not enough – there is an essential need for a stronger involvement of the European and national parliaments in the implementation of the Europe 2020 strategy and the European Semester process. The European Commission must insist and monitor that this involvement is meaningfully taking place. 

· Not enough time for consultation

The very tight deadlines for consultation for all stakeholders (including governments) make an already heavy process, even less acceptable. It leads to frustration of those who should be involved, and therefore contribute to discredit the whole process.

Members request a change in the timetable of the semester, so that more time is available for a genuine dialogue. One possibility would be to a longer cycle but which must remain attached to the budgetary cycle. An earlier publication of the European Commission Staff Working documents would also enable stakeholders to take on a more informed role in reacting to the Country Specific Recommendations. 
· What impact?

Eurodiaconia members who have been involved in the process since it started question its value. In particular, they raise the question of the impact of the Country Specific Recommendations and of accountability (of both the European Commission and Member States).

Eurodiaconia recommendations for a renewed European Semester 2015-2020
1. Inclusive growth, as part of the Europe 2020 strategy and all its related targets, must remain the core roadmap for the European Union and therefore the number one priority objective of the European Semester. The European Semester must change its rhetoric to re-focus on poverty reduction and inclusive growth rather than only growth and competitiveness.

2. The European Commission must support Member States to actively involve stakeholders and therefore provide guidelines for stakeholders involvement (see Eurodiaconia’s dashboard reporting tool on stakeholders’ participation in the European semester)

3. Reinforce the social dimension of the European Semester through a broader and more socially balanced set of priorities in the Annual Growth Survey and Country Specific Recommendations
4. Strengthen social situation monitoring through the development of indicators and their increasing visibility (including a working poor indicator). Acknowledgement of this move would be to add support trigger mechanisms to the social scoreboard for the tools to move beyond its limited analytical purposes. Divergence of social indicators identified in the MIP should trigger the need for a member state to develop a corrective action plan. 

5. Social investment: take forward the Social Investment Package (SIP) guidelines to EU Member States in using their social budgets more efficiently and effectively by encouraging policies that take on a social investment approach to strengthen people’s skills and capacities and support them to participate fully in employment and social life. However, it is essential to keep in mind that social investment must be based on quality in general and on equal accessibility of services offered in a social investment approach.

6. Following on from the Social Investment Package, the AGS 2014 must now specifically urge member states to support and invest in social services. The 2014 AGS must emphasise the potential of social and health services for economic growth, job creation and retention as well as the contribution they make to the overall wellbeing of society.  

7. Accompany current policy efforts such as those referred to in the 2013 AGS to reform employment legislation and develop flexible working arrangements by a renewed political commitment to Active Inclusion. This can be done through stepping up policy efforts to ensure accessible quality social services and a guaranteed adequate income and for all (starting with comparative reference budgeting). 
II – A snapshot of Eurodiaconia members’ experience of the European Semester 2014 

“The public opinion is affected by the over and over repeated – “get a job, only if you have a job, you are a value to this society”. Duty to work comes before right to receive help, politicians say, but there are no jobs for sick, addicted, not-fluently Danish speaking people. As they cannot fulfill their “duty”, they are met with the attitude of “no right to help”. Just yesterday Barosso complimented the Danish Prime Minister on the reforms, but there is another side of that coin, as we say.” 

Kirkens Korshær/ DanChurchSocial Denmark
Introduction

This overview of members’ experience of the European Semester is a snapshot of data collected through meetings and surveys from February to November 2014. Eurodiaconia secretariat received input from members from 10 countries (Austria, Czech Republic, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Latvia, Netherlands, Romania, and Sweden). It aims to illustrate the Eurodiaconia members experience of the European Semester summary and recommendations.

The National Reform Program 

Summary

EXAMPLES

Austria, Diakonie Austria: Regarding the process of preparation of the NRP – as Non for Profit Organisation, we were invited at the opening event for the 2014 NRP in Austria to take part – not to give input.  The event just lasted one hour, mainly filled by a presentation from the federal chancellery with the timetable of the NRP. We asked 3 times if there would be a chance for us to give input, but the answer was no – just input from ministries, Länder, cities and social partners were are asked to give input. This was very frustrating, also because a member of EU was present as well, but did not support our claims.

Denmark, Kofoeds Skole: We can say there has been a better engagement in the process this year but it has not really been meaningful when you look at the outcome. To us, the NRP is a compilation of already decided policies. At the NRP level it is in general too late to influence the policy. 

The most positive outcome from the NRP is that Denmark now has a poverty line and a procedure for handling measurements of poverty. There is now more focus on poverty. The Government has also drawn up ten goals on inclusion to be reached by 2020. This, however, is more the result of national campaigns than NRP. Policy development takes place in the Parliament and is reflected in NRP. Results are achieved on the national level more than in EU-papers. 

Denmark, Kirkens Korshær: The Danish reform program, which follows the lines of the CSR, has consequences for the poorest and most vulnerable, as all reforms aim at the labour market. Those people, who are not able to have or hold a job on market-conditions, are having even harder times, and more will be homeless. Especially among the young people we see an increasing number of homeless.  Families, many single-parents, come to us in Kirkens Korshær for food, advice and help to hold together as family.

Germany, Diakonia Germany: We welcome the fact that the federal government wants to further strengthen the internal demand through the introduction of a minimum wage and the orientation of temporary and agency on its core functions (para. 43 b and 80 of the NRP). Diakonia Germany also welcomes the intention of the Federal Government, to develop the "National Pact for Training and Young Skilled Workers" for an alliance for further education and training. A training guarantee should be enshrined in law (para. 78 of the NRP).  
However, the long-term unemployment indicator selected by the federal government to measure poverty reduction (in line with the Europe 2020 strategy objective) describes insufficiently the poverty phenomena in Germany. It missed out, for example, all those who have a job and are still affected by poverty. The goal was further weakened by the federal government with the choice of the indicator ‘’long-term unemployment’’ and the associated aim of a reduction of 320,000 long-term unemployed people – with a 20 million target, to be achieved across the EU. Diakonia expects the new alliance government to correct in the context of the mid-term review of the European strategy.

Unfortunately, no specific measures are mentioned in the NRP, which help better integrate single parents in the labour market. Single parents who get an education or to participate in a measure of job centers, are often faced with the difficulty of unclear financing of child care during these times. Diakonia Germany expected urgently harmonize the affected jurisdictions and help systems of SGB II, SGB III and SGB VIII (employment services, youth services). 

In the context of poverty reduction the Diakonia also sees the issue of people exercising their right to free movement within the EU. EU citizens with employment status have indisputably an unconditional, equal access to all benefits. However, EU citizens who do not engage in economic activity are excluded of assistance receive benefits under SGB II or SGB XII . It is very debatable whether the exclusions are constitutional. The exclusion of benefits have the effect that the person concerned, including many families with children, live here in Germany in extremely precarious conditions of poverty and many live without health insurance. 

Netherlands, Kerk in Actie: We received a draft NRP and were invited to make comments on it. But we choose to give the comment that we don’t recognize the analysis and description of the poverty problem in our country and the leading policy to tackle it.

Our engagement has been minor because we have a very strong different vision and experience on how poverty can be tackled. The NRP is that it is strongly based upon an expectation of recovery of economic growth and competitiveness. For instance, paragraph 46 states that the best way out of poverty is labour. At the same time we see no decrease of unemployment. If labour is really the best way out of poverty, why is there no link with the subject of reallocation of labour?

The employability of older employees will suffer due to measures like the increase of the General Old Age Pensions Act which is also based on the idea that jobs would be available. These are measures meant for the stabilization of government finances but the reality is that they will have a negative effect increase unemployment-rates of older workers (paragraph 21).

Stakeholders’ participation

Summary – Following on from their experiences of Europe 2020 and difficulties of involvement in the European  Semester Process, Eurodiaconia members have been disappointed by the lack of open and significant dialogue at national level. They request a more open and meaningful process of involvement which would reinforce policy ownership and contribute to legitimise the European Semester process. 
1. Eurodiaconia members regret an overall very limited interaction between diaconal organisations and national governments.
They attribute this shortcoming to the lack of resources they were able to engage in the process but also to the heaviness and complexity of the process (a lot of preparation and work for a very small impact/results, the short time available for consultation (response time is often too limited for adequate discussions), the lack of communication from government to NGOs, lack of genuine dialogue and the existence of some “privileged channels of communications” enabling some NGOs to participate more easily than others.
2. Eurodiaconia members believe that if the process of stakeholders’ involvement is to be seriously implemented, the European Commission must issue guidelines to Member States on how could this involvement take place. 

Eurodiaconia members also propose concrete elements for such guidelines (for more details see Annex 1 – reporting tool on stakeholder’s participation). 

The first step for an improved cooperation is a change in the timetable of the semester, so that more time is available for a genuine dialogue – but the process still needs to remain connected to the budgetary discussion. 
Ultimately, Member States should tend toward the establishment of a formal institutionalised cooperation, involving actors from different backgrounds, across sector. These debates should be managed by an independent moderator, and that the key points emphasized by stakeholders and not taken up by public authorities should have to be justified.

EXAMPLES


Denmark - We are invited to meetings with the Ministry of Foreign Affairs during the year about the Semester together with other stakeholders. In last meeting, the minister was present. The meetings are short, and the remarks are brief. We have the opportunity to inform the minister/ministry of general concerns.
Country Specific Recommendations


Summary - For most organisations, the Country Specific Recommendations are coherent, as in line with the European Commission overall thinking, but they lack a poverty reduction perspective. Some members question the real impact of the CSRs, and some believe their nature should be clarified as CSRs are often very friendly to governments – are they a joint commitment for action between the EC and MS or an external recommendations issues to a MS?

Examples
Sweden, Finland, Latvia: CSRs were not appropriate to the social context, and they do not challenge enough the governments. CSRs focus is disproportinal on growth and poverty is often missing. There is no gender aspect (Sweden and Finland).
Finland, Evangelical Lutheran Church of Finland: The Country Specific Recommendations issued to Finland are coherent but they don’t lead to poverty reduction. They do not repond to social context.
Austria, Diakonie Austria:

The long-term care fund (11) is, as the Commission truly sees it, just an interim solution for the long-term care sector. Although there is “new money”, the system lacks concrete reforms in form of access, funding and organisation. As Diakonie we are demanding more structural reforms, e.g. new forms of assessments of care needs (in order that we have concrete numbers of needs as well as needs-planning), the inflation adjustment of the cash-allowance (since 1993 the cash allowance lost app. 30 % due to inflation), as well as an extension of all sorts of care services (e.g. day care centers, short term care, etc.)
(13)yes, unemployment is very low in Austria, but we have huge problems with high female part-employment rates as well as high unemployment rate regarding people with disabilities. As the CSR say, more services for child care and long-term care could help to increase female labour market participation.

Diakonie Deutschland: The CSRs are overall very positive but inequalities are missing and we question the impact they really have. 
France: The CSRs are too much focused on budget consolidation, reduction of pension and of labour costs. The question of housing is missing. There should be more focus on prevention and preventative action that will help to reduce future social and economic costs.
Czech Republic: CSRs were identical in 2013 and 2014. The “social” CSRs focused on child care and inclusion of Roma. They were “worded nicely” but there is not much happening in reality. Affordable housing is missing so is migration. The CSR on the reform of public administration is a very positive step.

Romania: More attention should be given to the use of EU funds.

Denmark: It is positive there is more focus on groups on the margin of the labour market but it is also worrying if this will mean less focus on excluded groups.  The focus is on employability, not employment, and for excluded groups this will probably not be enough. They have not felt a change in their situation. They feel an incoherence between intentions and realities and lack of job opportunities. 
There are positive elements in the reforms, such as the focus on young people with a migrant background and education. In particular, young men need attention and education. But the reforms also have an effect of dividing the social clients and endanger the situation for excluded groups. 

The CSR should be more focused on negative social effects of austerity measures. There are so many daily reports on how people in need are affected by public budget cuttings in the municipalities. For instance 40 per cent of all social benefit recipients experienced a situation where they did not have the means to pay for medicine. 

Netherlands: The recommendations are coherent in view of the ruling economic aims. But these recommendations seem to be based upon a presumption that there will be shortage of jobs. This raises the question whether this is a real presumption and we should start thinking and acting towards reallocation of labour. Recommendation 4 rightly says we should work on diminishing rigidity at the labour market, however, it lacks a view of the direction this should take. Is this meant to support the Law on Work and Security or does it criticize that? The evaluation is not clear at this point. I share criticism on this law, because it 1. tries to stop the strong tendency of flexibility in the labour market instead of furthering this; 2. offers the best security in a fixed contract, 3. does not create possibilities to combine flexibility and social security (‘flexicurity’).
FEANTSA
Contact details: 
� http://www.eapn.eu/images/stories/docs/EAPN-position-papers-and-reports/2014-EAPN-CSRs-Analysis-and-CSR-proposals.pdf
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� http://ec.europa.eu/europe2020/making-it-happen/country-specific-recommendations/index_en.htm


� http://www.statisticsjournal.lt/index.php/statisticsjournal/article/viewFile/119/pdf


� http://www.lrv.lt/bylos/veikla/lithuania2030.pdf


� 2 Axel Dreher, “KOF Index of Globalization“ Zurich, 2010. < http://globalization.kof.ethz.ch > [Checked on 30 09


2011].


� http://www.lrv.lt/bylos/veikla/lithuania2030.pdf


� See Shelter (2014) Sky-high housing costs leave 5 million people in the ‘rent trap’, Shelter, 29 October, accessed at : � HYPERLINK "http://england.shelter.org.uk/news/september_2016/sky-high_housing_costs_leave_five_million_stuck_in_the_rent-trap" �http://england.shelter.org.uk/news/september_2016/sky-high_housing_costs_leave_five_million_stuck_in_the_rent-trap�


and Smith, M., Albanese F. & Truder, J. (2014) A roof over my head: The final report of the Sustain project: A longitudinal study of housing outcomes and well being in private rented accommodation, Shelter and Crisis accessed at: � HYPERLINK "http://england.shelter.org.uk/professional_resources/policy_and_research/sustain/downloads/6424_Sustain_Final_Report_for_web_opt.pdf" �http://england.shelter.org.uk/professional_resources/policy_and_research/sustain/downloads/6424_Sustain_Final_Report_for_web_opt.pdf�


� Bentley, D (2015) The future of private renting: shaping a fairer market for tenants and taxpayers, Civitas, January, accessed at www.civitas.org.uk


� CPAG (2014) Briefing: The DWP JSA/ESA Sanctions Statistics Release, Summary, 12 November, accessed at: � HYPERLINK "http://www.cpag.org.uk/sites/default/files/uploads/CPAG-14-11-Sanctions-Stats-Briefing-D-Webster-Nov-2014_0.pdf" �http://www.cpag.org.uk/sites/default/files/uploads/CPAG-14-11-Sanctions-Stats-Briefing-D-Webster-Nov-2014_0.pdf�


� See Work and Pensions Committee: Inquiry into benefit sanctions policy beyond the Oakley Review, HC814, accessed at: � HYPERLINK "http://www.parliament.uk/business/committees/committees-a-z/commons-select/work-and-pensions-committee/news/benefit-sanctions-2/" �http://www.parliament.uk/business/committees/committees-a-z/commons-select/work-and-pensions-committee/news/benefit-sanctions-2/�


� Browne, J. & Elming, W (2015) The effect of the Coalition’s tax and benefit changes on household incomes and work incentives: IFS Briefing Note BN159: IFS election analysis: funded by the Nuffield Foundation: Election 2015: Briefing Note 2, London, IFS, January


� BBC News (2014): Drop in real wages longest for 50 years, says ONS, BBC, 31 January, accessed at: � HYPERLINK "http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/business-25977678" �http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/business-25977678�


� Huskinson, T., Kostadintcheva, K., Greevy, H., Salmon, C.,  Dobie, S., & Medien, K., with Gilby, N., Littlewood, M. & D’Souza, J. (2014) Childcare and early years survey of parents 2012-2013, January, SFR 06/2014, Department for Education, accessed at: � HYPERLINK "https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/275992/SFR06-2014_Childcare_and_Early_Years_Survey_of_Parents_2012-13_final.pdf" �https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/275992/SFR06-2014_Childcare_and_Early_Years_Survey_of_Parents_2012-13_final.pdf�


� Summers, L.H. & Balls, E. (2015) Report of the Commission on inclusive prosperity, Center for American progress, January, accessed at � HYPERLINK "https://www.americanprogress.org/issues/economy/report/2015/01/15/104266/report-of-the-commission-on-inclusive-prosperity/" �https://www.americanprogress.org/issues/economy/report/2015/01/15/104266/report-of-the-commission-on-inclusive-prosperity/� 


� European Commission (2014) Communication from the Commission to the European Parliament, the Council, the European Economic and Social Committee and the Committee of the Regions: 2014 European Semester: Country Specific Recommendations: Building growth, Com(2014) 400 final, Brussels 2.6.2014, page 8.


� The Laffer curve, named after the economist Arthur Laffer in the 1970s, proposes that tax revenue rises with tax rates only up to a certain point and then begins to decline because of changes in the behaviour of tax payers. Models suggest no revenue is raised at tax rates of 0% and 100% and that tax revenue is maximised at rates of 70%. However, the regulatory environment and many other aspects that affect behaviour can change the shape and position of the curve especially over time. There is no strong evidence for a parabolic curve.


� Browne, J. & Elming, W (2015) The effect of the Coalition’s tax and benefit changes on household incomes and work incentives: IFS Briefing Note BN159: IFS election analysis: funded by the Nuffield Foundation: Election 2015: Briefing Note 2, London, IFS, January, page 1, accessed at: � HYPERLINK "http://www.ifs.org.uk/publications/7534" �http://www.ifs.org.uk/publications/7534�
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� Ibid, page 1 and 11
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And: The Equality Trust (2014) A divided Britain? Inequality within and between the regions; Regional inequality Briefing Note, accessed at: � HYPERLINK "http://www.equalitytrust.org.uk/sites/default/files/attachments/resources/A%20Divided%20Britain.pdf" �http://www.equalitytrust.org.uk/sites/default/files/attachments/resources/A%20Divided%20Britain.pdf� and Scott S, Curnock E, Mitchell R, Robinson M, Taulbut M, Tod E, McCartney G. (2013) What would it take to eradicate health inequalities? Testing the fundamental causes theory of health inequalities in Scotland, Scot PHO, NHS Health Scotland, Glasgow, October, accessed at: � HYPERLINK "http://www.healthscotland.com/uploads/documents/22292-What%20would%20it%20take%20report_1.pdf" �http://www.healthscotland.com/uploads/documents/22292-What%20would%20it%20take%20report_1.pdf� 


� See Jones, A., Bentham G., Foster C., Hillsden M. & Panter J. (2007) Tackling Obesities: Future Choices – Obesogenic Environments – Evidence Review, Foresight, Government Office for Science, October: accessed at: � HYPERLINK "https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/295681/07-735-obesogenic-environments-review" �https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/295681/07-735-obesogenic-environments-review� ;  and NICE Guidelines [PH49] National Institute for Health and Care Excellence (NICE), January, accessed at: � HYPERLINK "http://pathways.nice.org.uk/pathways/behaviour-change" �http://pathways.nice.org.uk/pathways/behaviour-change� 


� European Commission (2014) Commission Staff Working Document: Assessment of the 2014 national reform programme and convergence programme for UNITED KINGDOM SWD (2014) 429 final, Brussels, 2 June


� European Parliament Directorate General for Internal Policies Economic Governance and Support Unit (2014) At a glance: Implementation of Country Specific Recommendations, 0ctber, PE 528.763: Table 1: Implementation of the 2013 CSRs based on the June 014 Commission’s assessment


� Tetlow, G. (2014) Cutting the deficit, four years down, five to go? IFS Comments, 29 April, accessed at: � HYPERLINK "http://www.ifs.org.uk/publications/7186" �http://www.ifs.org.uk/publications/7186�


� 


� I (Zuzana Kusá) was unable to find the precise wording of our 2014 Alternative CSRs sent to you. For that reason I copied and pasted alternative CSRs from my 2013 inclusion expert report to the Commission.  


� Atlas of Roma communities 2013 Available at http://www.minv.sk/?atlas_2013
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