
CONFIDENTIAL 
 
I) Reference document 
 
DRAFT “Council Conclusions on Minimum Income Protection to Combat Poverty and Social Exclusion in the 
COVID-19 and beyond” (2 July 2020) 
 
II) Feedback received by all EU MS’ Governments (except for CY so far) in July 2020 at a meeting of the Social 
Questions Working Group of the European Council (and likely also in the context of an informal EPSCO meeting) 
 
1) General comments 

• All delegations praised the DRAFT Council Conclusions for a very well-balanced and careful language and 
for timely discussion given both the on-going crisis and structural challenges 

• The text was reviewed in its entirety (BE, IT and PL scrutinising it). 

• Most contentious issues 
o development of EU “framework” (enquiries about the nature of the framework, some recalled MS’ 

competencies and wanted reassurance on non-binding nature of such framework 
o gender (some MSs insisting strongly to include direct mention and stronger focus aspect). 

 
2) Detailed comments 

• Supported by/positive for EAPN 
o ES (supported by FI, IT, LU and RO and FI wants to see a stronger gender perspective => ES will 

propose a new paragraph on child poverty and single parents. 
o FR want more focus on issue of non-take up of benefits => FR to propose a new paragraph 
o EU funding: EL, ES, FR and IT (supported by EC) proposed to also refer to EU money which will be 

made available under the COVID-19 Recovery Fund/Plan for Europe to assist EU MS in building more 
resilient minimum income schemes, not only to the Structural Funds (ESF+) 

• Neutral for EAPN 
o European Semester: SE wants to highlight more the role of the European Semester => SE will 

propose a new paragraph 

• Challenging positions/problematic positions for EAPN 
o EU competence: BG, DK, HU, IE and LV underlined MS competences in this area. HU, LT and PL 

explicitly opposed any legal instrument on minimum income. 
o EU Framework Directive on Minimum Income: Scepticism, caution and/or refusal by a relatively 

important number of EU MS: DK, ES, FI, HU, IE, LV, MT, NL, SE and SI. HU wanted to explicitly 
mention that the framework should be non-binding. SE (supported by ES, FI, HU, LV, MT and SI) 
suggested wording referring to “updating” the 1992 Council Recommendation to improve the 
upward convergence that would guide MS policies. 
▪ Explanations given by German EU Council Presidency: DE clarified that the term “EU Framework” 

is intentionally chosen as a very broad one and not referring to any particular instrument, leaving 
the initiative to the COM. What is meant here is the consolidation of the existing acquis and 
putting in place an effective monitoring system. There is no intention to define in the EU 
Framework specific criteria e.g. regarding the adequacy of benefits. 

▪ Reaction by EC: EC explained that it is premature to talk about a specific form for an EU 
framework, given the running consultations on the Action Plan EPSR. 

o EPSR: HU also opposed a reference to the Action Plan European Pillar of Social Rights 
o EU-level benchmarking on minimum income: The development of further benchmarking in the area 

of minimum income by SPC and EMCO was not supported by HU and PL 
o Labour market activation measures and enabling services: The Importance of strengthening this 

point was underlined by DK, ES, FI, HU, LV and SE. 

https://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-9241-2020-INIT/en/pdf
https://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-9241-2020-INIT/en/pdf

