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In this document we summarise the written feedback received from 12 National Networks (out of 27 in 

all EU MS) on their involvement in this year’s European Semester cycle for the period between mid of 

October 2020 and end of January 2021. This report informs when and how, i.e. by which channels, they 

could contribute to the elaboration of the Recovery and Resilience Plan (RRP) and of the National Reform 

Programme (NRP) in their country. It also contains a preliminary assessment by the EAPN Policy Team 

how the participation had worked and what effects on the contents of the Recovery and Resilience 

Plans it might have had. It should provide insights to the EAPN membership, but also to the European 

Commission and interested national governments to make improvements for the 2022 European 

Semester cycle. This is even more relevant as European Semester will stay an essential instrument to help 

implement the objectives of the European Pillar of Social Rights Action Plan (EPSR AP) of 4 March 20211. 

 

A final assessment cannot yet be presented for two main reasons: First, the final versions of the Recovery 

and Resilience Plans – all 27 EU MS need to submit by 30 April 2021 at the latest – were not known to our 

members when they had replied to a quick survey done with EAPN’s Policy Group (EUISG) end of January 

2021. Second, this summary information still has to be discussed, possibly complemented by other 

members and also approved by the broader EAPN membership in the EUISG meeting on 24 March 2021. 

 

This document which summarises the experiences from the EAPN membership is enriched by (partly oral 

and anecdotical) feedback collected by other organisations or networks as well as by feedback given by 

additional EAPN members. It also uses information exchanged amongst Social Platform members and 

“complied” by the Social Platform Secretariat, as presented in the open letter on the European Recovery 

and Resilience Plans and the involvement of civil society organisations at national level sent on 10 

December 2020 to the EU MS’s Ministries responsible for the 2021 European Semester cycle. It further 

uses and quotes information contained in the report “Participation of civil society organisations in the 

preparation of the EU National Recovery and Resilience Plans”2. 

 

 
1 “Since 2018, the principles of the Pillar have been mainstreamed across the entire European Semester cycle. (…) In the coming 
years, the European Semester will also allow for a coordinated monitoring of the implementation of the Recovery and Resilience 
Plans” (p. 37). The “national recovery and resilience plans represent a unique opportunity to plan and finance investments and 
reforms that support a recovery that is social and focuses on jobs, while embracing the green and digital transitions and 
implementing the relevant country-specific recommendations under the European Semester” (p. 33/34). 
2 This report was elaborated by Civil Society Europe (CSE) in cooperation with the European Center for Not-for-Profit Law (ECNL), 
is authored by Valentina Caimi and Fintan Farrell and was published in December 2020. 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/european-pillar-social-rights/european-pillar-social-rights-action-plan_en#:~:text=The%20European%20Pillar%20of%20Social%20Rights%20Action%20Plan%20turns%20the,concrete%20actions%20to%20benefit%20citizens.&text=Delivering%20the%20Pillar%20of%20Social,social%20partners%20and%20civil%20society.
https://www.socialplatform.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/12/Social-Platform-Open-letter-on-the-European-Recovery-and-Resilience-Plans-and-the-involvement-of-Civil-Society-Organisations-Member-States.pdf
https://civilsocietyeurope.eu/wp-content/uploads/2021/01/CSE-ECNL-Participation-of-CSOs-in-the-preparation-of-the-EU-NRRPs_spread.pdf
https://civilsocietyeurope.eu/civil-society-organisations-largely-sidelined-in-the-preparation-of-the-national-recovery-plans/
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1. Snapshot on important changes in the 2021 European Semester cycle compared to the 2020 cycle 

influencing the opportunities for a structured and meaningful involvement of civil society organisations 

 

The COVID-19 pandemic had a number of effects on the European Semester 2021. The main changes in 

view of deliverables, timelines, instruments and procedures are sketched out below3: 

• The launch of the Annual Sustainable Growth Strategy (ASGS) 2021 exceptionally took place, 

earlier than planned, on 17 September 2020 to temporarily adapt the European Semester to the 

launch of the Recovery and Resilience Facility (RRF). The Joint Employment Report (JER) was 

issued on 18 November 2020, thus for the first time decoupled from the ASGS. The launch of the 

RRF ahead of a joint publication of ASGS and JER had become the all-overriding priority in order 

to have the EU financial framework to accompany policy reforms and investments defined in time. 

• Due to the comprehensive and forward-looking policy nature of the RRPs, in 2021 neither Country 

Reports (CR) nor Country-Specific Recommendations (CSRs) will be published in 2021. The 

National Reform Programmes (NRP) will be adapted, too. EU MS have to present their NRP and 

RRP in a single integrated document and give an overview of the reforms and investments planned 

for the coming years, in line with the objectives of the RRF. 

• Each country must prepare a Recovery and Resilience Plan (RRP) and submit it to the EC, at the 

latest by 30 April 2021. This also means that it will be a “staggered process”, with different 

timelines for every country and no predefined moments in spring 2021 – with the publication of 

the Country Reports by the EC and for the issuing of the Country-Specific Recommendations by 

the EC – relevant for all EU MS. 

• The Country-Specific Recommendations (CSRs) of the 2019 and 2020 European Semester cycles 

stay relevant for this year’s cycle, too. In the RRPs, the EU MS must provide a detailed 

explanation of how the CSRs from 2019 and 2020 are addressed by the measures, reforms and 

investments proposed. They should also include in their RRP summary information on the social 

situation, including on poverty or social exclusion and inequality risks. 

• Whilst a stronger commitment is made in the ASGS 2021 – as in last year’s European Semester 

cycle – to the engagement of national parliaments and social partners, the involvement of civil 

society organisations is not stressed. This is the case despite Guideline 7 and Recitals 5 and 10 of 

the Employment Guidelines 2020. They provide a legal basis and guidance for non-governmental 

organisations to be treated as key partners by national governments and the EU institutions4. 

 
3 For more details Working towards a Socially Inclusive and Poverty-proof Recovery from the COVID-19 Pandemic – EAPN 
Assessment of the Annual Sustainable Growth Strategy (ASGS) 2021 and of the EC proposal for a Joint Employment Report (JER) 
2021 (February 2021) 
4 The 2020 Council Decision on guidelines for the employment policies of the Member States in Recital 5 reads: “While pursuing 
environmental sustainability, productivity, fairness and stability, the European Semester integrates the principles of the European 
Pillar of Social Rights, including strong engagement with social partners, civil society and other stakeholders”. It highlights in 
Recital 10: “While the Integrated Guidelines are addressed to Member States and the Union, they should be implemented in 
partnership with all national, regional and local authorities, closely involving parliaments, as well as the social partners and 
representatives of civil society”. This procedural obligation is also clearly spelled out in Employment Guideline 7: “Where relevant 
and building on existing national practices, Member States should take into account the experience on employment and social 
issues of relevant civil society organisations”. For EAPN a better follow-up to and monitoring of the guidance from the EC to 

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/en/TXT/?qid=1600708827568&uri=CELEX:52020DC0575
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/2020mff_covid_recovery_factsheet.pdf
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32020D1512&from=EN
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A52020PC0070
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Neither the EC’s Communication on the Annual Sustainable Growth Strategy 2021 nor the Proposal for 

the Recovery and Resilience Facility (RRF) did stipulate any obligation for the EU MS to engage with 

relevant stakeholders, including civil society organisations (CSOs), in the preparation, implementation 

and monitoring of the Recovery and Resilience Plans (RRPs). It only requires that the national 

governments provide information on consultations undertaken with stakeholders, such as CSOs, but does 

not spell out any obligation with regards to the quality and quantity of their involvement. 

• The Guidance Document issued by the European Commission on the preparation of the national 

RRPs invites the EU MS to “describe any consultation and contribution of social partners, civil 

society and other relevant stakeholders, in the drafting and implementation of the Recovery 

and Resilience Plan” (p. 33). This is positive and welcome. This formulation, however, does not 

entail any obligation for EU Member States to actually also do so. 

• The Regulation establishing the Recovery and Resilience Facility (RRF), endorsed on 12 February 

2021, unfortunately lacks any references to the partnership principle, as enshrined in the 

Common Provision Regulation which defines the common rules for the European Structural and 

Investment Funds (ESIF) and in the European Code of Conduct on Partnership5, and which 

explicitly applies to CSOs6. It, however, requires all EU MS to set out, as one of the elements in 

their RRP “for the preparation and, where available, for the implementation of the recovery and 

resilience plan, a summary of the consultation process, conducted in accordance with the 

national legal framework, of local and regional authorities, social partners, civil society 

organisations, youth organisations and other relevant stakeholders, and how the input of the 

stakeholders is reflected in the Recovery and Resilience Plan” (art. 18, 4. (q), Official Journal of 

the European Union, L 57/40, 18.2.2021) 

 

 

 

 

 
national governments to involve civil society organisations in a meaningful manner is needed. This is to ensure that they are being 
treated as vital “in real life”, as equal partners in making an input to the national policy design and decision-making processes. 
EAPN is convinced that ownership of the European Semester by stakeholders, including by people experiencing poverty and their 
civil society organisations, is vital in order to achieve better policy solutions, but also to build trust in and legitimacy for the 
European Semester. 
5 It enshrines the following principles: representativeness, transparency and accessibility, ongoing involvement, strengthening 
institutional capacity, review and assessment, and mutual exchange and learning. 
6 This means that the following amendment to article 15.2 of the RRF Regulation, proposed by the European Parliament, to 
address this shortcoming did not make it into its final version: “... A Member State wishing to receive support under the Facility 
shall establish a multilevel dialogue, in which local and regional authorities, social partners, CSOs, in particular youth 
organisations, and other relevant stakeholders and the general public are able to actively engage and discuss the preparation and 
the implementation of the recovery and resilience Plan. The draft Plan shall be submitted to the attention of local and regional 
authorities, social partners, CSOs, in particular youth organisations, and other relevant stakeholders and the general public for 
consultation before the date of submission to the Commission and social partners shall have at least 30 days to react in writing, 
in accordance with the principle of partnership”. (Source: CSE/ECNL Report (2020): Participation of civil society organisations in 
the preparation of the EU National Recovery and Resilience Plans, p. 7) 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/departments/recovery-and-resilience-task-force_en#Documents
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A32021R0241
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32021R0241&from=EN
https://civilsocietyeurope.eu/wp-content/uploads/2021/01/CSE-ECNL-Participation-of-CSOs-in-the-preparation-of-the-EU-NRRPs_spread.pdf
https://civilsocietyeurope.eu/wp-content/uploads/2021/01/CSE-ECNL-Participation-of-CSOs-in-the-preparation-of-the-EU-NRRPs_spread.pdf
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2. Description of the involvement of EAPN members 

 

Chapter 2 builds on written input received from 12 National Networks: Austria, Belgium, Czech Republic, 

Finland, Germany, Ireland, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Portugal, Slovenia and Spain. In addition it includes 

information received from EAPN Netherlands. 

 

2.1 Preparation of documents to make contributions to the RRPs by EAPN’s National Networks 

 

In this section we inform about the type of contribution or input prepared by our National Networks: 

 

• EAPN Austria elaborated a written submission to the Recovery and Resilience Plan for Austria 

which was submitted on 26 February 2021. It focuses on the fields of investments to which priority 

should be given. 

 

• EAPN Belgium elaborated a position paper with key demands (see for details below under 2.3) 

which was sent to both the Minister in charge of the RRP and the Minister in charge of the fight 

against poverty, also spelling out the request to get a meeting and to be consulted. They also sent 

their key demands to the EC Country Desk Officer for Belgium, also asking him about the process 

and how to make sure that EAPN Belgium can still represent the voice and views of people living 

in poverty. 

 

• EAPN Czech Republic elaborated proposals on the RRP and on the use of the ESF+ Fund and sent 

them to the Ministry of Labour and Social Affairs and the Ministry of Finance. They also could 

organise an exchange and a meeting on the RRP with representatives of this ministry. 

 

• In Finland, EAPN Finland member SOSTE made a proposal for the Finnish RRP and on 23 October 

2020 issued a press release. SOSTE staff also participated in a consultation on the RRP organised 

by the Ministry of Economic Affairs and Employment (in charge of the Finnish RRP) as well as in a 

hearing organised in the European Parliament by MEP Dragoș Pîslaru (Renew Europe Group, 

Romania). EAPN Finland on its website further covered the work of the Finnish government which 

on 27 November 2020 had submitted a report to the Finnish Parliament on the Finnish Sustainable 

Growth Programme which determines the implementation of the Finnish RRP. 

 

• EAPN Ireland has prepared a written submission to the National Economic Plan (8 February 2021) 

and a written submission to the National Recover and Resilience Plan (21 February 2021). 

 

• EAPN Latvia had prepared a proposal for the use of 5 million € from the Latvian RRP and on the 

establishment of a new NGO fund to strengthen the social security schemes in Latvia. 

 

http://www.armutskonferenz.at/aktivitaeten/europa-eapn/armutskonferenz-zu-aufbau-und-resilienzplan-arbeitslosigkeit-kinderarmut-und-die-soziale-krise-bekaempfen.html
https://www.soste.fi/uutinen/soste-esittaa-lahes-3-miljardin-euron-hyvinvointi-investointeja-eun-elpymisrahoista/
http://www.eapn.fi/suomen-kestavan-kasvun-ohjelmassa-investoitava-koyhien-ja-haavoittuvassa-asemassa-olevien-tilanteen-kohentamiseen/
https://www.eapn.ie/policy_ireland/eapn-ireland-submission-to-the-national-economic-plan/
https://www.eapn.ie/policy_ireland/eapn-ireland-submission-to-the-national-recovery-and-resilience-plan/
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• EAPN Lithuania for its input into the RRP built on the Lithuanian Poverty Watch Report 2020. Key 

concerns for EAPN Lithuania in the context of the COVID-19 pandemic were social problems, such 

as food shortage during the quarantine time in particular for families with children, digital 

exclusion for thousands of children from poorer families and for children with disabilities, more 

social isolation due to lacking access to social services and also lacking staff in social services. 

 

• Once the Portuguese RRP was made public in October 2020, EAPN Portugal issued an assessment. 

EAPN Portugal highlighted the importance given in the draft RRP to proposals for investments into 

emergency, vulnerability and temporary housing, in line with principle 19 of the EPSR on “Housing 

and assistance for the homeless”. 

 

• EAPN Spain contributed to the report “Participation of civil society organisations in the 
preparation of the EU National Recovery and Resilience Plans” (see also footnote 2). In addition, 
EAPN Spain elaborated a detailed proposal to orient the funding made available from the RRF for 
Spain. They focused on four topics, summarised in four plans proposed by EAPN Spain: 1) Gender 
Equality Plan to advance towards gender equality without leaving anybody behind due to poverty, 
vulnerability or social exclusion7; 2) Digital Success Plan, aiming at the eradication of the digital 
divide8; 3) Comprehensive Social Housing Plan9; 4) Employment Plan for equality and against 
discrimination10. 

 

2.2 Possibility to make contributions to the RRPs by EAPN’s National Networks 

 

The feedback we could collect here seems to fully reflect the challenges and unclarities also several 

national governments had with the adapted deliverables, procedures, responsibilities (in view of the 

coordinating ministry or unit) and timelines in this year’s European Semester. This also includes the 

ministries and their representatives EAPN members have been regularly working with in the last years. 

They were often not able to give clear information on the state of play of the work on the RRP, on good 

channels and moments to make inputs into the RRP. In basically all cases the periods given to make 

proposals and written and/or oral contributions was also rather short, as a rule one to two weeks. Those 

National Networks which were not ready at this moment (as in this years’ cycle it is not possible to prepare 

 
7 This is in line with Principle 2 “Gender equality” of the EPSR, all goals of SDG 5 “Achieve gender equality and empower all women 
and girls” and goal 10.3 “Ensure equal opportunity and reduce inequalities of outcome, including by eliminating discriminatory 
laws, policies and practices and promoting appropriate legislation, policies and action in this regard” of SDG 10 “Reduced 
inequalities”. 
8 This is in line with Principle 20 “Access to essential services” of the EPSR and goal 8.2 “Achieve higher levels of economic 
productivity through diversification, technological upgrading and innovation, including through a focus on high-value added and 
labour-intensive sectors” of SDG 8 “Promote inclusive and sustainable economic growth, employment and decent work for all”. 
9 This is in line with Principle 19 “Housing and assistance for the homelessness” of the EPSR and goal 11.1 “By 2030, ensure access 
for all to adequate, safe and affordable housing and basic services and upgrade slums” of SDG 11 “Make cities inclusive, safe, 
resilient and sustainable”. 
10 This is in line with the principles 1 to 10 of the chapter 1 “Equal opportunities and access to the labour market and of the 
chapter 2 “Fair working conditions” of the EPSR and of SDG 8 “Promote inclusive and sustainable economic growth, employment 
and decent work for all”. 

https://civilsocietyeurope.eu/civil-society-organisations-largely-sidelined-in-the-preparation-of-the-national-recovery-plans/
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for dates and periods more or less exactly known in-advance) are could not submit a internally well-

coordinated contribution. On the other hand, the changes also seemed to have discouraged most of the 

national ministries in charge, including for Labour/Employment and Social Affairs, from the countries we 

have got feedback to pro-actively organise a structured and meaningful consultation with Civil Society 

Organisations (CSOs), including EAPN members. EAPN’s members perceived the organisation still little 

transparency about what exactly the report proposes as concrete measures. Based on the information we 

got it seems that except for Portugal – and most likely also Austria – we could not witness proactive 

efforts by the national government to ensure a broad representative engagement of CSOs in the 

preparation of the Recovery and Resilience Plans. It also seems safe to conclude that nearly no country 

had put into place clear and transparent processes to facilitate their engagement in the national RRPs. 

 

• EAPN Austria was invited to contribute to the consultation to the Austrian RRP, with a deadline 

given of about a month. 

 

• EAPN Belgium had asked in meetings with government representatives how and when to engage 

and to give input into the Belgian RRP. However, they could never get a clear answer. They learnt 

from the newspaper that the different governments in Belgium had reached an agreement (on 11 

January 2021). The whole process took place behind closed doors and at the time when giving 

feedback to the EAPN Secretariat (end of January 2021) there was still little transparency about 

what exactly the RRP proposes as concrete measures, including those to address the impacts of 

the COVID-19 pandemic. When repeatedly asking for a possibility to meet the Minister in charge 

of the RRP and the Minister in charge of the fight against poverty and/or their representatives 

and to give input, they were informed that the process of consultation was already closed. 

 

• EAPN Czech Republic could organise a meeting and an exchange with their contact person in the 

Ministry of Labour and Social Affairs whereas the doors to the Ministry of Finance stayed closed. 

The lacking direct exchange also meant that proposals by EAPN Czech Republic were not taken up 

by the Ministry of Finance neither for the RRP nor for the use of ESF+ money. End of January 2021 

plans to curb funds from the ESF+ allocated for a much-needed expansion of the service provision 

and the improvement of the quality of social services and instead to shift money towards 

infrastructure projects, also co-funded by the RRF, were still on the table11. 

 
11 Our Czech member underlined the difficult situation during the negotiations on REACT and the National Recovery Plan and 
expressed their concern about the preparation of the distribution of allocations of the Cohesion Policy Funds 2021–2027 for the 
current programming period, also in direct exchanges with the European Commission, including with Commissioner Nicolas 
Schmit. They highlighted that the Czech government continued to underestimate the importance of prevention in the area of 
social exclusion, for example by fostering access to housing, employment, assistance to families, children, older people, people 
with disabilities, etc. They also held that despite the recommendations of the European Commission, evidence-based advice from 
monitoring committees or representatives of nonprofit organizations and other actors operating in the field of social and other 
services, the Czech government does not intend to change its position and that it continues to plan to reduce the share of ESF+ 
funding in the 2021-2027 programming period by 10 % in favour of the European Regional Development Fund (ERDF). In practice 
this leads to a fundamental diversion of part of the funds from social services and makes access to European funds more difficult 
for non-governmental nonprofit organizations and municipalities, which, unlike commercial entities, do not have sufficient funds 
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• EAPN Finland member SOSTE made a proposal for the Finnish Recovery and Resilience Plan. They 

made contacts with various parties about their proposals and did related media work. EAPN 

Finland and SOSTE have contacted the State Secretarys/Advisers of those ministries which are 

involved in a government working group on the RRP set up by the Prime Minister. They also 

reached out to the Finnish Parliament’s EU Committee, the EU experts from all parliamentary 

groups as well as the European Semester Officer and the Country Desk Officer in DG EMPL. EAPN 

Finland via SOSTE was represented at a Parliamentary hearing on the RRP on 27 January 2021. 

 

• EAPN Germany was not consulted on the preparation of the German Recovery and Resilience 

Plan12. They also underline that this was a general phenomenon for the large bulk of CSOs in 

Germany which were confronted to very little proactive consultation by the Federal Government. 

 

• EAPN Ireland was involved in four processes in the context of the 2021 European Semester cycle: 

o The Irish Department of Enterprise Trade and Employment has been using the Commission’s 

Guidance for Recovery and Resilience Plans (RRP) as a guide for the consultation on the 

National Economic Plan. The publication of the plan initially foreseen for December 2020 was 

postponed due to the pandemic situation13. EAPN Ireland was involved in an online 

stakeholder engagement event on 21 October 2020 followed by a not very well publicised 

opportunity to make written submissions. EAPN Ireland made a written submission which 

draws on EAPN’s Ireland submission to the EC consultation on the Action Plan for the Pillar of 

Social Rights and EAPN’s Ireland Poverty Watch 2020. 

 
for the proposed mandatory participation. Together with 35 other associations of providers of social services of general interest 
they have highlighted that even though it is possible to use REACT-EU funds for financing social services, these funds are primarily 
intended to support infrastructure through investment costs. This means primarily an investment in buildings such as homes for 
the elderly and medical institutions for the long-term ill or hospitals equipment, but not in human resources. They also underline 
that there are very few funds earmarked for the social area in the REACT-EU program; the allocation approved by the IROP 
Monitoring committee for social services infrastructure makes up only 9.6 % of the total REACT-EU allocation in the IROP. They 
criticise that all this is in stark contrast to the transformation that is to take place in the Czech Republic; the National Recovery 
Plan does not even count on funding for the social sector. The 36 social NGOs also explain that reducing the ESF+ allocation would 
affect a range of prevention services. For example, family services such as low-threshold centers for children and young people, 
social activation services for families with children, asylum services for mothers in need, professional counseling services for 
citizens dealing with debts, housing, employment, outreach services for people without home, or services that support housing 
(and thus partially replaces still pending legislation on affordable housing) as well as the transformation of psychiatric care and 
residential services for people with disabilities. These services are funded from the ESF + due to the fact that the inclusion of 
registered social services in the community plan of individual regions is lengthy and complex, as the municipality in which the 
social service needs to be established usually does not have the means to participate in its implementation. Funding would also 
be significantly lacking in the area of innovation and development of social services and in the area of employment solutions for 
housing and education of children and youth. 
12 The German draft RRP was published on 15 December 2020. It is coordinated by the Federal Ministry of Finance. It contributes 
to the implementation of the “Konjunktur- und Zukunftspaket” (which had been adopted in June 2020). 
13 In Ireland, the National Recovery and Resilience Plan will be developed based on the National Economic Plan which the 
Government is elaborating. The National Economic Plan is to be an all of Government document and the process to develop it is 
being coordinated by the Department of Enterprise Trade and Employment. EAPN Ireland has highlighted concerns about the 
potential focus or priorities in the National Economic Plan, given both the title and the lead Department. 

https://www.soste.fi/uutinen/soste-esittaa-lahes-3-miljardin-euron-hyvinvointi-investointeja-eun-elpymisrahoista/
https://www.eapn.ie/policy_ireland/eapn-ireland-submission-to-the-national-economic-plan/
https://www.eapn.eu/poverty-watch-ireland-poverty-watches-overview-2020/
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o In addition to this, the Better Europe Alliance of civil society groups, which is coordinated by 

EAPN Ireland, was invited by the Oireachtas (Parliamentary) Committee on Finance, Public 

Expenditure and Reform and Taoiseach (Prime Minister) to make a submission on the 

European Semester. This submission was done in the beginning of December 2020 and 

focused on the changes to the European Semester process and the National Economic 

Plan/Recovery and Resilience Plans. As end of January 2021, the Better Europe Alliance had 

not been invited to make an oral presentation on it to the Parliamentary Committee. 

o As part of an even wider cross sectoral coalition of civil society organisations brought together 

by Stop Climate Chaos EAPN Ireland was involved in developing a joint document outlining A 

Shared Vision for a Just Recovery. This was signed by 56 organisations and networks across a 

range of sectors and submitted as part of the consultation process for the National Economic 

Plan. It was also sent to the leaders of the three parties in the Irish coalition Government. 

EAPN Ireland was part of a delegation of six representatives to meet the leader of the Green 

Party to present and discuss the Shared Vision, including our concerns regarding the National 

Economic Plan/Recovery and Resilience Plan. We were assured that the Plan being developed 

would address economic, social and environmental challenges. It was also mentioned that the 

title of the document would be changed to reflect this wider policy focus. 

o On 3 February 2021, EAPN Ireland received an invitation from the Department of the 

Taoiseach (Prime Minister) to make a written submission to a consultation on the National 

Recover and Resilience Plan. EAPN Ireland asked for clarification on the different purpose and 

nature of the two documents they had been consulted upon. The Department of the 

Taoiseach explained that the National Economic Plan is a high-level framework of the 

Government’s priorities and policy objectives for a sustainable and inclusive recovery while 

the National Recovery and Resilience Plan is aligned to this but is a separate EU specific 

requirement as part of the Recover and Resilience Facility and detailing what the RRF will be 

used for. The consultation on both documents used the Commission’s Guidance on the RRF. 

 

• EAPN Latvia was not invited by the Ministry of Finance to make a contribution to the RRP. And 

representatives of EAPN Latvia do not participate in ministrial working groups. Their 

representatives could only participate in webinars on specific aspects or components of the RRP. 

On 27 January 2021, EAPN Latvia was informed about the submission of the draft RRP to the 

Cabinet of Ministers for approval in early February 2021. 

o They had to note that the Ministry of Finance does not take into account proposals from 

NGOs. Starting from there, EAPN Latvia on 4 December 2020 submitted to the Prime Minister 

K. Kariņš an application for the allocation of 5 million € and a project plan for 2021-2027 for 

the establishment of a new NGO fund for strengthening social security in Latvia, involving 

social NGOs and using the financial resources allocated by the European Commission. The 

application was also sent to the entire Cabinet of Ministers, i.e., to 12 ministers. 

o EAPN Latvia also notes that compared to the social partners which are well funded and can 

regularly participate in decision-making processes they lack these resources and consequently 

also influence and political impact – and this is the case even though regular contact and 

https://www.stopclimatechaos.ie/assets/files/pdf/a_shared_vision_for_a_just_recovery.pdf
https://www.stopclimatechaos.ie/assets/files/pdf/a_shared_vision_for_a_just_recovery.pdf
https://www.eapn.ie/policy_ireland/eapn-ireland-submission-to-the-national-recovery-and-resilience-plan/
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cooperations with the Ministries of Finance, of Welfare, of Economics, of Culture and of 

Education and Science exist for a number of years. In order to generate impact EAPN Latvia 

needs to work in coalitions with the Federation of Free Trade Unions and the Union of Local 

Governments of Latvia. 

 

• EAPN Netherlands informed the EAPN Secretariat that they could not give any inputs into the 

Recovery and Resilience Plan, because they didn’t receive the draft RRP neither from the Ministry 

of Economic Affairs and Climate not from the Ministry of Finance. The government plans to submit 

the draft RRP to the EC after the Parliamentary elections on 17 March 2021. 

 

• EAPN Poland did not have the possibility to contribute to the RRP. The Polish government had 

put an online a form for gathering proposals for RRP projects, but without advertising this 

possibility and by not accepting inputs after 30 September 2020. The Consultation Body for the 

Europe 2020 Strategy and the European Semester process in Poland, which comprises CSOs, 

normally should have been involved in the elaboration of the draft RRP. But beyond some 

information, such a structured and meaningful consultation did not take place in the year’s 

European Semester cycle. The Consultation Body was informed that it would be consulted on the 

draft RRP. End of January 2021, the Polish government had not yet clarified if the Consultation 

Body for the Europe 2020 Strategy and the European Semester process in Poland would be 

involved when it comes to the selection of the major projects to be retained in the Polish RRP. 

 

 

• EAPN Portugal could make a contribution to the public consultation on the RRP. 

o They contacted the Ministry of Employment and Social Affairs and Minster of the Presidency. 

They also sent their proposals to the European Semester Officer. 

o In order to increase its impact on the RRP, EAPN had also established contacts with the Inter-

municipal Communities (Comunidades Inter Municipais) and with the National Association of 

Municipalities (Associação Nacional de Municípios). These links were also set up in order to 

demonstrate EAPN Portugal’s willingness to collaborate with these entities to implement the 

next Community Framework and the Portuguese Recovery and Resilience Plan. 

 

• EAPN Slovenia shared with the EAPN Secretariat the information that he Slovenian government 

had a ”rather unique interpretation” of the consultation requriement on the RRP as it had 

classified the Slovenian RRP! Slovenian CSOs expressed their concern about this approach. This 

implied that only government official had any more detailed information on the content of the 

RRP and the planned attribution of money. The Slovenian government on 23 December 2020 had 

only disclosed some rather general information on the RRP on its webpage. 

 

• The Spanish government did not reach out to EAPN Spain or other civil society organisations for 

contributions to the RRP as it was particularly accelerating the process of its elaboration to send 

https://www.gov.si/novice/2020-12-23-predlog-nacrta-za-okrevanje-in-odpornost


 
 

10 

at a very early stage the draft RRP to the EC. The internal governmental coordination and work on 

the RRP already took place in September and early October 202014. EAPN Spain could only find 

out who the responsible civil servant was to coordinate the RRP (in earlier years in charge of the 

National Reform Programme). EAPN Spain on 9 October 2020 presented an evaluation of the 

Spanish Recovery and Resilience Plan. It highlights the positive nature of the enormous effort 

made by the European Union as a whole thanks to the Recovery and Resilience Facility, which will 

allow EU MS to access to extraordinary funds in order to tackle the negative consequences of the 

COVID-19 pandemic, in addition to those already allocated to Spain through the Structural Funds 

Programme. It states that 7 out of every 10 € will go to measures to frame and accompany the 

environmental transition or the digital transition. Priority, however, should have been given to 

the fight against poverty and exclusion to ensure that “no one is left behind” in the economic 

recovery from the COVID-19 pandemic. EAPN Spain demanded that for the next phases of the 

delivery and assessment of the RRP the perspective of CSOs is fully taken into account. EAPN Spain 

also presents a critical assessment of three main points: 1) There is a lack of transversality in the 

measures proposed in the RRP to better promote social cohesion15. 2) Compared to funding 

dedicated to the digital and green transformations, the money dedicated to address the other 

two major "transformations" according to the Spanish government, namely gender equality and 

social and territorial cohesion is not adequate16. 3) The was a lack of governance and active 

involvement of CSOs in the process of preparing the Spanish RRP17. 

 

 

 
14 On 7 October 2020, Spanish Prime Minister Pedro Sánchez presented the "Recovery, Transformation and Resilience Plan for 
the Spanish Economy". This was done on the backdrop of a dramatic fall in economic growth and the serious employment crisis, 
caused by the consequences of the COVID-19 pandemic. The Spanish RRP proposes an investment of 72 billion € for the next 
three years, stemming both from the RRF (59 billion € in transfers) and from REACT-EU (12,4 billion €). The RRP is structured 
around “four transformations that the government has placed from the beginning at the center of the economic policy strategy: 
the ecological transition, the digital transformation, gender equality and social and territorial cohesion”. These priorities are 
based on the United Nations 2030 Agenda and the Government's Agenda for Change. 
15 EAPN Spain writes: “In the field of digitisation, some examples of a transversality of measures would be addressing the digital 
divide beyond the educational system, as in the case of the requalification of people of working age who suffer the most from the 
divide. When it comes to the green economy, examples could be the construction of sustainable social rental housing, eradicating 
slums, shanty towns, and reverting overcrowding in low-income households, as elements of a sustainable and healthy life”. 
16 EAPN Spain writes: “We are especially concerned that, given the more than possible increase of poverty and social exclusion 
due to the pandemic, which would probably exceed the current 25.3% of the population of Spain, priority has not been given to 
launching urgently the operational programs of the Strategy for Prevention and Fight against Poverty 2019-2023. It is alarming 
that, with this European funding, no resources have been allocated to specific actions so that Spain can do its part in reducing 
poverty in the EU (as 11,875,000 out of the 109,800,000 people at risk of poverty and exclusion living in the EU, i.e. 10,8%, are 
living in Spain). Although the 2030 Agenda is present in the discourse, we do not see a direct relationship with the social 
Sustainable Development Goals (for example, with the reduction of child poverty), nor how the principles contained in the 
European Pillar of Social Rights are going to be developed as they are not included in the driving policies”. 
17 EAPN Spain writes: “In the last 5 years, EAPN Spain has participated, together with the Third Sector Platform, in the monitoring 
of the National Reform Programs and in the Economic Semester process, making contributions and recommendations so that the 
interests of people in a situation poverty and exclusion are taken into account in public policies and budgets. In the case of the 
Spanish "Recovery, Transformation and Resilience Plan for the Spanish Economy", there has neither been participation of CSOs 
nor could they make proposals, and this despite the fact that other EU governments have opened dialogue processes with social 
and civil interlocutors”. 

https://www.eapn.es/noticias/1222/valoracion-de-eapn-es-del-plan-de-recuperacion-transformacion-y-resiliencia-de-la-economia-espanola


 
 

11 

2.3 Thematic priorities of the input provided by EAPN members 

 

In this section we present the thematic priorities of the contributions of EAPN members to the RRPs: 

 

EAPN Austria in its written submission elaborates on a number of areas which should be prioritised for 

investments stemming from the RRF, underlining that several fields are intertwined, e.g. access to health 

and education. It refers to the relevant country-specific recommendations (CSRs) from 2019 and 2020 on 

health care and education and digital skills. For the five policy fields listed below a number of concrete 

and detailed recommendations is made: 

• Ecological transition, including energy poverty and its consequences; 

• Digital transition, including access to digital public services in easy language and to digital skills; 

• Social and territorial cohesion, including based on the participation of people experiencing 

poverty for the identification of needs and adequate policy measures to address them; 

• Health and economic, social and institutional resilience, including with a view to preventive 

measures, user participation and an increased crisis preparedness and crisis response capability; 

• Children and young people, including (digital) education and skills (reskilling and upskilling). 

 

EAPN Belgium elaborated a position paper with key demands focusing on 6 points: 

• Strengthen social protection and increase social benefits; 

• Public finances and taxation: Towards fairer taxation; 

• Invest in the future: Fight child poverty and make education the engine for greater equality; 

• The Green Transition as a level for realizing the right to housing; 

• Take measures to reduce over-indebtedness of individuals; 

• Involve people experiencing poverty in drawing up, implementing and evaluating the RRP. 

 

EAPN Czech Republic strongly advocated for the inclusion of investments from the RRF into the broad 

range of social services as one a key proposal. However, in the Czech RRF there is no investment focus on 

social services including labour market inclusion for vulnerable groups/persons, with the exceptions of 

investments in childcare, in particular crèches (into which former children’s group will be transformed) 

and into ITC equipment of the public employment services. 

 

The written submission of EAPN Ireland to the National Economic Plan elaborates in four chapters on a 

number of thematic priorities and makes several recommendations for action to the Irish government: 

• Working towards economic, social and environmental sustainability 

o The need for investment in Essential Public Services 

o A poverty proofing of the National Economic Plan 

o The right to healthcare for all 

o The right to housing for all 

• The need to address the digital divide to ensure a just digital transition 

o The right to education for all 

http://www.armutskonferenz.at/aktivitaeten/europa-eapn/armutskonferenz-zu-aufbau-und-resilienzplan-arbeitslosigkeit-kinderarmut-und-die-soziale-krise-bekaempfen.html
https://www.eapn.ie/policy_ireland/eapn-ireland-submission-to-the-national-economic-plan/
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• Opportunities for reform and renewal 

o The right to adequate and accessible social welfare supports 

o The right to access adequate wages 

o The right to legislative protection from discrimination: Socio-economic status 

o The right to an empowered and active community development structure 

• Reskilling and upskilling of the labour market in response to the significant challenges 

o The right to decent work for all 

 

The written submission of EAPN Ireland to the National Recover and Resilience Plan examines what 

Ireland must prioritise for investment and reform as part of the National Recovery and Resilience Plan. is 

built around seven main topics: 

• Universal healthcare 

• Investment and reform in the provision of social and affordable housing 

• Just transition for all 

• Digital transition for all 

• Access to adequate income for all 

o The right to adequate and accessible social welfare supports 

o The right to access adequate wages 

• Equality proofing 

• Community development 

 

EAPN Latvia focused on better access to and coverage by social security schemes/measures. 

 

EAPN Lithuania took up the policy recommendations developed on the basis of the Poverty Watch for 

Lithuania. They touch upon six topics: 1) An action plan to reduce poverty, social exclusion and income 

inequality based on social rights; 2) Collection of tax revenue and financing of social security; 3) Reducing 

monetary poverty and strengthening the social protection; 4)Reform of the social services system; 

5)Reducing educational inequalities; 6) Ensuring the network of available public services and their quality. 

 

EAPN Portugal focused on two main policy demands: 

• First on policies in line with principle 19 of the EPSR on “Housing and assistance for the homeless”. 

Our Portuguese National Network highlighted the need to have access to decent housing as well 

as an integrated approach with other public policies (such as employment, income, transport, 

education, health). They also recalled the need to fully involve citizens and civil society in 

participation processes related to the right to housing as well as the need to tackle in particular 

the vulnerability of specific groups like Roma communities. EAPN Portugal considers it essential 

and positive that the state assumes its role when as to the provision of public housing, through 

social housing or the restoration of vacant housing stock and its redistribution to the most 

vulnerable population. For EAPN Portugal it is crucial to avoid housing exclusion and/or 

https://www.eapn.ie/policy_ireland/eapn-ireland-submission-to-the-national-recovery-and-resilience-plan/
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ghettoisation of certain low-income groups to give adequate attention to the housing needs of 

the homeless population with the aim to improve their social inclusion. 

• Second on the urgent need for have an integrated National Strategy to Fight Poverty. 

 

EAPN Spain on 9 October 2020 presented an evaluation of the Spanish Recovery and Resilience Plan. Not 

having been invited to contribute to its elaboration, EAPN Spain came up with own proposals to orient 

the funding from the RRF for Spain. They focus on four topics, summarised in four plans: 1) Gender 

Equality Plan to advance towards gender equality without leaving anybody behind due to poverty, 

vulnerability or social exclusion; 2) Digital Success Plan, aiming at the eradication of the digital divide; 3) 

Comprehensive Social Housing Plan; 4) Employment Plan for equality and against discrimination. 

 

2.4 First assessment of the actual impact of the involvement in the European Semester cycle 2021 and of 

the contributions made on the content of the respective national Recovery and Resilience Plans 

 

Given the problems encountered with short deadlines, unclear internal government coordination and the 

non-availability of consultation channels which had worked (fairly) well in the years before as described 

by most of the EAPN members, their expectations as to the concrete impact of their contributions to the 

RRP and/or NRP in general were rather low: 

 

• In the case of Austria, at the time the reply by EAPN Austria to the EAPN Secretariat was made, it 

was not yet clear to which extent the proposals made will be integrated into the RRP. EAPN 

Austria, however, managed to underpin many of their demands by making reference to the CSRs 

2019 and 2020 (see above under 2.3). 

 

• The Belgian National Network (BAPN) would not expect any impact on the Recovery and 

Resilience Plan of Belgium as once they had prepared their input, they were informed that the 

process of consultation on the RRP had already been closed. 

 

• In the Czech Republic, the National Recovery and Resilience Plan is mainly focused on investments 

into infrastructure projects and health services. Proposals and comments by EAPN Czech Republic 

were taken into account by the representative of the Ministry of Labour and Social Affairs, but 

not taken up in versions finalised by the Ministry of Finance (as coordinating ministry). EAPN CZ 

could also not organise a meeting with them. Due to the lack of direct channels and exchanges, 

they could not convince the government from abstaining from a shift of ESF+ money which had 

before been allocated to social services toward infrastructure projects either (including those 

mentioned above under 2.3). 

 

• For EAPN Ireland the extent to which own proposals (or also proposals made in the two broader 

coalitions they have been involved in, see above under 2.2) were taken up in the RRP could not 

yet be assessed when the small EAPN internal survey had to be closed on 5 February 2021. 

https://www.eapn.es/noticias/1222/valoracion-de-eapn-es-del-plan-de-recuperacion-transformacion-y-resiliencia-de-la-economia-espanola
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• EAPN Latvia received negative responses to its proposals (see above under 2.2) from the State 

Chancellery, the Ministry of Finance, the Ministry of Economics and the Ministry of Culture. The 

refusal was based on the argument that an NGO fund managed by the Society Integration Fund 

already operates in Latvia and that the state lacks additional funds to co-finance a new fund by 

national money. The counter argument advanced by EAPN Latvia that the Society Integration 

Fund does not fund socially vulnerable NGOs was also dismissed. 

 

• EAPN Portugal assumes that the fight against poverty is included in the RRP proposal to the EC 

which seems to comprise a “social section”. The same holds true for other key issues like housing, 

energy poverty, homeless. 

 

• EAPN Spain on 9 October 2020 presented an evaluation of the Spanish Recovery and Resilience 

Plan. It contains positive and negative points (see above under 2.2). EAPN Spain demanded that 

for the next phases of the delivery and assessment of the RRP the perspective of CSOs is fully 

taken into account and deplore the lack of focus on the fight against poverty and the reduction of 

gender inequality when it comes to the shares of money allocated in the RRP. EAPN Spain also 

presents a critical assessment of three main points: 1) There is a lack of transversality in the 

measures proposed in the RRP to better promote social cohesion; 2) Compared to funding 

dedicated to the digital and green transformations, the money dedicated to address the other 

two major "transformations" according to the Spanish government, namely gender equality and 

social and territorial cohesion is not adequate; 3) The was a lack of governance and active 

involvement of CSOs in the process of preparing the Spanish RRP. 

 

3. Preliminary assessment of the participation of EAPN’s National Members in the 2021 European 

Semester cycle and of the take-up of their contributions 

 

This document aims at providing a critical assessment of shortcomings in this year’s European Semester 

cycle and at helping to systematically address deficits and improving the procedures and policy impacts 

when it comes to the involvement of CSOs as of the 2020 European Semester process. We present four 

key “learning points” by also referring to documents prepared by other organisations or networks18: 

 

3.1 Ineffective use of existing consultation practices and structures 

 

From the feedback received in writing and other feedback given earlier in meetings we can deduce that 

in many countries existing consultation practices with the civil society from earlier European Semester 

 
18 The EAPN assessment of the European Semester cycle 2019 contains are structured (questionnaire-based) assessment of the 
stakeholder engagement at the national and the European level as reported by EAPN members. They inform about the quality of 
their involvement and pointing out areas where improvement is still needed to ensure meaningful, high-quality participation. The 
analysis covers their engagement with national governments and parliaments, as well as with the European Commission 
(Commission Desk Officers; European Semester Officers). 

https://www.eapn.es/noticias/1222/valoracion-de-eapn-es-del-plan-de-recuperacion-transformacion-y-resiliencia-de-la-economia-espanola
https://www.eapn.eu/wp-content/uploads/2019/09/EAPN-2019-Semester-Report-Full-FINAL_Print-3844.pdf
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cycles were not effectively used. Not least due to the considerable changes in this European Semester 

cycle, it also seems that most Member-States – at least in the first months of the 2021 cycle covered by 

our small survey –had no clear procedures in place on how to take the contributions by CSOs into account. 

Extrapolating the experiences made in the preparatory phase for the national RRPs and NRP in the last 

months, it is to be feared that the same weak processes of engagement will also reappear when it comes 

to their delivery, monitoring and review of implementation. EAPN thus fully shares a call included in the 

open letter of the Social Platform: “We urge you to go beyond the European Commission requirements 

and to do your utmost at national level to engage in constructive dialogue with CSOs, in addition to the 

social partners, in the design and preparation of the plans. You can also facilitate their involvement by 

publishing your draft RRP ahead of its approval, enabling stakeholders to provide input on the draft plans”. 

 

This first insight is consistent with the results presented in the CSE/ECNL Report (finalised in December 

2020) which states – building on 40 responses from 17 EU MS to a survey – that for CSOs from the 

environmental/climate, social, cultural, education, women’s rights, human rights and active 

citizenship/volunteering sectors the “consultation on the preparation of NRRPs has been very limited in 

almost all countries” (p. 11). It highlights that there “has been little proactive government-led consultation 

or engagement of CSOs in the preparation of the NRRPs. With the exception of Portugal and to a lesser 

extent Italy, respondents from no other countries reported that the consultation was: well structured, 

transparent or participative” 19 (ibid.). The study also informs that according to the feedback the authors 

receive the consultations in most of the cases were done online and/or only as “tick-box exercises”. Such 

formats cannot live up to expectations by CSOs and EAPN members to have an effective, i.e. structured, 

transparent and meaningful consultation. On the positive side, the report explains that “where CSOs have 

been proactive in seeking to engage with the NRRPs and have suggested reforms or projects that could be 

supported by them, this has had some positive impact in developing engagement with the Ministries 

responsible” (p. 14). It mentions in this regard Lithuania and Poland as examples whereas EAPN’s 

Lithuanian and Polish members could not (yet) confirm this feedback for their fields of action or for the 

proposals they have made. 

 

3.2 Weakened role/less weight for the established interlocutors in the national governments and which 

in the past have offered most of the “entry points” into the European Semester for national social CSOs 

 

In many countries, EAPN National Networks did witness a more limited and/or less decisive role of the 

Employment/Labour and Social Affairs Ministries compared to the “lead/coordinating ministry” (often the 

Finance Ministry or the Prime Minister’s office) in this year’s European Semester cycle. The 

Employment/Labour and Social Affairs Ministries, however, are the “established/traditional” interlocutors 

and “entry points” into the European Semester for national social CSOs, including EAPN’s National 

Networks. In the majority of the countries for which the EAPN Secretariat received a written input, they 

thus felt that their inputs/contributions and proposals for reforms and investments could not be taken up 

 
19 “This was also the case in most countries which traditionally have consulted civil society on key EU Plans and 
Funding Programmes and where structures exist to facilitate such consultation, such as Germany.” (p. 11) 

https://www.socialplatform.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/12/Social-Platform-Open-letter-on-the-European-Recovery-and-Resilience-Plans-and-the-involvement-of-Civil-Society-Organisations-Member-States.pdf


 
 

16 

in the same way is in previous years. It still has to be seen what these two factors mean for the relative 

weight of policy reforms and investments contained in the RRPs for the thematic priorities covered and 

“defended” by the Employment/Labour and Social Affairs Ministries. 

 

This second insight is again supported by the evidence presented in the CSE/ECNL Report: “The Ministries 

who are responsible for the development of these Plans are usually less experienced in consulting with 

CSOs and seem not to draw on the experience of Ministries who have developed systems for consulting 

with them. Only respondents from Bulgaria and Italy reported that existing structures had been used to 

consult on the preparation of the Plans” (p. 12). It highlights that for the CSOs “not building on existing 

consultation systems in place for European Structural and Investment Funds was a cause for great 

concern” (ibid) and spells out that a common worry expressed by the CSOs was “that systems that have 

been built up around the European Structural and Investment Funds (ESIF) and the European Semester 

process might be undermined by the way the NRRPs – which have links to the National Reform 

Programmes and the Country Specific Recommendations - are being developed” (ibid). The impression of 

EAPN members about the (very) limited take-up of their inputs (if any) is confirmed by feedback received 

by the authors of the CSE/ECNL Report: “Our respondents from social organisations (Spain, Lithuania, 

Poland) argue that Employment and Social Affairs Ministries were invited to make contributions at a very 

late stage and struggled to meet deadlines” (p. 15). They also confirm a more general problem inherent 

to intra-government cooperation when it comes both to the contents of the RRP and to the process of 

working towards their elaboration: “It also seems that a coherent vision by the government is lacking and 

the impression is that each Ministry is working in silos” (ibid.) 

 

3.3 Unclear procedures and/or very short deadlines for government consultations with CSOs 

 

Unclear procedures and/or very short deadlines (which are always difficult to respect by membership-

based organisations which need to organise bottom-up processes) were other aspects which made 

structured, transparent and meaningful involvement of EAPN members in the elaboration of the RRP 

and/or NRP either more complicated than in earlier years or basically impossible. Many members also 

report about late invitations and/or information received on meetings (online or face-to-face) to exchange 

with government official only known at short notice (implying the same difficulties for them as set out 

above). 

 

What the CSE/ECNL Study points out by referring to the case of Slovenia does not seem to be an isolated 

case, though: “(…) this leads to information being hard to obtain, drafts proposals that are not available, 

information is sporadic, and all consultations, except with business sectors and municipalities, are hard to 

obtain. It is also not clear what will be in the NRRP and what will be in Cohesion Operational Programmes” 

(p. 13). It continues that “CSOs in many countries reported concerns with regards to capacity to engage 

quickly and fully in consultation on these Plans” (ibid.), a worry shared by the EAPN National Networks. 

Finally, not only CSOs suffer from short deadlines or unclear procedures in this year’s European Semester 

cycle: “There was a general message reported by a number of respondents that even Ministries struggle 
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to meet deadlines they have been given to engage in the preparation of Plans or are not consulted in a 

proper way” (p. 16). 

 

And unclarity is not only a feature for the post months. The role which civil society organisations can play 

when it comes to the analytic documents the EC will prepare to assess the RRPs of all 27 Member States 

in the summer of 2021 is also still unclear. These analytic documents which replace the Country Reports 

will be issued – usually between June and August 2021 – by the EC in staggered batches, depending on 

the delivery of the final RRP by a given EU MS. They will accompany the EC proposals for Council 

Implementing Acts. 

 

For EAPN it thus is indispensable that the European Commission commits to publishing both the final 

Recovery and Resilience Plans (RRPs) and the EC analytic documents which will accompany the EC 

proposals for Council Implementing Acts. 

 

In line with demands of the ESPCO Council as set out in its ”Council Conclusions on 2021 European 

Semester: employment and social aspects of the Annual Sustainable Growth Strategy 2021” of 23 

November 202120, EAPN would also like to see a commitment from the European Commission to return 

to full European Semester with CR and CSRs in 2022, in line with the Employment Guidelines and allowing 

for a systematic engagement of CSOs. These Council Conclusions take note of the “temporary adaptation 

of the European Semester for 2021 to ensure consistent and effective implementation of the Recovery and 

Resilience Facility” (12.) The EU MS underline that the “temporary character of the Recovery and Resilience 

Facility (…) should not put aside the need to address the remaining long-term structural reform challenges 

in the Member States, particularly in the employment and social areas” (14.). They very importantly call 

on the EC “to propose appropriate arrangements for the return to a fully-fledged European Semester 

process as soon as possible, including its governance” (19.), a demand fully supported by EAPN. 

 

EAPN underlines a call included in the open letter of the Social Platform: “Ensuring a strong social 

dimension of the European Semester process and a concrete space to enable the participation and 

consultation of CSOs, is crucial to guarantee democratic and accountable decision-making that 

corresponds to the situation on the ground and therefore helps ensure Europe’s social recovery from the 

crisis, making Europe a more prosperous, resilient, and socially just continent”. This is true as CSOs “bring 

together local, regional, and national members working with and representing the interests of people, 

 
20 The Council Conclusions further recall that the “timely identification and related surveillance of such long-term 
challenges must not be put at risk by the absence of country reports and country-specific recommendations in this 
exceptional 2021 European Semester cycle” (14.) It is positive that they stress the Employment Guidelines as key 
reference document by stressing that “the monitoring of the national Recovery and Resilience Plans should be 
accompanied by a comprehensive multilateral surveillance process, with regard to reforms in the fields of 
employment, social policy, healthcare, as well as education and training, in line with the Employment Guidelines” 
(15.). EAPN also welcomes that the national governments encourage the EC “to provide guidance to the Member 
States with a view to promoting employment, quality jobs and social inclusion, in relation to reforms and investments 
under the Recovery and Resilience Plans” (17.). 

https://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-13246-2020-INIT/en/pdf
https://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-13246-2020-INIT/en/pdf
https://www.socialplatform.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/12/Social-Platform-Open-letter-on-the-European-Recovery-and-Resilience-Plans-and-the-involvement-of-Civil-Society-Organisations-Member-States.pdf
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including those who are traditionally underrepresented in decision-making. They also represent local social 

services organisations who support on a day-to-day basis millions of people in the day-to-day lives. Their 

involvement helps ensure that policy and legislative reforms recommended and implemented in the 

context of the European Semester process to ensure Europe’s social recovery from the crisis correspond to 

the situation on the ground, i.e. the concrete living and working conditions, also of those at the risk of 

poverty and social exclusion, of disadvantaged persons and vulnerable groups”. 

 

3.4 Persistent unclarity about links between key deliverables of the European Semester and possibilities 

to use different EU-level funds for the effective delivery of national policies, reforms and investments 

 

Most of the replies also showed persistent uncertainty for them (and other CSOs) about the links between 

the Recovery and Resilience Programme in their country and the National Reforms Programmes and about 

the possibility (or not) to use for policies, reforms and investments (in general and also supported by 

them) of money from the European Structural and Investment Funds (ESIF) in addition (or not) to money 

from the Recovery and Resilience Facility (RFF). 

 

For EAPN members the broader concern which also stems from this unclarity goes much beyond questions 

regarding the interplay of deliverables and/or of EU-level funding instruments. It is well expressed by 

Valentina Caimi and Fintan Farrell, the authors of the CSE/ECNL report, in highlighting: “The concern for 

the limited participation of CSOs in the preparation of NRRPs is not just a concern about participation, but 

ultimately a concern that important insights and proposals for the content of the Plans being developed, 

will be missed” (p. 18). EAPN’s National Networks also share the experience and worry that “funds were 

largely set aside for infrastructure projects, such as highways, with little focus on reform policies” (ibid.) 

which is reported with a quote from Bulgaria, but is far from being a single case issue whereas they would 

like to see investment in people, their living and working conditions, in inclusive education and in 

accessible and comprehensive social protection schemes, to only name some of EAPN’s priorities. 

 

Finally, EAPN members at this stage have not yet elaborated on another aspect covered by the CSE/ECNL 

Report (but were also not yet explicitly asked about it from the EAPN Secretariat) when it comes to the 

future implementation of the RRPs and the use of loans or grants from the RRF by EU MS: “The 

Commission’s proposal for Regulation does not spell out which actors can be considered implementing 

beneficiaries of the funds during the implementation of the Plans. Some interviewees expressed concerns 

as at present there is no guarantee that CSOs will receive part of the funds. In some countries, some CSOs 

or social economy actors have been reassured that they are considered final beneficiaries, however this 

hasn’t been reflected in the draft Plans so far” (p. 17). 

 


