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Statements by invited stakeholders 

 

I: The reform and investment measures in the Member States, particularly those based on the 

country-specific recommendations 2024 (CSRs), and the implementation of these measures:  

 

Currently, the CSRs only cover new or outstanding priorities that were not included in the national 

recovery and resilience plans, cohesion policy programmes and the medium-term fiscal structural plans 

that are drawn up by the Member States following the review of the economic governance framework. 

There is therefore a risk that reforms and investments in these programmes and plans which have not 

yet been implemented will be overlooked in the CSRs. The European Commission’s 2024 CSRs 

covered the following areas: green transition, digital/single market, social issues (such as poverty 

and social exclusion)/health/education, fiscal/financial policy, institutional resilience, and 

competitiveness (business environment, research and innovation, labour market policies, skills and 

training, education, energy efficiency and saving resources). The European Commission has 

recommended that Poland take action in 2024 and 2025 to: 



 

1. Submit the medium-term fiscal-structural plan in a timely manner. In line with the requirements 

of the reformed Stability and Growth Pact, limit the growth in net expenditure in 2025 to a rate 

consistent with, among other things, reducing the general government deficit towards the 3% of 

GDP Treaty reference value and keeping the general government debt at a prudent level over the 

medium term. Improve the efficiency of public spending, including through better targeting of 

social benefits as well as more transparency in investment planning and wider use of standardised 

procedures for project assessment and selection. Ensure the adequacy of future pension benefits 

and the sustainability of the pension system, including by taking measures to increase the effective 

retirement age and reforming preferential pension schemes. 

2. Strengthen administrative capacity to manage the recovery and resilience plan, accelerate 

investments and maintain momentum in the implementation of reforms. Overcome any delays so 

that implementation of the recovery and resilience plan, including the REPowerEU chapter, can 

be continued quickly and effectively and to ensure that reforms and investments are completed 

by August 2026. Speed up the implementation of cohesion policy. In the context of the mid-term 

review, continue focusing on the agreed priorities, taking action to better support and integrate 

non-EU nationals, while considering the opportunities provided by the Strategic Technologies for 

Europe Platform initiative to improve competitiveness.  

3. Take steps to increase the labour market participation of disadvantaged groups, including by 

improving the quality of and access to formal home- and community-based long-term care. Foster 

competition in public procurement processes by making such processes more efficient and less 

cumbersome, especially for SMEs. Support private investments by fostering the digitalisation of 

companies.  

4. Take measures to accelerate the phasing-out of fossil fuels in the district heating sector by 

transitioning to renewable energy. Improve policies related to the protection and sustainable use 

of water resources to ensure the long-term sustainability of sectors that rely on ecosystem services. 

 

Representatives of organised civil society attending the meeting drew attention to the following 

issues: 

 

• The Commission’s recommendations for Poland are generally seen as positive, as they 

accurately diagnose the main challenges.  

• There is not enough information on the consultations carried out.  It is also not easy to identify 

where the recommendations are published.  

• No real feeling of having influence on the final content on the Commission’s 

recommendations for Poland. The deadlines set for responding within the consultations are 

short, there is an impression that the consultations are only organised as a formality. On many 

important, and controversial, issues such as the MERCOSUR FTA, consultations are very often 

not carried out at all. This shows that social dialogue/consultations in Poland are not treated 

with due importance. 

• NGOs should have greater representation in social dialogue (employers are best represented), 

national representation is a major challenge in Poland because it is not a homogeneous 

environment.  

• Reaching a common position within the Social Dialogue Council (SDC) is a growing problem.  



• The partnership principle model has been proven and should be implemented in many fields 

(including drafting the recommendations), not only in funds.  

• The potential of NGOs is not acknowledged, but they often provide a cheaper set of services 

than companies. Indeed this is why the green transition, just transition and improved 

competitiveness will not happen without the involvement of NGOs. 

• The recommendations are right to mention improving competitiveness. However, market 

overregulation is currently a problem. Drug safety is one of the cornerstones of improved 

competitiveness, but there is not much mention of it. 

• There are no specific recommendations on how to protect our economy’s competitiveness from 

non-EU countries. 

• There is no horizontal Polish industrial strategy.  

• There are financial concerns regarding the recommendations.  In such difficult times, when 

great spending is needed for things such as defence, energy transition, health (ongoing as a 

result of the COVID-19 pandemic), and salary budgets are increasing (teachers’ salaries were 

increased last year), it is not certain whether meeting the requirements of fiscal consolidation is 

justified. The Polish economy needs investment to sustain economic growth and jobs. Increasing 

investment expenditure in Europe is one of the main recommendations of the Draghi report.  

• Greater investment in public services and higher wages for workers are necessary. 

Underfunding of the public budget leads to lack of staff and workers leaving for the private sector. 

The recommendations are not up to the task of diagnosing the root cause of the lack of 

convergence between Poland and the rest of the EU.  

• There are concerns about the recommendation to accelerate the phase-out of fossil fuels, 

given the current geopolitical situation which is resulting in high energy prices in the EU and that 

Poland is one of the countries with the highest energy prices in the EU. Climate policy and the 

green transition are necessary but the process of achieving them should happen in such a 

way as to not jeopardise the competitiveness of the economy and jobs.  Therefore, the pathway 

of the energy transition set out in the recommendations is appropriate but it should take better 

account of the real possibilities and needs of businesses. 

• Labour market considerations are dealt with too superficially.  Implementing the 

recommendations on increasing participation of disadvantaged groups requires close cooperation 

between different ministers and public and private entities and adequate job protection. The 

recommendations focus too little on access to workers (the labour market is shrinking).  

• The issue of access to public services and long-term care: lack of proper consideration of 

transport exclusion in the case of older people or those with disabilities.  

• No questions raised relating to gender equality, representativeness, no reference to Poland’s 

failure to implement the Charter of Fundamental Rights.  

• No recommendations to improve crisis management capacity or boost resilience in this area. 

Poland is facing a skills deficit in this area, which was clearly evident during the recent floods. 

The recommendations also do not address the key issue of better use and a horizontal approach 

to volunteering (activities are ad hoc and only in the event of a crisis).  

• The recommendations do not take sufficient account of challenges posed by the increase in 

extreme poverty, the ageing population and energy poverty (statistics show that this mainly 

impacts older women). Greater investment in insulation of buildings and development of 

alternative forms of housing for people at risk of climate poverty is needed.  

 



II: Medium-term fiscal-structural plans: 

 

Regrettably, due to the short timeframe for developing the first set of national medium-term fiscal 

structural plans, the Member States are not consulting stakeholders on this process. For the development 

of all future plans, the Member States must consult stakeholders; however, yet again, the regulation does 

not stipulate any quality criteria.  

 

Representatives of organised civil society attending the meeting drew attention to the following 

issues: 

 

• Negative assessment of the adopted act on the newly created Fiscal Council (the solution is a 

response to EU legislation that obliges EU countries to have independent fiscal institutions). It 

unjustifiably limits the role of the SDC in consulting on the state budget. Macroeconomic 

assumptions have already been excluded from the SDC Act at the expense of the Fiscal Council. 

There is no consent to establish new institutions that limit the role of organised civil society.  

• In the future (so far the schedule has been tight), in contrast to the European Semester (always a 

tight schedule) time should be allocated for consultation on medium-term fiscal-structural 

plans. 

• Limited room for manoeuvre in the negotiations (given that such plans are primarily fiscal in 

nature).  

• There is not enough sufficiently strong, bottom-up social dialogue throughout the EU 

integration process. It should be significantly strengthened and certain issues/aspects should 

first be thoroughly consulted and decided on at national level and only then transferred to 

the EU level, which has a very complex set-up.  

 

III: The implementation of the reforms and investments provided for in the national recovery and 

resilience plans: 

 

Representatives of organised civil society attending the meeting drew attention to the following 

issues: 

 

• One of the recommendations for Poland was to implement the NRRP, so now the main focus 

is on carrying out reforms specified in the milestones.  

• The Commission assumes that the reforms are being carried out correctly, without asking 

for the opinion of the NRRP monitoring committee. For example, the Commission did not 

consult the monitoring committee on the achievement of the milestone on restoring the rule of 

law. The new administration in Poland has copied some previous practices. At this point in 

time it’s too late to change things because in many cases payments for milestones have 

already been made or will be made soon.  

• There are doubts as to the quality of the implemented reforms as they were rushed and 

there was no proper assessment criteria.  

• Consultations with short deadlines – in the case of the act on a cardiology network, social 

partners only had seven days for consultations. 

• On the one hand, there is reference to a risk to effective distribution and disbursement of funds 

given the very large injection of cash in the short term. On the other hand, companies need 



this money and speed is crucial because applicants have been waiting for a decision for many 

months and often with such a long waiting period that they are no longer able to carry out the 

projects. The support provided to private companies for innovation and digitalisation is very 

important; it translates to Poland’s economic growth. The previous administration left 

behind the problem that there is less time to distribute NRRP funds than there should be.  

• Length of service – not type of employment – should be the deciding factor for the amount 

of pension. Poland therefore has a problem with the milestone on having social insurance 

contributions cover civil-law contracts and payments in this area are at risk. The issue was raised 

that civil-law contracts should be covered by these contributions, otherwise the level of pensions 

and sustainability of the pension system as a whole are at risk.  

• In view of the NRRP and its partial link to recommendations under the European Semester, 

the EU’s economic governance system has provided a clear incentive for the first time: 

money for reforms (although there had previously been cases of informal threats to Member 

States for not implementing reforms from the recommendations).   

• Scepticism about simply translating cohesion policy into milestones and reforms,  because 

the quality of the process leaves much to be desired. Moreover, linking annual 

recommendations with the structural funds means that they should then be distributed 

annually rather than every seven years. Some of the milestones essentially fall under 

cohesion policy (e.g. rule of law). Improving the process would ensure that all documents 

Poland sends to the Commission would have to go through the monitoring committee, thus 

making civil society more involved.  

 

Statement by the Ministry of Development and Technology 

 

• On socio-economic issues, the views expressed by representatives of organised civil society 

are fair. However, the problem is that at the end of this process the Commission can only 

propose four of the most important and horizontal topics for Poland. Fiscal issues, 

competitiveness and structural policies need to be addressed here. For the Ministry, the selection 

of topics is also a major challenge. Recommendations have been repeated/revised since 2019 but 

all are in force. 

• The Ministry organises meetings on the recommendations, consults on them, and has no idea 

of how better to get this information to stakeholders. In relation to this, representatives of 

organised civil society have called for greater engagement and actively seeking information.  To 

improve the consultation process on the Commission’s recommendations for Poland, the 

whole works timetable and approach to the European Semester would have to change  

because the deadlines given by the Commission are very short and don’t allow for in-depth 

discussions. The recommendations were not planned in this way because room for typical 

negotiations and discussions with representatives of organised civil society is given separately in 

each element of the reform programme. Every legal act needs to be discussed separately in a 

separate process. Meanwhile, the framework of the annual cyclical EU economic governance 

system makes it impossible to have such in-depth discussions, thus the European Semester 

is purely administrative. 

• On the Fiscal Council Act and medium-term fiscal-structural plans, there was very little 

time for consultations. Poland was one of the few countries that discussed the plan. A legal 

decision has been taken at EU level not to make the consultation/dialogue mandatory.  



 

Statement by the Ministry of Funds and Regional Policy 

 

• The amount of funds available in the NRRP is limited,  therefore difficult choices had to be 

made as to how to allocate them. Unfortunately, this process needs to be done quickly because 

there’s no chance to take longer to spend the money. It will be a challenge to spend everything 

appropriately at the beginning of this year. Two years of delays due to the previous 

administration play a key role here. 

• On achieving milestones, when Member States submit a payment request they demonstrate 

that they have been fulfilled and send the relevant supporting documents.  The Commission 

is very demanding here because, in the event of an audit, it has to explain and justify its decision.  

• There will be a tendency in cohesion policy to copy the milestone system (linking reforms to 

funds in some way), but in this case there will be much more time, meaning less chance of 

negative impacts of delays.  
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