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Round table: 

What are the levers to strengthen social partners' participation 

in the European semester? 

 

 

Organisers of this roundtable 

▪ Le Conseil central de l'Economie/ Centrale Raad voor het Bedrijfsleven – Le Conseil National du 

Travail/National Arbeidsraad of Belgium 

▪ European Economic and Social Committee 

 

 

This round table is organised in the framework of the consultation carried out by the EESC's European Semester 

Group for the preparation of an own-initiative opinion entitled "EESC recommendations for a solid reform of the 

European Semester" (ECO/600). With this opinion, the ESG is now continuing the work it started in 2021: consulting 

national economic and social councils, social partners and civil society organisations in the EU Member States on a 

key topic of the European Semester. This includes the Recovery and Resilience Facility, country reports, national 

reform programmes and country-specific recommendations, all within the framework of European economic 

governance. The aim of this consultation is to determine how to streamline the European Semester so that it is more 

participatory, with greater ownership at national level and closer involvement of organised civil society. The 

consultation is being carried out through a questionnaire and 8 country visits (organised in cooperation with national 

Economic and Social Councils, and relevant stakeholders). The adoption of this opinion is planned for April 2023. 

 

The following topics were covered during this roundtable: 

Consultation of the social partners in the framework of the European Semester: 

▪ How effective and legitimate is the European Semester as a tool for coordinating economic, budgetary, 

employment and social policies? 

▪ Which pillars of the European Semester should be strengthened as a priority? 

 

 

https://www.ccecrb.fgov.be/
https://www.ccecrb.fgov.be/c/nl/22/voorstelling
https://cnt-nar.be/fr
https://cnt-nar.be/fr
https://cnt-nar.be/nl
https://www.eesc.europa.eu/en/our-work/opinions-information-reports/opinions/communication-orientations-reform-eu-economic-governance-framework
https://www.eesc.europa.eu/en/sections-other-bodies/other/ad-hoc-group-european-semester
https://www.eesc.europa.eu/en/sections-other-bodies/other/ad-hoc-group-european-semester
https://www.eesc.europa.eu/en/our-work/opinions-information-reports/opinions/eescs-recommendations-solid-reform-european-semester
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EESC 

• Introduction: In 2017, a 39-member European Semester Group was set up within the EESC, which 

focuses in particular on examining the proposals of European civil society on sustainable growth and 

employment, thus ensuring the EESC's ongoing contribution to the annual cycle of the European Semester. 

This Semester Group has just started a broad consultation exercise with organised civil society (social 

partners and civil society organisations) in the Member States in the framework of an opinion on organised 

civil society recommendations for a solid reform of the European Semester. The adoption of this opinion 

is scheduled for April 2023. 

 

• This consultation aims to determine how to simplify the European Semester, to promote a more 

participatory Semester with greater ownership at national level, and a closer involvement of organised 

civil society. Such a consultation has already been carried out previously, notably in the context of a 

resolution adopted in May 2022 on the involvement of organised civil society in the implementation of 

national recovery and resilience plans (RRPs). 

 

• This consultation takes the form, on the one hand, of a questionnaire (deadline: 31 January 2023) and, on 

the other hand, of a series of seven country visits ("round tables" – in Luxembourg, Belgium, Finland, 

Spain, Croatia, France, Romania and Italy). 

 

Belgium's Central Economic Council (CCE/CRB) and National Labour Council (CNT/NAR) 

 

• Introduction: Involving members of the European Economic and Social Committee (EESC) in our 

debates is quite new. In Belgium, there is a long tradition of social partner involvement in European issues: 

we have also been involved in the work on the internal market and the transition to Economic and Monetary 

Union, in cooperation with the Belgian government. Before that, the introduction of VAT in Belgium was 

also discussed in these fora. So there is a very long tradition of involvement of the social partners in 

European construction. 

 

• What are the mechanisms of involvement in the European semester developed by the councils?: The 

question of the involvement of the social partners in the European coordination processes has been a 

recurrent issue since the launch of the Lisbon Strategy in 2000 and then of the Europe 2020 Strategy, 

which saw the introduction of the European Semester in 2011. Already in their opinion No 1346 of 26 

April 2001 on the priorities of the then Belgian presidency, the councils had noted the lack of participation 

of the social partners both in the analysis of current developments and in shaping the economic and social 

policy lines in the implementation of which they are supposed to participate. They also expressed their 

conviction that the social partners in the various Member States are certainly best placed to find collective 

solutions to the new problems posed by certain developments, such as the development of new 

technologies, which can meet both the needs of companies and the expectations of workers and which are 

best adapted to the labour market, particularly in terms of work organisation, working time and 

reconciliation of work and family life. The joint declaration of 16 September 2010 by the presidents and 

secretaries-general of the national ESCs and the EESC on the involvement of the social partners and 

organised civil society in the Europe 2020 Strategy is an important outcome of this reflection. In it, the 

national ESCs and the EESC emphasised the "need for governance to ensure greater involvement of the 

social partners and other organisations representing civil society, in order to provide a concrete and 

immediate response to the entry into force of the Lisbon Treaty and in particular paragraphs 1 to 3 of 

Article 11 thereof". This declaration also set out to identify the main conditions and obstacles to the 
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effective participation of the social partners in the European processes (consultation deadlines, feedback 

from consultations, readability of strategies, etc.).  

 

• At Council level, the mechanisms put in place to ensure the participation of the social partners in the 

European Semester are as follows: 

o Within the CNT/NAR (National Labour Council): A working group has been set up to ensure regular 

monitoring of the activity of the EMCO and SPC committees and the EPSCO Council. Through the 

participation of Belgian representatives on the EPSCO Council, the Social Protection Committee and 

the Employment Committee in the work of the CNT's "Europe Commission", the members of the 

National Labour Council are closely involved in the activities of these committees and gain key 

insights into developments in the European Semester. This information strengthens the capacity of the 

organisations to position themselves on the European Semester both at national and European level 

(particularly at the level of the European social dialogue committee). 

o Concerning the National Reform Plan (NRP): The drafting of the NRP is carried out under the 

authority of the Prime Minister's Strategy Unit. Consequently, the involvement of the social partners 

in the preparation of this document is implemented primarily via the contacts established for a number 

of years by the National Labour Council (CNT/NAR) and the Central Economic Council (CCE/CRB) 

with the Prime Minister's Strategy Unit. The form of this involvement has varied over the years. It 

generally takes the form of formal requests for contributions addressed to the CNT/NAR and the 

CCE/CRB. The opinions containing the councils' contributions to the NRP are included in the 

appendix to this document. The feeling that has emerged in recent years is that this document comes 

at a time when decisions have already been taken (budget discussions in the autumn) and that it is 

more a question of pro forma consultation on a descriptive document of an administrative nature rather 

than a real consultation on political choices. 

 

• The consultation in the framework of the European Semester involves a great deal of internal work on the 

Recovery and Resilience Plan (RRP), the National Reform Plan (NRP), etc. However, the timeframe for 

these consultations was too short, especially when the RRP was being prepared. At present, we are facing 

significant difficulties with one of the main reforms of the NRP, which is pensions; this is difficult to 

implement and we have not had a common approach to this issue for years. Now, through the RRP, thanks 

to the inclusion of an additional chapter "REPowerEU", we will have the opportunity to see if and how the 

participation of the social partners and the taking into account of their recommendations will develop and 

increase in the framework of the Recovery and Resilience Facility. 

 

• The Recovery and Resilience Plan (RRP) and European economic governance were discussed jointly 

between the CCE/CRB, the CNT/NAR and the Federal Council for Sustainable Development. For these 

topics, the idea is now to organise the widest possible open debate with the social partners, i.e. a broad 

public debate as requested by the European Commission to the Member States to ensure national 

ownership. We have the support of the Ministries of Economy and Labour as well as of the Commission 

for the organisation of this public debate.  

 

• The CCE organised a public debate on public finances and European fiscal governance over several 

months, inviting academics, central bankers, and political players, but also representatives of the 

Commission's DG ECFIN (in relation to the revision of the European economic governance framework). 

We then drafted a report with the help of academics. The synthesis report published by the academic group 

of experts takes into account the views expressed during the online conferences and the discussions held 

within the group. The report addresses the European budgetary framework and the situation of the Belgian 
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public finances, the problems encountered in the implementation of the European budgetary framework 

and possible modifications, with the advantages and disadvantages of each. The summary report, 

supplemented by the council's opinion, was sent to the country's various political bodies and to the 

European authorities, particularly in view of the European negotiations on the review of the European 

budgetary and economic governance framework. On the basis of this report, the social partners submitted 

an opinion to Commissioner Gentiloni and DG ECFIN. On 28 November 2022, we met the Commissioner 

and received a first analysis and reaction from him. The objective was to discuss the clarification of the 

concept and the calculation of budgetary sustainability and the impact of climate objectives on public 

finances. This is quite an original initiative on the part of Belgium. We are now continuing our work on 

the budgetary situation in Belgium.  

 

• A first opinion on the Recovery and Resilience Plan (RRP) was discussed with the Secretary of State for 

Recovery and Strategic Investments (responsible for science policy, assistant to the Minister of Economy 

and Labour), Mr Thomas Dermine. There is political will on his part to involve the social partners in this 

issue and our collaboration with him has been excellent. The cabinets and the competent ministers 

regularly came together to present the state of progress of the files and gave our members the opportunity 

to react quickly given the tight timetable for drafting the recovery and resilience plans in the Member 

States. The method of reaction was very quick. We then produced three opinions on the RRP. The feedback 

we got was very positive and the government took good account of the advice we adopted. The joint 

structure of the CNT/NAR and the CCE/CRB allowed the social partners to be involved in the drafting of 

this document. We were therefore able to submit our contributions (by inserting a summary of our work 

and projects around the RRP), although we do not know whether they really weighed in the balance. The 

councils (CCE/CRB, CNT/NAR, CFDD) therefore devoted a lot of time and energy to the work, even 

though the timing was very tight. The work was intense and fruitful. The work done by the councils focused 

on the following elements: 

o set priorities; 

o see to what extent concrete projects (investments and reforms) respond to these broad orientations; 

o check that the different dimensions are mutually reinforcing: well-designed and balanced structural 

reforms in the different strands are essential to ensure effective and sustainable investments and just 

transitions; 

o ensure the involvement of the councils in the rest of the process: the councils' willingness to be 

involved, according to their respective competences, in the implementation of certain reforms and 

investment projects; 

o ensure essential consultation with the social partners in the choice of RRP reforms and their 

implementation and the clarification of the objectives pursued by these reforms; 

o ensure the follow-up and active participation in the periodic evaluation of the RRP and the regular 

monitoring of the progress made in the implementation of the RRP. 

 

Finally, Secretary of State Dermine underlined that he agrees with the councils that the investments under 

the European Recovery Plan alone will not be sufficient to ensure the transition to a more sustainable and 

just society. He joined the councils in their request to include the RRP in an investment plan that was 

broader than the European plan, as the regions had done. 

 

• With regard to the REPowerEU chapter that will be added to the existing RRP, we will see if we fit 

into the same process. At the moment there is a proposal to write a letter to the government in the near 

future about the framework we would like to set for the use of this additional envelope. This is an initiative 

of the social partners to draw up a response to the Belgian authorities and the Commission. Here again, we 
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would like to organise a broad public debate, in particular by using a platform that we have created and 

which allows the presence of more than 300 people in this public debate. 

 

• With regard to our satisfaction with the Commission's country-specific recommendations, there are 

significant difficulties in being involved in the drafting of recommendations: 

o The very short time between the publication of the Commission's proposals (end of May) and their 

adoption by the committees and the Council (early June); 

o Little room for manoeuvre to obtain amendments (qualified majority to reject Commission proposals); 

o Consultation considered pro forma at government level (urgent exchanges of arguments at Prime 

Minister level); 

o The impossibility in recent years of reaching a consensus between the social partners on the content 

of the recommendations. 

 

In view of these difficulties, there is particular interest among council members in the direct dialogue that 

has been organised in recent years with the European Commission (PR in Belgium). This dialogue is held 

at key moments of the European semester, generally (this can vary from year to year) at the publication of 

the autumn package (start of the European semester) and the spring package (proposals for 

recommendations). The autumn meeting is an opportunity for the members of the councils to be informed 

about the forthcoming stages of the next European semester and to present their analysis to the Commission 

on a number of points relating to Belgium's situation: questions relating to the Government's tax measures, 

the competitiveness of companies, the e-economy, the labour market, diversity, mobility and structural 

investment policies (in particular in relation to the stability pact), as well as the fight against poverty and 

the monitoring of the European social rights base. It also enables the council secretariats to provide the 

Commission with a number of opinions and input for its analysis of the socio-economic situation in 

Belgium. The spring meeting allows for a discussion focused on the country report and the proposed 

recommendations. The concomitance between the country report and the proposed recommendations 

(whereas in the past the country report was published in February, before the proposed recommendations), 

however, reduces the possibility of a debate upstream of the Commission's proposed recommendations. In 

general, the councils expressed their satisfaction with these interactions with the European Commission, 

which they consider to be a necessary clarification of the analytical framework and the European 

Commission's assessments of the country's socio-economic policy, the challenges underlying these 

assessments, but also the intentions of the country's political authorities with a view to coordinating socio-

economic policies at European level, as well as their articulation at all levels of power with the other 

objectives of the action of the public authorities and the social partners.  

 

• The country report: With regard to the European Commission's assessment of the situation in Belgium 

(country report), a joint CCE-CNT meeting was held with experts from the European Commission. On 

this occasion, the discussion focused on the implementation of the Recovery and Resilience Plan and in 

particular on the involvement of the social partners. The Commission focused on the main challenges that 

it intends to address as a priority in the context of drafting the country report and its proposal to the Council 

for specific recommendations for Belgium. The secretariats of both councils had the opportunity to 

intervene to discuss the conclusions of the opinions and work, either in reaction to the elements put forward 

by the Commission or to other challenges that they consider important. An exchange between all the 

participants and the Commission representatives took place around the various points raised. 

 

• The pillar of the European Semester to be strengthened: Since the launch of the Lisbon Strategy, the 

councils have always expressed their concern about the balance of the Union's overall strategy in its various 

pillars: economic and budgetary, social and employment, and environmental. Generally speaking, the work 
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carried out within the councils has made it possible to highlight the close link between, on the one hand, 

the governance of the European coordination processes and, on the other hand, the content and balance of 

the pillars of the strategy developed within the framework of the European Semester. The European 

Semester is too often reduced to a tool for macroeconomic and budgetary coordination, forgetting the 

social and employment dimension of the overall strategy. In this context, the European Pillar of Social 

Rights Action Plan, whose follow-up and implementation are now integrated into the European Semester, 

appears to be an essential element to take into account for the balance between the economic, social, 

environmental and employment pillars. This action plan was the subject of CNT/NAR opinion No 2.185 

of 24/11/2020. The councils highlighted the following points in particular: 

o "As a country with a long-standing tradition of social consultation, the twenty principles developed in 

the European Social Rights Base largely overlap with the areas that are at the heart of Belgian social 

dialogue at national, regional, cross-industry, sectoral and company level.  

o A large number of the principles of the European floor have already been given concrete form in 

collective agreements concluded within the National Labour Council and at sectoral and company 

level, as well as in legislative and regulatory provisions, often based on unanimous council opinions. 

The social partners strive to develop agreements that take into account both the needs of the workers 

and the needs of the company." 

  

In addition, on the occasion of the 75th anniversary of the decree laying the foundations of its existence, 

the social partners formulated a joint declaration entitled "Social security for workers is 75 years old". In 

it, the social partners reaffirmed their desire for a forward-looking, sustainable, strong and efficient social 

security system within the framework of an inclusive labour market and an innovative economy. They also 

stressed the importance of a permanent social dialogue and a close involvement of the social partners in 

the design, monitoring and implementation of economic and social policies at all levels. 

 

The positions expressed by the CNT should also be seen in the context of the work of the ILO (the 

CNT/NAR is the body through which the ILO provisions concerning tripartite consultations on the 

implementation of ILO standards are implemented in Belgium). In this regard, it is worth recalling the 

importance of the Guiding Principles for a Just Transition to Environmentally Sustainable Economies 

and Societies for All, adopted on 5 November 2015, according to which "the four dimensions of the 

Decent Work Agenda - social dialogue, social protection, rights at work and employment - are fundamental 

components of sustainable development and must be at the centre of policies to ensure strong, sustainable 

and inclusive growth and development." These principles also contain many important provisions on social 

dialogue. 

 

FGTB 

 

• In the framework of the European Semester, we appreciate the work done and the bilateral contacts 

with the Commission. The basis for our exchanges is fair and solid. It provides a structure with clear rules 

and makes the procedures efficient.  

 

• We believe that the main problems of the European economic governance framework are related to 

macroeconomic imbalances and that the European Semester is a way to correct and prevent this through 

the dialogue possible in the Semester. However, there is not enough time to reach an agreement between 

the social partners and, therefore, there are gaps in our position. In the Commission's report for Belgium, 

we believe that more emphasis should be placed on this issue, because this is not currently the case. 

Moreover, the revision of the economic governance framework is an opportunity to move forward in this 

direction.  
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• In the framework of the European Semester, we do not have enough exchange with the Belgian 

government; there is almost no dialogue. This lack of consultation should be highlighted. However, in 

the framework of the RRP, we had very good contact with the cabinet of the Secretary of State, which was 

very structured and efficient. It is crucial that the government requests information from us at key points 

throughout the Semester and that we go further in the current procedures for consultation of the social 

partners.  

 

• The CCE/CRB initiative to draft and present a report on the public finances and European fiscal 

governance is important and necessary to promote our work and to go further in the exchange and 

consultation procedures throughout the Semester. We need to put forward more of our recommendations 

to the European level as we did in our meeting on 28 November with Commissioner Gentiloni. 

 

• There is another gap in the European Semester: we have still not made progress on the proposal for an 

EU instrument to combat social imbalances (a form of social alert mechanism that triggers further 

follow-up and discussion at committee and ministerial level, in order to adopt policies capable of achieving 

social progress, i.e. improving the living and working conditions of all Europeans). There is no discussion 

and trajectory planned for this project. We hope that in the future this will change so that we will have a 

way to better follow the recommendations given by us in this respect. We have more of an impression that 

measures are taken in a top-down way within the European Semester. Therefore, we would like to be 

assured of a possibility to intervene in a more pro-cyclical way. 

 

• A problematic element of the RRP is the need to achieve the measures set out in the plan in order to receive 

the funds, which are very specific reforms that are very difficult for small companies to implement 

because the milestones set by the Recovery and Resilience Facility are too high for them. 

 

ACV/CSC 

 

• The concepts of the European Semester and European economic governance are very little 

understood and known and there is a lack of knowledge and awareness of these topics among the Member 

States/citizens in the EU. In addition, the differences between the euro-area member countries and other 

countries and the problem of "free riders" (those who benefit without participating) within the EU must 

also be taken into account. There is a need to improve the way the European Semester is perceived in order 

to better understand what it brings (benefits and opportunities) for the social partners and for national 

players in the different Member States.  

 

• There is also a problem of overly complex bureaucracy, particularly within the Commission and the 

different DGs involved in the Semester. The social partners do not always know how to assert their 

interests. However, we see positive developments. It is essential that we continue to improve the visibility 

of the Semester and our recommendations. In addition, the consultation of the social partners through the 

Semester is sometimes rather "hidden"; some are consulted but not all, and this is based on certain 

consultation targets to be achieved by the government. There is therefore still much room for improvement 

in order to strengthen the consultation of the social partners.  

 

• With regard to the implementation of the Recovery and Resilience Facility and the national plans, it 

is important that the Commission takes a step towards strengthening consultation, particularly with 

organised civil society and national parliaments. What was the Commission's concrete ambition with 

regard to this consultation? All this shows a democratic deficit. 



8 
 

• Of course, the central problem is also the timing of the consultation during the European Semester. 

Because of the often tight schedule, first of all, we are not always among the first people consulted. 

Secondly, when we are to be consulted, it is done in a very formal way because it has been 

requested/recommended. However, we do not know afterwards whether our recommendations have been 

taken up and used in practice, and what the roadmap will be for the next few months after this consultation. 

 

FEB/VBO 

 

• Indeed, the exchange process between the social partners and the Commission (via the permanent 

representation) works quite well. From the point of view of timing, consultation takes place at specific 

times and when necessary. 

 

• The consultation and exchange with the government sometimes lacks relevance. For example, in the 

context of the RRP, we were asked last year to give an opinion on a pension reform. The government gave 

us three weeks to do this, whereas in twenty years the social partners had still not reached an agreement 

on this subject. This gives the impression of an informative approach without any real possibility of 

participating in the process of drawing up the project as social partners.  

 

• Regarding the content and legitimacy of the country-specific recommendations, we believe that the 

social issue is already present in the Commission's work. We regret more the fact that over time these 

recommendations have become increasingly vague and have less and less impact and are therefore less 

and less taken into consideration by the Belgian government. It is a very specific instrument with different 

possibilities than when the EU establishes a directive applicable to all Member States. These country-

specific recommendations therefore present an opportunity to propose and establish key reforms. We also 

believe that it is crucial to have sound public finances and to make every effort to implement the 

required/linked structural reforms. 

 

UNISOC 

 

• In our sectors, social dialogue at European level is still very incomplete. This is not the case in all sectors. 

We are in the process of building the missing social dialogue. Belgium is also faced with the internal 

complexity of its own institutions, and we are largely regionalised/"communitarised" sectors. The work 

carried out within the CCE/CRB-CNT/NAR is helping us to put the puzzle together and bring a certain 

coherence. 

 

Mr Decoster (EESC member and VP of the Walloon Federation of Agriculture) 

 

• We were never consulted in the preparation of the national reform plans in the framework of the 

European Semester. The result is not very stimulating and only offers a synthesis of the regional public 

statement without very concrete proposals. We have been involved in the preparation of the Recovery and 

Resilience Plan with regard to training and employment projects. We also had contacts with the Walloon 

Parliament following the annual declaration of the President of the Commission. For the future,  the key 

issue is the problem of the deadlines granted for the consultation of the social partners in the framework 

of the European Semester. If we want a serious consultation, we must allow the players time to react. 

 

• In terms of the policies addressed in the Semester, we need to ask ourselves how we reconcile sustainable, 

environmental and food objectives in the current circumstances with runaway inflation; we are fuelling 
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inflation with measures taken to make progress on our environmental and climate objectives without 

considering their impact on inflation. The priority for the agriculture sector is the need for energy and 

labour, innovation to save water, etc. This is one of the pillars to be addressed. This is one of the pillars 

to be improved within the European Semester. 

 

The Economic, Social and Environmental Council of Wallonia 

 

• There is not enough formal consultation from the government. It takes the form of informal exchanges. 

Brupartners. 

 

• This consultation is in fact more a way for the government to transmit information to us without any real 

work being done together through dialogue and taking our recommendations into account. Moreover, the 

deadlines for responses are always too short. As far as consultation in the context of the RRP is concerned, 

we were consulted at the level of Brupartners (the Economic and Social Council of the Brussels-Capital 

Region). 

 

UNIZO 

 

• We also have a very positive view of our exchanges with the Commission. It is crucial that they are 

proactive and this is the case. This is important for the consultation process with the social partners to be 

effective and fruitful. 

 

Commission - European Semester officers (Klaas Lenaerts and Xavier Vanden Bosch) 

 

• We have had a lot of bilateral exchanges with the members of the CCE/CRB - CNT/NAR and also 

with the members of the Regional Councils. However, it is certain that there is always room for reflection 

on how best to consult the social partners, as the European Semester is an instrument that evolves over 

time and the necessary political actions may change. So this must remain a constant focus and we remain 

open for these exchanges. It is a huge advantage for us to be in Brussels as we also have easier direct 

access to the representatives of the different Commission services. This improves the direct dialogue and 

means that we do not have to translate your requests to the relevant services in the framework of the 

Semester. Furthermore, we will refer to your work and we are convinced that bilateral exchanges with 

your members are crucial and should be deepened. The form of interaction can always be improved. 

 

EESC - conclusions 

 

• It is advisable to obtain broader but also defined and compulsory deadlines for taking into account the 

recommendations of the social partners in Belgium, particularly in view of the institutional complexity of 

Belgium. 

 

• With regard to methods, it is crucial to take into account the role of the CCE/CRB - CNT/NAR councils, 

the traditions of social consultation and the instruments provided for in order to be able to achieve 

consensus and dialogue, and to formulate recommendations. The place of the social partners must be well 

established in order to intervene in the European Semester. 

 

• We have seen an organic evolution within the European Semester, which initially focused on purely 

economic matters before the employment, social and environmental dimensions were added. 
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• The social partners in Belgium expressed their satisfaction with the dialogue with the Commission and the 

understanding of the Belgian landscape by the Commission's European Semester officials. 

 

• The timing of the consultation and the tight deadlines is the most problematic point. The time allowed is 

too short for the social partners to formulate an opinion and reach an agreement. The problem is also 

related to the timing; it is essential to carry out this consultation at the right time so that the opinions and 

recommendations issued are taken into account. 

 

• Different sectors are highly exposed to the framework of competences devolved to the communities and 

regions, given the institutional complexity of the country. 

 

• The social partners' positions on their satisfaction with the country-specific recommendations differ: some 

point out that they are too vague and others that they are too specific (e.g. on the issue of pension reform). 

 

• It is crucial to have a broader impact, a defined and strict timetable, to be proactive towards the 

Commission, and to have a more formal and followed-up consultation from the government. 
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