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Workshop on the use of Simplified Cost Options in the CAP

To reduce the administrative burden and simplify the process associated with the
reimbursement of costs to beneficiaries for investments and other activities, the use of
Simplified Cost Options (SCO) is supported in a number of different policy spheres,
including those funds that sit under the Common Provisions Regulation (CPR) and
encouraged under the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP)? as an alternative to
traditional reimbursement mechanisms which require proof of actual, itemised
expenditure. Detailed guidelines are in place on the use of SCOs within the funds
covered by the CPR. No such guidelines exist specifically for the CAP, although the
CPR guidance remains a useful resource to inform SCO development under the CAP.

The main purpose of SCOs is to improve the efficiency and accessibility of providing
support for projects by reducing costs, minimising paperwork, reducing the risk of
errors, speeding up payments and enabling a greater focus on the achievement of the
objectives of the project, while still being subject to verification and audit. This is
intended to benefit beneficiaries as well as the responsible national and regional
authorities. If operated successfully, their use should help increase the willingness of
beneficiaries to apply for funding. The benefits of applying SCOs has recently been
reinforced in the publication of the Commission’s second simplification package.

Under Regulation (EU) 2021/2115, SCOs can be used to fund activities under a range
of CAP interventions, including investments, training activities, EIP-AGRI and LEADER
and sectoral interventions. The proposals for CAP under the next Multi-annual
Financial Framework also flag the possibilities of increasing the use of SCOs as a
means for greater simplification. The different types of SCOs used under the current
CAP include lump sums, flat rates and standard scales of unit costs.

However, although it has been possible to use SCOs within the CAP for many years,
their use varies, with some Member States using them for one or more interventions
and others not at all. This may be due to various issues surrounding the development
and operation of SCOs, particularly relating to the methodologies used, as well as the
control and audit of SCOs. Some of the issues faced by Member States include the
time needed for developing certain types of SCO, the setting of fair payment rates,

' Regulation (EU) 2021/1060, providing common rules relating to the following EU Funds: European
Regional Development Fund, the European Social Fund Plus, the Cohesion Fund, the Just Transition
Fund and the European Maritime, Fisheries and Aquaculture Fund

2 Article 83 of Regulation (EU) 2021/2115 on CAP Strategic Plans


https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reg/2021/1060/oj/eng
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=OJ:C_202407467#:~:text=This%20document%20provides%20technical%20guidance%20on%20costs%20declared,view%20to%20encouraging%20Member%20States%20to%20use%20them.
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/resource.html?uri=cellar:fa7c3535-3189-11f0-8a44-01aa75ed71a1.0001.02/DOC_1&format=PDF
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risks of over- and under-compensation, and having the checks in place to ensure that
the project’s objectives are achieved and the funds are used appropriately, or the lack
of trust from beneficiaries relating to the use of SCOs.

As a result, there is an appetite for greater exchange and sharing of experiences
between Member State authorities, beneficiaries and other stakeholders about how
SCOs are currently used, to encourage an expansion of their use in the future.

To facilitate this, the objectives of this workshop are to:

e Share experiences of standard, novel and innovative approaches in the use of
SCOs, including ‘off the shelf’ and ‘tailor-made’ SCOs.

e Exchange insights on the use of SCOs, focusing on how any problems faced
have been overcome.

e Discuss what needs to be put in place to encourage and increase the use of
SCOs in Member States.

This briefing provides background information on the use of the SCOs within the CAP
Strategic Plans (CSPs) as well as an outline of the benefits and challenges associated
with their design and implementation. The following also draws upon the information
provided by those registering to attend the workshop via their registration forms.

SCOs are used within the CSPs of a number of Member States.Until 2023, the
European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development (EAFRD) sat under the Common
Provisions Regulation (CPR), with other shared management Funds and the use of
SCOs was funded and subject to guidance via that route. However, since 2023, the
use of SCOs via the CAP has been governed by the CSP regulation (Regulation (EU)
2021/2115), under Article 83. No bespoke guidance is provided, since decisions on
how to design and implement SCOs are left at the discretion of the Member States.
However, guidance for those Funds governed by the CPR is available.
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Although comprehensive data are not available for the current programming period, a
recent publication for the European Commission® provides data on the use of SCOs
under non-IACS measures under EAFRD for the 2014-2020 period. This shows that
Spain, Greece and Poland used the greatest proportion of their EAFRD budget for
SCOs (23% for Spain, 14% for Greece and Poland), whereas the countries which used
them the least were Austria, Bulgaria, Czechia, Romania and Slovakia (under 1% of
the EAFRD budget).

In terms of the types of SCOs used, lump sums were used to the greatest extent in
Poland (as well as Belgium, Malta and Hungary), whereas flat rate SCOs were
favoured in Spain and Greece (as well as Latvia and Hungary).

SCOs were used under a range of CAP measures. The study calculated the proportion
of SCOs covered by each measure and showed that they were applied predominantly
to:

e Support for LEADER local development (CLLD)

e Knowledge transfer and information

¢ Investments in physical assets

e Cooperation (mainly EIP Operational Groups)

SCOs were also used to a significant extent under measures for investments in forests
and natural disasters. Other measures which were associated with SCOs but where
they were used to a far lesser extent (less than 8% of all SCOs) were:
¢ Basic services,
Forest-environment-climate services,
Agri-environment-climate payments,
Farm and business development
Technical assistance
Quality schemes for agriproducts and foodstuffs
Advisory services, farm management and relief services

Feedback from the registration forms for this workshop provides some examples of
how SCOs are being used within CSPs in the current programming period (see Error!
Reference source not found.). This is not a comprehensive list.

3 T33 and PPMI (2025), Study on the uptake of Simplified Cost Options (SCO) and Financing Not
Linked to Costs (FNLC) for the Common Provisions Regulation (CPR) Funds in the 2014-2020 and
2021-2027 programming periods, Final Report to the European Commission, Directorate-General for
Regional and Urban Policy



https://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/information-sources/publications/studies/2025/study-on-the-uptake-of-simplified-cost-options-sco-and-financing-not-linked-to-costs-fnlc-for-the-common-provisions-regulation-cpr-funds-in-the-2014-2020-and-2021-2027-programming-periods_en
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Table 1: Some examples of the interventions under which SCOs are used in CSPs (2023-27)

Intervention / Focus \ Lump Sums \ Flat Rates Unit Costs
Business start-ups in X X
rural areas
Installation of young X
farmers
Small farmer payments X
X
(e.g. for project animation,
EIP Operational Groups preparatory events / X
setting up demonstration
activities)
X
Investments (eg. fores‘try,. farm
X modernisation,
non-productive
investments)
Participation in quality X
schemes
X X
(e.g. preparatory activities X
for development of Local (e.g. staff costs —
Development Strategies (e.g. indirect costs / e.g. standard
LEADER (LDS); small projects; e.I?.ibIe ersonnel hourly rates, labour
animation costs; inter- 9 P unit costs, running
o costs . :
territorial and costs / animation
transnational cooperation costs)
Smart Villages X
X
(e.g. restructuring and X X
conversion of vineyards, (e.g. Fruit and (e.g. conversion of
Sectoral support beekeeping, development | Vegetables, school vineyards,
of recognised Producer scheme, Producer beekeeping)
Organisations Groups)
One-off crisis payments X
Short supply chains X X X
Agri-environment- X
climate
Advice / provision of X X
agricultural advisory (e.g. non-refundable X (e.0.
; - grants provided on a (AKIS, demonstration | reimbursement for
services / training . ; . .
single amount per adviser projects) participants based

trained; training activities

on fixed cost (e.g.
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Intervention / Focus Lump Sums Flat Rates Unit Costs
per diems, fixed
hourly rates for
providers.

School Aid Scheme X
Technical Assistance X
Source: Workshop registration forms

3. Benefits and challenges of using Simplified Cost
Options

The survey carried out for the recent study on SCOs highlighted that the main benefits
of SCOs funded via the CAP for beneficiaries were: the reduction of administrative
burden; faster reimbursement; a lower error rate; and the ability to focus more on the
quality and results of their projects. This was reinforced by the information provided in
the registration forms for the SCO workshop where respondents stressed the following
benefits:

e Shorter administrative processes, reduction of administrative burden, including
simpler project processing and evaluation

e Simpler access to funding for beneficiaries

¢ Allows applicants / beneficiaries to focus more on delivering the project rather
than financial compliance and reporting requirements

e Beneficiaries value knowing up front what level of support they will receive

¢ Possibility to make payments in instalments, e.g. for support for young farmers,
a proportion of the payment can be paid on receipt of the business plan

However, there was a longer list of challenges and issues which did not work so well
identified through the workshop registration forms (see Figure 1). These have been
organised into five groups, covering: general concerns about the use of SCOs and new
financial instruments more generally; the length and complexity of the time taken to set
up SCOs; issues around data availability; engagement with stakeholders in the
development of SCOs which is time consuming but essential to ensure the SCO meets
local needs and the practical realities of project delivery on the ground; and
engagement with auditors.
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General concerns

*Perceived tension between promotion of SCOs by the Commission at the same time
as wanting to ensure value for money and no overcompensation

*Concerns that use of SCOs might increase cases of fraud
«Cultural issues relating to the adoption of new financial instruments

Complexity and time required to set up SCOs

«..."from 9 months to 3 years"

*Months of preparatory work, including discussions with stakeholders

*Long time required to retrieve and harmonise data in regionalised Member States
*Time taken to "clear" methodologies by PA internal auditors, the MA, and EC audit
+ Aligment with national and EU legislation, reconciling different methodologies

Limited resources within Government (relevant national authorities) may require tasks
to be outsourced

*Given the time taken to set up an SCO, it is only worth doing if it is to be used
regularly

Data availability

Limited availability of reliable cost data

Limited historical data for new or innovative measures (e.g., recently introduced, low
number of beneficiaries/project funded, etc.)

*Data fragmented across different institutions or regionally uneven

*Qutdated costs - SCOs based on historical cost data can become quickly outdated
(due to inflation, price volatility, price changes)

* Average of historical datasets may result in under- or over-compensation

Engagement with stakeholders

*Engaging with stakeholders is time-consuming, but essential to ensure SCOs meet
beneficiaries' / local needs

*Where there is a lack of trust that SCOs will bring simplification in practice, this can
make it hard to engage (e.g. due to lack of flexibility of lump sums or unit costs)

«Different expectations and capacities of farmers or LAGs to adopt SCOs

*Potential stakeholders' fear of loss of flexibility or being undercompensated

*Dissemination of information to stakeholders is a weak point in some countries

Engagement with auditors

*Unclear if ex-ante assessments of SCOs can be provided by auditors
*SCOs may be rejected by auditors if methodology is not 'robust’

Lack of clarity about the criteria used by audit for validating an SCO
*Clearer communication from EC on audit requirements

*Risk that one change in audit approach can affect a large number of projects

«Different interpretations of what constitutes "sufficient evidence" - difficulty in aligning
audit expectations with the practicalities of project delivery.

Figure 1: Challenges identified with the design and implementation of SCOs (source: workshop registration forms)
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In addition to these general challenges, some more specific areas of practical
implementation that did not work so well were identified. These centred around two
main topics:

Communication and guidance: Some reported initial resistance from beneficiaries
due to a lack of understanding of verification processes or finding the rules difficult to
understand. For example, it is often hard to explain to beneficiaries that standard costs
are not the same as actual costs as it requires a change in thinking about how to record
and report costs. This links the need for clear guidelines which are not always
available, although the situation was identified as improving in a number of cases. A
common comment made was the lack of clear, step-by-step guidance available about
how to design and implement SCOs under the CAP and that this would be welcome.

Levels of risk - both for the beneficiaries and for the Managing Authorities: Feedback
suggests that SCOs work better for simple actions (e.g. training) where costs do not
vary significantly, but less well where needs and types of projects (and therefore costs)
vary widely. One key challenge identified with lump sum models is the strict
requirement for the project to be implemented exactly as described in the approved
plan. Any deviation from the original scope or activities may jeopardise the eligibility
for payment, even if the overall objectives are still met. This limits flexibility and can be
problematic in dynamic project environments. In flat rate models, a common issue is
the prohibition of including the same cost items in both direct and indirect costs. This
requires careful cost allocation and documentation to ensure that there are no
overlaps, which can be administratively burdensome and may lead to uncertainty in
budgeting and reporting. Regarding unit costs, different interpretations of when a ‘unit’
is considered fully delivered (justified) or whether the number of units declared can be
verified may lead to under-compensation for the beneficiary. Relating to ‘tailor-made’
SCOs, Managing Authorities reported being nervous about adopting methodologies
that were not ‘off the shelf’ as they felt the risks then lay completely on their shoulders.

These issues will be critical points of discussion during the workshop, aiming to find
workable solutions that align the interests of beneficiaries, policymakers, auditors and
stakeholders.

Several possible solutions have already been identified through the workshop
registration forms which will be built upon during the workshop. These include:

e Greater clarity around audit requirements and improved coherence with the
approaches taken under other Funds (e.g. those under the CPR). This includes
requests for more information on what constitutes sufficient documentation or
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acceptable deviations for each SCO type, ex-ante validation of SCO
methodologies to improve confidence that the SCOs are sound, and EC
guidance to Member State auditors.

Addressing data collection and management issues is a common problem,
with requests for the sharing of information between Member States on possible
data sources to use, e.g. using the Paying Agency's ICT system for collecting
historical data, accessing complementary sources of data and using model
calculations, expert estimates, or research-based data when historical data are
lacking.

Greater involvement of the full range of relevant stakeholders in the design
of SCOs to ensure they meet their needs. This includes both beneficiaries and
the relevant authorities (e.g. Managing Authorities, Paying Agencies, audit /
certifying bodies etc). Stakeholders can also help with sourcing and collecting
data or have good contacts with sectoral experts.

Sharing practical examples of both the design and use of successful SCOs
was highlighted by many, with one suggesting the creation of a cross-Member
State library of SCOs that work well, with full details on the type of SCO, the
methodology used, the types of costs and the data used to inform their
calculation (including the source), the types of beneficiaries and any issues
arising and how they were overcome. Other ideas to encourage greater use of
SCOs include the development of training sessions, seminars and greater
exchange between Member State experts on how SCOs have been used in
practice. A network of ‘SCO champions’ could help disseminate the benefits of
SCOs more widely.

Guidance for beneficiaries on SCO applications was a clear request for the
future. This should be clear, user-friendly, accessible and practical,
complemented with examples, templates, and a step-by-step description of a
process from procurement to payment based on the SCO application process
(e.g. via a flowchart). Such guidance could also help reduce ex-post corrections
during verification and audit.
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4. Useful resources

Several previous workshops and other thematic activities at EU level addressed
SCOs in the previous and this programming period. Resources linked to these and
other EU level activities may contain relevant lessons learnt for designing and
implementing SCOs in the 2023-2027 programming period. Links to selected
resources are set out below.

1. All SCO-related resources available in the EU CAP Network website (this
information can be filtered according to focus, topic, date, content type)

2. Selected EU CAP Network/ENRD events and reports
-  ENRD Workshop on SCOs in LEADER / CLLD (2016)
- ENRD Workshop ‘Simplified Cost Options: experience gained and new
opportunities’ (2019).
- LEADER Thematic Lab on 'LEADER funding made simpler' - using SCOs in
the transition period and under the CAP Strateqic Plans (2021)
- Good Practice Workshop on Assessing simplification of the CAP for
beneficiaries and administrations (2025)
- Thematic Group on Effective Approaches for Simplification within the CAP
o Highlights Report - 1st meeting (2025)
o Highlights Report - 2nd meeting (2025)
o Key areas for CAP Simplification — practical examples and new ideas
for solutions (2025)

3. Guidance, including ENRD quidance on the use of SCOs in LEADER/CLLD

4. Case studies on simplified cost options (9 case studies)

5. Other documents

- Study on simplification and administrative burden for farmers and other
beneficiaries under the CAP (2025)

- Study on the uptake of Simplified Cost Options (SCO) and Financing Not
Linked to Costs (FNLC) for the Common Provisions Requlation (CPR) Funds
in the 2014-2020 and 2021-2027 programming periods, Final Report to the
European Commission, Directorate-General for Regional and Urban Policy -
T33 and PPMI (2025)

- Guidelines on the use of simplified cost options within the Funds covered by
Requlation (EU) 2021/1060 (Common Provisions Regulation) (C/2024/7467)



https://eu-cap-network.ec.europa.eu/search_en?fulltext=simplified+cost+options
https://eu-cap-network.ec.europa.eu/publications/simplified-cost-options-leaderclld_en
https://ec.europa.eu/enrd/news-events/events/enrd-workshop-simplified-cost-options-experience-gained-and-new-opportunities_en.html
https://ec.europa.eu/enrd/news-events/events/enrd-workshop-simplified-cost-options-experience-gained-and-new-opportunities_en.html
https://eu-cap-network.ec.europa.eu/publications/leader-funding-made-simpler-using-scos-transition-period-and-under-cap-strategic-plans_en
https://eu-cap-network.ec.europa.eu/publications/leader-funding-made-simpler-using-scos-transition-period-and-under-cap-strategic-plans_en
https://eu-cap-network.ec.europa.eu/publications/assessing-simplification-cap-beneficiaries-and-administrations_en
https://eu-cap-network.ec.europa.eu/publications/assessing-simplification-cap-beneficiaries-and-administrations_en
https://eu-cap-network.ec.europa.eu/publications/1st-meeting-thematic-group-effective-approaches-simplification-within-cap_en
https://eu-cap-network.ec.europa.eu/publications/2nd-meeting-thematic-group-effective-approaches-simplification-within-cap_en
https://eu-cap-network.ec.europa.eu/publications/search_en?fulltext=simplified%20cost%20options&f%5B0%5D=focus%3A1&f%5B1%5D=type%3A105
https://eu-cap-network.ec.europa.eu/publications/search_en?fulltext=simplified%20cost%20options&f%5B0%5D=type%3A99
https://eu-cap-network.ec.europa.eu/publications/study-simplification-and-administrative-burden-farmers-and-other-beneficiaries-under_en
https://eu-cap-network.ec.europa.eu/publications/study-simplification-and-administrative-burden-farmers-and-other-beneficiaries-under_en
https://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/information-sources/publications/studies/2025/study-on-the-uptake-of-simplified-cost-options-sco-and-financing-not-linked-to-costs-fnlc-for-the-common-provisions-regulation-cpr-funds-in-the-2014-2020-and-2021-2027-programming-periods_en
https://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/information-sources/publications/studies/2025/study-on-the-uptake-of-simplified-cost-options-sco-and-financing-not-linked-to-costs-fnlc-for-the-common-provisions-regulation-cpr-funds-in-the-2014-2020-and-2021-2027-programming-periods_en
https://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/information-sources/publications/studies/2025/study-on-the-uptake-of-simplified-cost-options-sco-and-financing-not-linked-to-costs-fnlc-for-the-common-provisions-regulation-cpr-funds-in-the-2014-2020-and-2021-2027-programming-periods_en
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=OJ:C_202407467#:~:text=This%20document%20provides%20technical%20guidance%20on%20costs%20declared,view%20to%20encouraging%20Member%20States%20to%20use%20them.
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6. Simplification in LEADER/CLLD - news articles

- Simplifying LEADER in practice at local level: the experience in Greece
- Lump Sums in LEADER: Insights from Estonia

- Slovenia’s simplified community-led local development

Disclaimer

This document has been developed as part of the work carried out by the CAP
Implementation Contact Point under the EU CAP Network to support the activities of
the Workshop on the Use of Simplified Cost Options in the CAP (20 November 2025).

The information and views set out in this document do not necessarily reflect the official
opinion of the European Commission.

Funded by
the European Union
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