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Background note on “Simplification” for the CONT hearing: 

“Will simplification suggested for the new MFF 
period bring the necessary balance between 
more efficient, effective and correct spending of 
EU funds?” 
 

This note intends to provide general information about simplification as well as to look a bit more in detail 
on this issue in the framework of Cohesion Policy, Common Agricultural Policy and Research. These three 
EU policies represent sectors that largely benefit from the financing of the EU budget and have 
experienced simplification due to the response of the Commission, the European Parliament and the 
Council to the requests of final beneficiaries.  At the same time,  there have been repeated calls from the 
European Court of Auditors regarding these policies to reduce their complexity and further apply 
simplification measures, without compromising their functioning and the sound financial management 
of the EU budget. 

Introduction 

Simplification has been a concern for the EU institutions for over 30 years. The Edinburgh European Council 
of December 1992 was already stressing the need for a clearer, simpler and more accessible European 
legislation1. Since then, many efforts have been made by the EU to improve the quality of the European 
regulations and to simplify it.  

In 2002, the Commission presented a communication on “Better Regulation” which principles were then 
subscribed by Council and Parliament by adopting the Interinstitutional Agreement of 16 December 2003.  

In 2007, the High Level Group on Administrative Burdens (HLG) was set up to advise the European 
Commission on the implementation of the Action Programme for Reducing Administrative Burdens in the 
European Union. The HLG’s mandate ended on 31 October 20142. Overall, the HLG adopted more than 45 
opinions and reports, which provided the Commission with several hundred suggestions on how to reduce 
administrative burdens and outline best practice in the Member States on implementing EU legislation in 
the least burdensome way. The total administrative burden reduction potential of all 
recommendations made by the HLG was estimated to exceed EUR 41 billion annually. 

                                                             
1  https://revue-jade.eu/article/view/1600 
2  https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/default/files/final-report-of-the-high-level-group_july2014_en.pdf 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/default/files/final-report-of-the-high-level-group_july2014_en.pdf
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In order to have a global and continuous monitoring of legislative simplification, the EU adopted in 2013 
the Regulatory Fitness and Performance Programme (REFIT)3. The REFIT programme allows the 
Commission to systematically consider simplification and burden reduction potential in all evaluations and 
in all proposals for revising legislation.  

In 2015, the Commission presented a package of measures - Better Regulation Package4 - including the 
draft new Interinstitutional Agreement on “Better Regulation” signed on 13 April 2016. This last foresees the 
common engagement by the legislating authorities to simplify existing legislation, reduce red tape and 
suppress excessive administrative burdens. Moreover, the Commission presents every year an ex post- 
evaluation of the legislation adopted by the EU. 

The last modification to the EU Financial Regulation5 came into force in 2018. The FR reiterates the 
importance of simplification, particularly in article 36, (5), where it states: “If, during implementation, the 
level of error is persistently high, the Commission shall identify the weaknesses in the control systems, 
analyse the costs and benefits of possible corrective measures and take or propose appropriate action, such 
as simplification of the applicable provisions, improvement of the control systems and redesign of the 
programme or delivery systems.” 

The key achievements of this revision of the Financial Regulation included: 
• a wider use of lump sums, flat rates and payments based on results, which means that in these cases, 

there will be no need to provide detailed invoices; 
• the possibility to replace part of the co-financing by volunteer work and contributions in kind; 
• a reduction of the number of required reports and documentation, as well as cross-reliance on 

audits; 
• a further simplified set of rules for smaller projects up to €60,000. 

1. Simplification of European Structural and Investment Funds 

The EU made efforts to simplify procedures in the MFF financing periods (2007-2013, 2014-2020 and 2021-
2027). More particularly, in March 2014  the  Commission launched a dedicated MFF Simplification 
Scoreboard 6, a process through which all simplification and rationalisation measures in all proposals for 
programmes under the MFF were carefully identified and guided through the legislative process. 

In 20157, the Commission also set up the High Level Group on Monitoring Simplification with the task to 
advise the Commission with regard to simplification and reduction of administrative burden for 
beneficiaries of the European Structural and Investment (ESI) Funds. The High Level Group presented its 
proposals in July 2017. 

The main HLG proposals were the following. 

 

                                                             
3   REFIT Programme 
4  https://ec.europa.eu/info/law/law-making-process/planning-and-proposing-law/better-regulation-why-and-how_en 
5  https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/HTML/?uri=CELEX:32018R1046&from=EN 
6  https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/default/files/about_the_european_commission/eu_budget/final-simplification-scoreboard-

com-2014-114_2014_en.pdf 
7  https://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/policy/how/improving-investment/high-level-group-simplification/ 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/law/law-making-process/evaluating-and-improving-existing-laws/refit-making-eu-law-simpler-less-costly-and-future-proof_fr#-propos-de-refit
https://ec.europa.eu/info/law/law-making-process/planning-and-proposing-law/better-regulation-why-and-how_en
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/HTML/?uri=CELEX:32018R1046&from=EN
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/default/files/about_the_european_commission/eu_budget/final-simplification-scoreboard-com-2014-114_2014_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/default/files/about_the_european_commission/eu_budget/final-simplification-scoreboard-com-2014-114_2014_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/policy/how/improving-investment/high-level-group-simplification/
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1. Alignment of horizontal rules between EU funds 

Different rules, for example in the field of state aid or public procurement, make synergies difficult between 
the different EU funds (Cohesion Policy funds, EFSI, Horizon 2020, COSME) although they often pursue the 
same objectives: to create jobs, growth and to boost the competitiveness of businesses. These differences 
create complexity for beneficiaries as they often apply for funding from different sources. Important 
disparities also exist in terms of easy access to funding. For example, ESIF support is technically easier to 
access for small businesses, in terms of status checks for eligibility or controls and conditions related to state 
aid. 

The HLG recommended that projects financed by Cohesion Policy should not receive more restrictive 
treatment than similar projects under central EU management. This principle of equal treatment, including 
the selection method and criteria, should also apply to the financial instruments irrespective of whether they 
are implemented by the European Investment Bank or national promotional banks. 

This solution would imply that small businesses and start-ups would be more eager to apply for EU funding 
with simplified, streamlined procedures. Combinations of EU funds would be easier, would prevent 
duplication, scattering of resources and would put the EU budget to best use.   

2.  Fewer, clearer, shorter rules 

Beneficiaries, especially the smallest ones, like SMEs and start-ups, are overwhelmed by the amount of - 
often overlapping - rules. Therefore, the HLG recommended that Cohesion Policy should be based on 
shorter regulations and fewer guidelines. Operational programmes should be concise, strategic documents. 
In order to prevent new rules from piling up again, every new requirement should be compensated for by 
abolishing another requirement instead (“one in one out” criterion).  

This solution would reduce the number of rules - which would be easier to identify and understand - and 
the risk of making mistakes would be much smaller. This would also contribute to making EU support more 
attractive for businesses. 

3.  Genuine subsidiarity and proportionality 

In order to prevent errors, more and more “double checks” and other redundant procedures have been 
introduced, even if the expenditure to be reimbursed has already been subject to effective checks under 
national budget rules. For beneficiaries such as small businesses and start-ups, it means having to satisfy 
double sets of standards, which could increase the risk of mistakes. It would also brings uncertainty, if the 
permits they receive might be challenged later. 

Therefore, the HLG recommended that national procedures in respect of public expenditure should be 
considered sufficient. Beneficiaries know these procedures because they apply them on a daily basis outside 
the context of EU funds.  One could rely on the national rules to a much larger extent, even without repeating 
the checks already done in the beginning of the 2014-2020 period. That would not make SMEs and other 
beneficiaries need to learn how to apply new rules. Only rules which do not exist at national level would be 
needed. 

4.  A stable yet flexible framework 

Every seven years new regulations are put in place, even if the same institutions continue to provide support 
to beneficiaries. This means having to update IT systems, change application forms, elaborate new 
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procedures etc. As a consequence, the need to re-appoint institutions creates delays in the beginning of the 
programming period. Businesses looking for support have to adjust their business plans to fit the financing 
schedule rather than their needs. 

The HLG recommended to clean up the current regulations, remove unnecessary requirements and not 
rewrite new rules as beneficiaries learnt them over the years. To be able to adapt to new circumstances or 
challenges, Cohesion Policy programmes could also be modified more easily, for example by relying on the 
validation of monitoring committees in presence of the Commission. This solution would make it so that 
documents needed for support which have been prepared in the past might be used in the future. When 
the institutional system is stable, they will also benefit from more experienced administration. Funds could 
be redeployed to respond to new challenges. 

5.  Single audit principle  

The implementation system of Cohesion Policy became one of the most effective enforcement mechanisms 
for a range of EU policies such as public procurement, environmental acquis or state aid. Controls and audits 
have helped to identify issues with the transposition of directives or with the institutional capacity of those 
public bodies applying them. Simplification should contribute to having a reasonable level of controls, 
further increasing the effectiveness of audit work and keeping the highest standards in terms of protection 
of the EU budget. In this situation, beneficiaries face an ever-growing number of rules which makes applying 
for EU funding less attractive. Therefore, the HLG recommended to reduce the number of rules and to 
extend the single audit principle, on the basis of the idea that each level of control builds on the preceding 
one. Additional checks might be needed if it is established that in a given Member State or region there is a 
serious deficiency. The single audit principle would bring to fewer controls, in particular for smaller 
beneficiaries as SMEs, and avoid that the beneficiary is confronted with diverging views from different 
authorities. 

Mid-term review of MFF 2014-2020: criticism on its simplification  

In 2017, a study8 by the Committee of the Regions on the new financial rules applicable to the general 
budget of the EU assessed their impact on local and regional authorities referring in particular to the 
proposal for reviewing the then ongoing MFF 2014-2020. 

The study stated that some of EU reforms toward simplification led to ‘gold-plating’ (overruling), as a 
counter-response to the accusation that the budget was being mismanaged: past reforms had made the 
implementation of programmes and the achievement of goals excessively complex. Moreover, the attempts 
to simplify the EU budget since 2012 would have paradoxically led to more complexity. 

Although the Commission’s mid term proposal aimed at simplification and at facilitating the use of different 
EU funds in an integrated and coherent manner, the authors of the study considered that the mid-term 
review, in all its complexity, failed to ensure that the simplification proposals would lead to simplification in 
practice.  

The authors believed that the legislative package would create the threat that newly delegated acts would 
be issued and that a new set of guidelines would in turn be created for each new simplification.   

                                                             
8  https://cor.europa.eu/en/engage/studies/Documents/New-Financial-Rules.pdf 

https://cor.europa.eu/en/engage/studies/Documents/New-Financial-Rules.pdf
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The authors considered the single audit system as an important step in the right direction, under the 
condition that it would be based on standards and trust in the national authorities, not seen as a means of 
facilitating the introduction of even more controls.  

As for both lump-sum and performance-based payments, these were considered by the authors as a 
positive addition to the budgetary tool kit, as far as their implementation would not be more burdensome 
than the normal mechanisms.  

With reference to the way in which the performance-based payments were designed, the authors feared 
that they might even induce the authorities to eschew difficult cases where the risk of failure would be 
higher, or to refrain from using innovative programmes at all. 

On achieving complementarity and synergies between European instruments, the authors considered 
that there was a serious need to harmonise the ways in which the various funds work. 

As a conclusion, the authors underline that reviewing the MFF rules should have led to a true simplification, 
based on an authentic single audit system, easy mechanisms to streamline the use of different funds and 
financial instruments and an effective plan for increasing national governments’ trust in local and regional 
authorities to avoid the accumulation of excessive rules and controls. 

Audit, control and simplification 

A study9 commissioned by the EP Committee on Regional Development and published in 2018 analysed the 
relationship between two components of European Structural and Investment Funds – control and audit 
systems, and simplification measures designed to reduce the complexity of implementation – and explored 
how this relationship conditioned performance.  

The public consultation made by the researchers asked the stakeholders  for an assessment of the utility of 
different simplification measures. The results are visible in the following table . 

 

                                                             
9  https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/STUD/2018/601972/IPOL_STU(2018)601972_EN.pdf 
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In its conclusion the study highlighted a number of general principles and practical recommendations to EU 
and member states stakeholders involved in designing the future reforms for 2021-2027 in order to reduce 
complexity and improve ESIF performance, while further reduce errors and irregularities.  

The general principles that the study recommended to be taken into account by the stakeholders were, 
among others, the need for harmonisation of rules amongst funds and instruments, more stability from 
one programme period to the next. Brevity of legislative text, instead of too many rules involving the risk 
of different interpretation. Flexibility and differentiation (among beneficiaries, operations, processes and 
programmes) to adapt regulation and guidance to different contests, while funding objective criteria on 
which to build the flexibility. Performance orientation, implying a better cooperation between ECA and 
National Authorities, as well as with national control authorities, keeping in mind the difference between 
performance, financial and compliance audits and stressing the need to coordinate the audits in order to 
minimise the requests to EU and MS participants. Accountability, creating a mechanism providing 
assurance that the information is accurate and reliable for the EU funds under shared management. 

As for more specific issues, the study lists, amongst others, the value of simplified cost options (SCO), the 
need for dedicated rules and support for specific types of programmes and operations.   

The Court of Auditors contribution to the debate for the period after 2020 

In May 2018, the Court of Auditors published a briefing on the simplification in post-2020 delivery of 
Cohesion Policy10. In this document, the CoA identified five main areas for Cohesion Policy simplification, 
namely the following: 

- Simple, clear and stable rules and better harmonisation of the rules relating to different funds and 
programmes. 

- Operational Programmes’ (OPs) management structure: reduce the number of authorities intervening 
in the management and auditing in the Member States. This would offer economies of scale and 
possibilities for reduction of administrative costs and the burden on beneficiaries.  

- Exploit the potential for savings through better use of modern technologies in the selection and 
implementation of projects in Cohesion Policy (including gold-plating). 

- Use of Simplified Cost Options (SCOs) and other types of measures based on conditions. 

- More efficient and effective controls: the Commission has to set clear arrangements for the scope and 
frequency of management verifications undertaken by MAs/IBs and CAs. Member States need to address 
administrative inefficiencies (such as multiple submissions of documents) and the related burden on 
beneficiaries. 

The 2021 - 2027 simplification  

In order to apply simplification to Cohesion Policy for the next 7 years MFF, the Commission proposed 80 
simplification measures11, aiming to shorter, fewer, clearer rules. For businesses and entrepreneurs 
benefiting from EU support, the new framework proposed by the Commission offered less red tape, with 
simpler ways to claim payments using simplified cost options. To facilitate synergies, a single rulebook 

                                                             
10  https://www.eca.europa.eu/en/Pages/DocItem.aspx?did=46075 
11  https://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/docgener/factsheet/new_cp/simplification_handbook_en.pdf 

https://www.eca.europa.eu/en/Pages/DocItem.aspx?did=46075
https://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/docgener/factsheet/new_cp/simplification_handbook_en.pdf
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covers 7 EU funds12 implemented in partnership with Member States (“shared management”). The 
Commission also proposed lighter controls for programmes with good track record, with an increased 
reliance on national systems and the extension of the “single audit” principle, to avoid duplication of checks. 

In the Common Provisions Regulation (CPR) proposal13 related to the Funds for the period 2021-2027 of May 
2018, the Commission foresaw a series of simplification measures in order to bring to a better spending and 
to savings. The need for simplification resulted from ex-post evaluations, stakeholders consultation and 
impact assessments in ex post evaluation of the Funds activities and was confirming the abovementioned 
comments.  

The Commission took on board the conclusions of the HLG on simplification14 and also took into 
consideration the administrative costs associated with the ERDF and the Cohesion Fund. These have been 
estimated in a Commission study15 of 2018 at 3% of average programme costs for the ERDF and 2.2% for the 
Cohesion Fund.  

The same study estimated that the simplifications introduced for the next MFF by CPR proposal could be 
quantified financially  in terms of reduction of costs as follows: 

• the greater use of simplified cost options (or payments based on conditions) for the ERDF and the 
Cohesion Fund could substantially reduce total administrative costs – by 20-25% if these options 
are applied across the board. 

• a more proportionate approach to control and audits would imply a major reduction in the number 
of verifications and the audit burden for “low risk” programmes thus reducing total administrative 
costs of the ERDF and the Cohesion Fund by 2-3% and costs for affected programmes by a much 
greater amount.  

The draft regulation also introduced a number of changes, such as: 
• reducing red tape for managing authorities; 
• increasing flexibility for more efficient allocation of resources; 
• strengthening the link to the European Semester; 
• introducing enabling conditions to be applied throughout the programming period, such as 

effective monitoring of public procurement, compliance with the EU Charter of Fundamental Rights 
and application of the UN Convention on the rights of persons with disabilities; 

• performing a new mid-term review in 2025 to ensure that the programmes adequately address new 
challenges arising in the upcoming years; 

• introducing a new climate monitoring mechanism for a strong contribution of the structural funds 
to the achievement of the EU climate targets. 

 
The final agreement on the Common Provision Regulation reached by the EP and the Council in March 
202116 takes into consideration the need for further simplification and states that each programme shall set 
out challenges in administrative capacity and governance and simplification measures.  
 

                                                             
12  CF-Cohesion Fund, EMFF-European Maritime and Fisheries Fund, the ERDF-European Regional Development Fund, the ESF+-

European Social Fund Plus, the AMIF-Asylum and Migration Fund, the BMVI-Border Management and Visa Instrument and the 
ISF-Internal Security Fund 

13  https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/HTML/?uri=CELEX:52018PC0375&from=IT#footnote6 
14  See footnote 3 
15  https://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/docgener/studies/pdf/assess_admin_costs.pdf 
16   Provisional agreement on CPR 

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/HTML/?uri=CELEX:52018PC0375&from=IT#footnote6
https://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/docgener/studies/pdf/assess_admin_costs.pdf
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2014_2019/plmrep/COMMITTEES/REGI/AG/2021/03-16/1226357EN.pdf
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Moreover, the monitoring committee may make recommendations to the managing authority, including 
on measures to reduce the administrative burden for beneficiaries. As for single audit, the agreement 
foresees that, when carrying out the audits, the Commission and the audit authorities shall take due account 
of the principle of single audit and proportionality in relation to the level of risk of the budget of the Union.  
This shall be in particular in order to avoid duplication of audits and management verifications on the same 
expenditure declared to the commission, with the objective of minimising the cost of management 
verification and audits and the administrative burden on beneficiaries. 

2. Horizon 2020 

The Court of Auditors assessment of Horizon 2020 Simplification17 

Horizon 2020 is the eighth EU framework programme for research and innovation. With a budget of 76.4 
billion euro for the period 2014 to 2020, it ranks as the world’s biggest public research and innovation 
programme. H2020 has an impact on a wide range of EU policies and is managed by a number of 
Commission’s Directorates General, which adds to its complexity. In Horizon 2020, the Commission has 
simplified its rules and procedures, speeded up the “time to grant”, streamlined IT systems, reduced the 
number of funding schemes and provided clearer guidance and more legal certainty to beneficiaries.   

The Court of Auditors assessed in 2018 whether the Commission’s simplification measures had reduced the 
administrative burden of beneficiaries. The Court examined whether the design of the measures was based 
on previous evaluations and feedback from stakeholders. It carried out a survey of beneficiaries of Horizon 
2020 grants to assess their perceptions of the positive and negative impact of those measures in terms of 
reducing the administrative burden on them. 

The Court found that the majority of the Commission’s simplification measures have been effective in 
reducing the administrative burden for beneficiaries in Horizon 2020, although not all actions produced 
the desired result and opportunities to improve still existed. Stability in the rules being also important, 
beneficiaries are able to adapt to complexity but frequent modifications to guidance can cause confusion 
and uncertainty. 

The Court also found that the Commission drew on its experience of managing previous framework 
programmes to identify where simplification was needed. New organisational and horizontal structures, 
notably the creation of the Common Support Centre (CSC), were a major contribution to simplification. 
This led to more coherent implementation of the programme. 

Moreover, the Court stated that the Research Enquiry Service, providing advice and support to applicants 
and participants, was not incorporated into the CSC. Although improved since  FP7, there are other channels 
answering queries, meaning that consistent treatment of cases could not be guaranteed. National Contact 
Points could also offer varying levels of support and guidance. 

The Court noticed that support tools, such as the Participant Portal, were improved. The introduction of 
electronic signatures led to simplified grant award and management for applicants and beneficiaries. 
However, some technical improvements are still required.  

The “time to grant”, from application to signature of a grant agreement, has been reduced significantly 
thanks to electronic management and withdrawal of the negotiation stage, nevertheless the Court declared 

                                                             
17   https://op.europa.eu/webpub/eca/special-reports/horizon-2020-28-2018/en/ 
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that the opportunities to reduce the administrative burden had not been fully exploited. Only a fraction of 
calls for proposals employed two-stage evaluation. This had an impact in particular on unsuccessful 
applicants. Moreover, the Seal of Excellence, intended to help the best of the unsuccessful proposals find 
funding elsewhere, had not yet been effective. 

The attempts to simplify rules on personnel costs have not had the intended results and these remained 
complex for beneficiaries, leading to errors in cost declarations. Some negative side-effects emerged from 
the new approaches adopted, and subsequent adjustments introduced have caused some confusion and 
legal uncertainty. Increasing reliance on usual cost accounting practices, in particular for personnel costs, 
could reduce the administrative burden. New simplified cost options, such as lump sums and inducement 
prizes, having the potential to reduce the administrative burden, had not yet been sufficiently tested by the 
Commission. 

As for auditing, the Court considered that the creation of a Common Audit Service and a new audit strategy 
reduced the audit burden compared to FP7, but variable quality in outsourced audits could lead to 
frustration and confusion for beneficiaries. 

In its conclusion,  the Court recommended the Commission to: 
a) better communicate with applicants and beneficiaries; 
b) intensify testing of lump sums; 
c) explore greater use of two-stage proposal evaluations; 
d) re-examine remuneration conditions for expert evaluators; 
e) increase recognition of the Seal of Excellence; 
f) ensure stability for rules and guidance for participants; 
g) improve quality of outsourced audits; 
h) further simplify tools and guidance for SMEs. 

3.  Common Agricultural Policy 

The 2013 CAP reform improved the regulatory environment for the farming sector.18 Due to the major 
changes introduced by the reform and its extent, it took some time and effort for the new rules to be 
implemented correctly. This is especially true for certain areas, such as the 'greening' of farm payments, 
which introduced environmentally sound farming practices, such as crop diversification, and maintaining 
ecologically rich landscape features and a minimum area of permanent grassland. 

The EU institutions needed to look through what had been agreed and implemented, and to see where 
improvements could be made in the short or medium term and also what could be done better in the future. 
Initially, the exercise mostly focused on the delegated and implementing acts - those acts which help to put 
in place the detailed rules needed to implement the reformed CAP. 

A simpler framework for all actors in the CAP should lead to increased competitiveness in the EU's 
agricultural sector. Simplifying CAP regulation aims to save time and reduce costs for the farmers, 
economic operators and public authorities who have to comply with or manage the CAP, still respecting 
the principle of sound financial management. 

 

                                                             
18  https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/policies/cap-simplification/ 

https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/policies/cap-simplification/
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The Court of Auditors and the simplification of CAP  

The Court of Auditors insisted at several occasions on the need for further simplification of CAP.  

In its special report 26/201619 on cross compliance and simplification, the Court observed that cross-
compliance applies to 7.5 million farmers and links most CAP payments (around 47 billion euro in 2015) to 
farmers’ compliance with basic rules for the environment, food safety, animal health and welfare, and good 
agricultural and environmental conditions.  

In this complex situation, the Court concluded that the information available did not allow the 
Commission to assess adequately the effectiveness of cross-compliance. The performance indicators 
did not take into account the level of non-compliance by farmers and the Commission did not analyse the 
reasons for the infringements. Even though the changes in the CAP for the period 2014–2020 reduced the 
number of cross-compliance rules, control procedures remained complex. Furthermore, the costs of 
implementing cross-compliance were not sufficiently quantified. 

In a later report of 201820, the Court analysed the Basic Payment Scheme and considered that with an 
annual expenditure of around 18 billion euros, the BPS, introduced in 2015, is the EU’s biggest income 
support scheme for farmers. The Court found that the scheme was operationally on track, but that its 
impact on simplification, targeting and the convergence of aid levels was limited. 

More in particular, the Court noticed that simplification being one of the guiding principles of the 2013 
reform of the CAP, the complex EU rules on BPS and eligible land contained numerous options and 
exceptions for implementation of the scheme. Calculation rules and options chosen by Member States did 
not always favour simplification, but sometimes added complexity, increased the burden on national 
administrations, and allowed some farmers to realise windfall profit.  

 

 

 

 
 

 

                                                             
19  https://www.eca.europa.eu/Lists/ECADocuments/SR16_26/SR_CROSS_COMPLIANCE_EN.pdf 
20 https://www.eca.europa.eu/Lists/ECADocuments/SR18_10/SR_BPS_EN.pdf 
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