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Summary Report 

ESF Community of Practice on Results-based Management 

2nd meeting of the subgroup on Simplified Cost Options  

25 March 2021, online event 

The second meeting of the subgroup on ‘Simplified Cost Options’ (SCO) under 

the Community of Practices (CoP) on Results-based Management (RBM), was 

dedicated to discuss and finetune the first draft of the two practical guides on 

‘Simplified Cost Options’ and ‘Ex ante assessment and partnership between 

Managing Authority and Audit Authority’. 

The online event, organised by the Transnationality Team on behalf of the European 

Commission, brought together 47 representatives from Managing Authorities (MAs), 

National Coordination Bodies, Intermediate Bodies, Audit Authorities (AAs) and ESF 

stakeholders from 25 Member States as well as officials from the European Commission - 

DG EMPL. 

Presentations and group discussions focussed on: 

• Providing brief updates on SCO and legislative work.

• Presenting the draft practical guides on ‘Simplified Cost Options’ and ‘Ex ante 
assessment and partnership between Managing Authority and Audit Authority’, 
prepared by the Lead Thematic Expert of the CoP RBM, Luca Santin, and circulated 
to participants before the meeting.

• Carrying out a peer-review of the two draft practical guides and collecting 
suggestions from subgroup members on how to further develop content.

• Next steps for the subgroup and CoP. 

The key conclusions on each session are:  

Updates on legislative actions and negotiations 

• EGESIF Guidance note on SCOs  – the final text was circulated to CoP members 
before the plenary meeting in February. The Guidance Note is now being translated 
into all official EU languages. Formal adoption by the Commission is expected in 
May 2021. 

Overview of the practical guide on ‘Simplified Cost Options’ 

• The rationale of the guide is to support ESF authorities and stakeholders in

designing and implementing SCOs, by presenting a set of practical references

drawing from the rich experience and remarkable practical knowledge of CoP RBM

Members.

• The content of the guide is structured around the main phases of SCO design and

implementation: (i) Deciding to use SCOs (what, why, where/when to use SCO,

who should be involved and how), (ii) Selecting options (types of SCOs and

approaches to SCO design), (iii) Key steps involved in setting up the SCO system,

and (iv) Implementing SCOs.
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• Key steps for the finalisation of the guide are: (i) based on the outcomes of the

subgroup meeting, the first draft is revised and circulated to all CoP members by

the end of April, (ii) comments from CoP Members are collected until mid-May, (iii)

the final version of the Guide is circulated to CoP members before the 2nd plenary

meeting of the CoP RBM, that will be held on 24-25 June.

• The final version of the guide will include examples and links to practices on

calculation methods, audit trail and adjustment methods as well as on management

and control system. It will also present a set of recommendations on SCO design

and implementation based on the lessons learned by CoP members.

Peer-review of the draft practical guide on ‘SCOs’ 

• Participants were divided into groups to peer-review the draft guide and identify

proposals on how to develop its content. The key outcomes of these group

discussions are presented in Annex 1.

Overview of the practical guide on ‘Ex ante assessment and partnership between 

Managing Authority and Audit Authority’ 

• The rationale of the guide is to encourage and support ESF authorities in carrying

out the assessment of the legality, regularity and eligibility of SCOs before they are

actually implemented. The guide also addresses the wider theme of collaboration

between MAs and AAs, which has been identified as a key issue for enhancing legal

certainty and achieving a simpler and more effective implementation of the ESF

(and EU Funds, in general).

• The guide presents: (i) key aspects of ex ante assessment, in terms of purpose,

scope and legal basis, (ii) the state of play of ex ante assessment and collaboration

between MAs and AAs at EU Level, (iii) a description of the roles and responsibilities

of authorities and (iv) references and examples on how ex ante assessment and

partnership work in practice.

• The final version of the guide will include examples of Terms of Reference for ex

ante assessment and comments shared between the authorities during the

assessment. It will also present a set of recommendations on ex ante assessment

and collaboration between MAs and AAs based on the lessons learned by CoP

members.

Peer-review of the draft practical guide on ‘Ex ante assessment and partnership 

between Managing Authority and Audit Authority’. 

• Participants were divided into groups to peer-review the draft guide and identify

proposals on how to develop its contents. The key outcomes of these group

discussions are presented in Annex 2 .

Next steps 

• The timeline for the next CoP and subgroup events was presented.  

https://teams.microsoft.com/l/channel/19%3Ad0d475bb691d4226bf041bfa1b2e8460%40thread.tacv2/tab%3A%3A1103a204-6a0f-4437-ba73-a75a3dbfddbc?groupId=6c71e6ec-7b28-4f15-bda6-368532aee09e&tenantId=cf90b97b-be46-4a00-9700-81ce4ff1b7f6
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Annex 1 – Peer-review of the draft practical guide on ‘SCOs’ – key outcomes 

Sections of the guide on ‘SCOs’ Suggestions from the subgroup 

1. 
Introduction (and general comments on the 

guide) 

• Since the guide refers to provisions for the 2014-2020 period, it could be

useful to include references also to ‘new’ provisions for the 2021-2027

period (a table could be also added at the end of the guide to present the

main differences between the two sets of rules). One group suggests to

make reference to 2021-2027 only (and, in that case, to clarify the

differences between art. 48 and 88).

• To keep the text clear and easy-to-read, references to actual practices

could be provided in the form of links to external documents or could be

included in annex.

• MS could translate the guide into their national languages and add annexes

with examples based on national practices.

• List of ‘abbreviations’ could be included before the introduction.

• A scheme presenting SCO design ‘step-by-step’ could be included.

• One group suggests that ‘horizontal provisions’ should be addressed.

2. The decision to use SCOs No suggestions 

2.1. What SCOs are 

• The (practical) definition of SCOs is essentially validated. Two groups

suggested to include two caveats regarding the timing of approval

(definition of ‘ex ante’) and the specific case of off-the-shelf rates.

2.2. Why SCOs should be used No suggestions 

2.3. When and where to use SCOs 

• Examples of ‘fully procured operations’ could be added in footnote

• Examples/definitions of what do we mean with ‘input’, ‘output’ or ‘result’

• On ‘mandatory use’ – mention ‘opt-outs’ and the case of calls for

proposals under which projects above/below the threshold are

implemented. Clarify the reason why mandatory use was introduced.
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Sections of the guide on ‘SCOs’ Suggestions from the subgroup 

2.4. Who should be involved (and how) 
• Include ‘National Statistical Institutes/Offices’ within SCO

actors/stakeholders

3. Selecting options No suggestions 

3.1. Types of SCOs 

• One group suggests including a section on ‘Financing Not Linked to Costs’

(note: although this would be out of the scope of the guide)

• Explain/make an example on the binary approach of Lump Sums

• Example on 1720 hours could be added

3.2. Approaches to SCO design 
• On ‘similar-SCO’ approach a reference to the new provision for 2021-

2027 (i.e. similar type of operation) could be added in footnote

4. Setting up a SCO system in practice 

• Proposals for additional steps/substeps

- Search for data / data sources

- Audit assurance (note: the point will be addressed in the practical

guide on ex ante assessment – cross reference)

- Preparation of the call for proposal (note: the point should be

addressed in Section 5 – dedicated to the implementation of SCOs)

- Cost-benefit analysis (to assess the convenience of SCOs)

4.1. Definition of the operation (actions and costs) 
• One group suggests to supplement the description (note: to be

discussed/clarified)

4.2. Identification of possible indicators No suggestions 

4.3. Development of calculation methods 

• Address the point on how many years of data is needed to set up a SCO

• More details on ‘draft budget’ could be added, including the budget

capping that is tied to the use of this method.

• On ‘manageability’ of SCO system, SCOs should be clear for all

stakeholders (not only for MAs and beneficiaries)

• Provide definitions and examples (as already suggested in the draft)
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Sections of the guide on ‘SCOs’ Suggestions from the subgroup 

4.4. Definition of the audit trail 

• Provide examples (as already suggested in the draft)

• A reference to the need for keeping all documents that support

calculations could be useful

4.5. Definition of adjustment methods 
• Provide examples (as already suggested in the draft)

• Add a specific example on adjustment method for the 1720 hours

5. Management and control system 

• Provide examples (as already suggested in the draft)

• Include references to communication between MAs and beneficiaries

after the call is published.

6. 
Conclusions (and key recommendations 

from the CoP RBM) 
No suggestions 
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Annex 2 – Peer-review of the draft practical guide on ‘Ex ante assessment and partnership between Managing Authority 

and Audit Authority’ – key outcomes 

Sections of the guide on ‘SCOs’ Suggestions from the subgroup 

1. 
Introduction (and general comments on the 

guide) 

• Include references to 2021-2027: moving from not mandatory to

mandatory, under 88, change the scope.

• To come up with a common database where any entity that is interested

can learn from audit comments, queries or recommendations, without

naming and shaming.

• If an ex-ante assessment is possible under 88 (and mandatory even

without a legal framework), why ex-ante assessment cannot be an

ambition (or even mandatory at the national level) under 48?

• List of ‘abbreviations’ could be included before the introduction.

• How should AAs reassess expert judgement?

2. 
Purpose, scope and legal basis of ex ante 

assessment 

• Stress that, although not mandatory, ex ante assessment is highly

recommended

• Point out that ex ante assessment works, as long as the MA does not

change the methodology (after the assessment)

• Possibly (if available from EC side) some more information on scope and

effects of ex ante assessment could be added

• The definition of ex ante assessment (scope) should include the

arrangements to ensure the verification, quality, collection and storage of

data

3. 
State of play of assessment and 

collaboration between MAs and AAs 
No suggestions 

4. Roles and responsibilities of authorities 

• To include as well the difference between consulting and assurance as this

bears weight on the collaboration between the two entities

• To note as well that the information communication is highly important

and that this improves significantly the partnership between the two

entities.
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Sections of the guide on ‘SCOs’ Suggestions from the subgroup 

• To better highlight the advantages for the AA when going for the ex-ante

assessment and opting for good collaboration between MAs and AAs.

• It also takes time, commitment and open and constant communication.

• Examples of Terms of Reference should be added (as already suggested in

the draft). Adopting such a document would be beneficial particularly

where staff turnover within the two authorities is more frequent.

• Stress the importance of informal meetings/communication (to pave the

way for formal outcomes).

5. 
Ex ante assessment and partnership in 

practice 
No suggestions 

5.1 Ex ante assessment process and tools 
• Understaffing (of AA) as potential issue to be addressed

• Provide examples (as already suggested in the draft)

5.2 Examples of (potential) findings • Provide examples (as already suggested in the draft)

5.3 
Partnership between MA and AA: issues and 

practical solutions 

• Provide examples (as already suggested in the draft)

• Include references on the timing of the assessment

6. 
Conclusions (and key recommendations 

from the CoP RBM) 
No suggestions 


