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1. What would you consider to be the key factors for simplifying State aid rules: more flexible 
rules, more permissive rules (as in higher aid intensities), less rules, more guidance, or less 
(administrative) burdens?  

Simplifying State aid rules through fewer regulations and reduced administrative burdens is crucial 
for Europe's competitiveness and innovation. This change will enable Europe to become a 
technological leader and will make the entire process more efficient, predictable, and accessible for 
both authorities and beneficiaries. 

The administrative burden of state aid should be proportional to the aid amount and competition 
risk, meaning it should be lower for smaller projects and low-risk beneficiaries like public universities 
or municipalities. Currently, rules often impose an excessive burden with no real impact, such as 
checking the "undertaking in difficulty" status for entire corporate groups or applying the rules to 
public entities with only marginal economic activities. 

To reduce this burden, solutions include simplified forms, proportional assessments for low-risk aid, 
and establishing "safe harbors." Another approach is to completely exclude certain areas (like R&D) 
from state aid rules, or to significantly simplify their conditions—for instance, through simplified cost 
reporting or by waiving requirements like the "incentive effect" test. 

The key is to reduce the administrative burden by cutting paperwork, reducing reporting obligations 
(such as SARI and TAM), notification procedure and the time needed for approvals. Rules should be 
simpler and more principle-based rather than overly prescriptive to make the system easier to 
navigate. 

Greater flexibility is also needed to allow rules to adapt to specific cases and diverse national 
programs. A more flexible interpretation of concepts, such as economic vs. non-economic activities 
in research/education, would enable more targeted state aid without excessive bureaucracy. 

State aid rules must be more flexible to better adapt to market developments and national contexts. 
This would reduce the need for constant amendments and allow for a less fragmented, results-led 
approach to supporting complex projects. 

Compatibility requirements must be simplified. Overly complex and legally uncertain calculations 
(for example the financial gap or hypothetical scenarios) should be avoided, as they prolong 
approvals and increase the risk of expenditures being declared ineligible during audits. 

Lastly, more explicit guidance from the European Commission is essential when simplifying rules. 
Simple rules can still be misinterpreted. More guidance could be provided to Member States in 
particular in the form of: (i) clear and unambiguous definitions, (ii) model forms (such as RRF guiding 
templates), (iii) updated FAQs, or systematic and regular training and sharing of best practices, iv) 
informal guidance (including SA Wiki) to help to Member States understand their obligations, 
reducing errors and legal uncertainty together (also with modernization of forms leading to more 
interactive way of filling in). This makes the application of rules smoother and more consistent. Based 
on our practical experience, it could be very useful to clearly define economic and non-economic 
activities using typical examples and to develop and share model examples. The absence of clear 
decision-making practices and interpretations by the European Commission generally leads to 
uncertainty among beneficiaries and providers regarding compliance with state aid rules and limits 
providers in the preparation of support programs. 



2 

 

Finally, it is critical to harmonize the lengthy state aid notification process (which can take 6-12 
months or more) with the strict deadlines for using EU funds (the N+2 rule), as these two processes 
are currently incompatible. 

 

2. How can it be ensured that a simplification exercise maintains a level playing field and does not 
lead to a non-uniform application of the rules in different Member States?  

To ensure State aid rules are applied uniformly across all Member States, the simplification must be 
discussed in working groups with national experts who can assess practical applicability and 
compliance.  

On the contrary, it is the ambiguity of the GBER provisions that contributes to the unequal position 
of Member States. Given that many provisions of the GBER are unclear, despite our repeated 
comments, it is necessary to provide consistent methodological support to Member States in real 
time, i.e. to conduct consultations quickly, with the possibility of approving the minutes of the 
meeting, to respond quickly to pre-notification requests, and to respond quickly on the e-Wiki 
platform (not giving an answer in six months, a year, or five years, or leaving questions unanswered 
for several years). 

At the same time it has long been argued that simplification will automatically lead to market 
disruption, which is not supported by reality.  

In connection with GBER we have recently circulated among other Member States our comments, 
which express practical problems with individual parts of the GBER based on experience in applying 
this regulation over a number of years. We really want to appeal to the EC to finally start taking the 
practical experience of Member States seriously and take it into account. 

The best ways to ensure uniform application include:  

a) providing clear definitions and interpretations the provision of clear definitions and 
interpretations of conditions by the EC, 

b) more frequent EC decision-making to serve as a guide, especially in areas like R&D or ancillary 
economic activities, 

c) creating standardized model forms and practical examples (for example for defining a company 
in difficulty), 

d) offering systematic and regular training for providers and recipients, 

e) giving quick, real-time feedback and consultations to aid providers. 

 

• Which role does the availability of Commission guidance and informal dialogue play?  

The EC's interpretations are essential/crucial and, when available, increase legal certainty for 
beneficiaries and providers, providing valuable guidance for the preparation of programs and the 
provision of state aid. 

By providing official guidance, it establishes a single, authoritative interpretation of the rules. For 
the rising effectiveness of this role, there must be ensured increased availability of this guidance and 
easier access to informal dialogue, as well as a willingness to provide support in debatable cases. 

Thanks to the possibility to discuss informally via Teams/e-mails CZ authorities were able to prevent 
incorrect application of SA rules.  
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We also have had good experience with the Jaspers tool. 

Despite improvements in the availability of information thanks to the State aid eWiki, there are still 
areas where there is a lack of EC decision-making practice or clearer interpretations (see the 
aforementioned ancillary economic activities and support for the innovation environment). 

At the same time, it is essential to ensure that interpretations are provided as early as possible (in 
particular when preparing support programs) and that they are regularly updated. 

 

• Which role does the sharing of best practices between Member States play?  

The role of the sharing of best practices between Member States, to a certain extent, solves the 
current situation of legal uncertainty.  

The exchange of best practices plays an important role, and we actively cooperate with other 
Member States but only in certain areas. We also consider the sharing of audit findings in individual 
Member States to be beneficial. However, it should be noted that individual Member States may 
have different interests and, in some cases, Member States may even compete with each other (for 
example investment incentives), which may reduce their willingness to share best practices. 

According to our opinion informal cooperation such as conferences or ad hoc discussions based on 
personal relationships are beneficial. SA Wiki is not as flexible as desired and the questions very often 
too specific to be helpful. 

More structured approach by the European Commission in providing methodological guidance or 
coordinating communication would be welcomed. 

A thematic exchange platform led by the EC (for example quarterly workshops by sector or type of 
aid) could greatly enhance practical value and reduce fragmentation of knowledge. 

Another problem is that the approach used in other Member States does not guarantee that it will 
be applicable or feasible as "best practice" in the national conditions of another Member State (both 
socio-economic and legislative). It is uncertain whether the outcome of the European Commission's 
assessment of a given aspect in a particular Member State will be similar and applicable in the 
conditions of another Member State, i.e. whether the given aspect will also be assessed as 
compatible with state aid rules in other conditions. It is therefore desirable to discuss individual 
examples of good practice in more detail and more frequently with EC experts.  

 

• Which roles do the monitoring exercise and transparency play?  

Monitoring and transparency are important elements in ensuring compliance with state aid rules 
and especially monitoring seems to lead to strengthening legal certainty. In practice, the role of 
monitoring and reporting still remains abstract. We understand the need for transparency, however 
the administrative burden created by lower limit for TAM reporting, or time-consuming SARI 
reporting is according to our opinion disproportionate to any statistical purpose. 

It could be a source of learning if, based on our experience, it were not carried out 4-5 years after 
the call for proposals was announced, when everything has long since been completed. The deadlines 
make this “exercise” completely unrealistic. 

Overall the benefits of monitoring and transparency should outweigh unnecessary administrative 
burdens. 

 


