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INTRODUCTION/BACKGROUND INFORMATION

The purpose of this note is to summarise the results obtained from EU budget resources dedicated to

the EU Solidarity Fund (EUSF), and to outline the EP`s role in the process of making such resources

available. So far, in 56 cases, 23 member states have benefited from EUSF grants amounting to EUR 3,

7 billion altogether. Nearly all applications under the major disaster or neighbouring country criteria

were approved, whereas only a third of applications under the extraordinary regional disaster criteria

were approved. In the final chapter, this note will present three case studies of EUSF assistance in

Austria, Greece and Italy.

According to ECA Report 3/2008 the EUSF is efficient, flexible and the beneficiaries are satisfied with

it. However, the European Court of Auditors finds that there is a lack of rapidity with regard to the

implementation of the assistance. This should change in the future as the amended EUSF regulation1,

in force since June 2014, shortens the administrative procedure by merging the formerly separate

stages of approval and implementation into one single stage.

1. AIMS OF THE EU SOLIDARITY FUND

The EUSF was established in 20022 following devastating flooding in central Europe in the summer of

that year. Its main purpose is the provision of assistance to member states or accession countries

whose regions are affected by major natural disasters e.g. floods, fires, storms, drought, earthquakes,

etc., with serious effects on the living conditions of the citizens of the affected regions, as well as the

economic welfare or the natural environment thereof. Only public and non-insurable damage can be

compensated.

A disaster is considered major if:

 the damage caused by it corresponds to an amount of at least EUR 3 billion;

 or exceeds 0,6% of the gross national income of the affected state.

Should a large proportion of inhabitants of a certain region, particularly a very remote one (such as

outermost or island regions) suffer from severe and permanent repercussions for their living

conditions or their economic stability due to a disaster, exceptional assistance may be administered.

Furthermore, pursuant to the neighbouring country criterion, those member states or accession

states labouring under the impacts of the same disaster as another state for which the status of major

disaster has already been declared may also receive assistance.

1 Regulation (EU) No 661/2014.
2 Council Regulation (EC) no. 2012/2002.
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Eligible actions for this kind of financial assistance are:

 the immediate re-establishment of essential infrastructure elements such as energy,

drinking water, health, etc.;

 the satisfaction of the immediate needs of the concerned population for example, the

provision of temporary accommodation or the conduct of rescue operations by rescue

services;

 the restoration of preventive infrastructure and precautionary measures concerning the

cultural heritage sites of the affected regions;

 the cleaning-up of affected areas.

Although the help provided by the EUSF was well received, it was criticised for slowness of

implementation.3 The amended EUSF regulation attempted to speed up delivery of help by merging

the separate stages of approval and implementation. The amended regulation also clarified the

eligibility criteria for regional disasters by restricting EUSF assistance to those cases where the costs of

the affected NUTS 2 region exceed 1,5% of its GDP. For outermost and island regions the threshold

value is 1% of the regional GDP. Another novelty of the new regulation is the introduction of the

possibility for beneficiaries to profit from advance payments which can amount to 10% of the EUSF

contribution or up to a maximum of EUR 30 million. Also, beneficiaries are granted more time to

conduct recovery missions as the implementation period is now extended from 12 to 18 months.

2. EU BUDGET RESOURCES FOR THE EU SOLIDARITY FUND

2.1. BACKGROUND

According to the stipulations of the new Multiannual Financial Framework (MFF 2014-2020) the EUSF

is not included in the normal annual EU budget4. The resources of the EUSF are financed through an

amending budget which proposes commitment and payment appropriations for the accepted

amount to be entered in the budget of the current year. Until 2013, up to EUR 1 billion per year could

be made available for the EUSF. Under the new Multiannual Financial Framework, the annual ceiling

for expenditure of the EUSF is EUR 500 million per year which may be complemented by the

resources of the previous year that were not used. By 1 October, the remaining resources for the year

in question ought to amount to at least one quarter of the annual ceiling so as to be able to respond

to potential needs up to the end of the year.

3 ECA Special Report 3/2008.
4 Council Regulation (EU, EURATOM) No 1311/2013, point 5
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2.2. RESOURCES APPROVED

Chart 1 shows the grants approved during the last MFF (2007-2013) which amounted to EUR 2.553

million. The amounts granted in the different years during this period vary significantly. The lowest

level of approved assistance was in 2007 with a sum of EUR 197 million, while the highest level was

reached in 2012 with an amount of EUR 688 million. However, there is no tendency of rising,

stagnating or decreasing approval rates. The very high amounts of assistance granted in 2009 and

2012 can be explained by the circumstance of two extraordinarily devastating earthquakes which

occurred in the Italian regions of Abruzzo (2009) and Emiglia-Romagna (2012). In September 2014 a

proposal for the first mobilisation of 2014 has reached the European Parliament. An amount of EUR

46.99 million is proposed to be granted to Italy for floods, to Croatia for ice storms followed by

flooding, to Greece for an earthquake and to Slovenia for ice storms. In October 2014, the Parliament

received a proposal for the second mobilisation of EUSF for 2014 for an amount of EUR 79 726 440

referring to floods in Serbia and Croatia in May 2014 and to floods in Bulgaria in June 2014. Both

proposals are currently under discussion at the Committee on Budgets.

Chart 1: Total EUSF aid, 2007-2013 (up to October 2013)

Source: The European Commission`s Annual Solidarity Fund Reports from 2007 to 20125; European

Parliament Fact Sheet: The Solidarity Fund, 04/2014.

5 COM(2008) 722 final, 12.11.2008; COM(2009) 193 final, 23.4.2009; COM(2011) 136 final, 23.03.2011; COM(2011) 694 final, 31.10.2011;
COM(2012) 523 final, 20.9.2012; COM(2013) 856 final, 4.12.2013
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Chart 2 shows all the beneficiaries of EUSF aid from its introduction in 2002 until October 2013.

During this period, EUSF assistance grants totaled EUR 3,6 billion. Altogether 23 member states

benefited from those grants. Italy (EUR 1.246,6 million) and Germany (EUR 971,4 million) were the two

main beneficiaries (in absolute terms) of EUSF assistance. 5 member states: Denmark, Belgium,

Finland, Luxembourg and the Netherlands did not receive any EUSF resources.

Chart 2: EUSF aid granted by member states, 2002-2013 (up to October 2013)

Source: European Commission, EU Solidarity Fund, Regional Policy-Inforegio6

Regarding the approval of grants, most applications corresponding to the category of major natural

disasters met the required criteria. However, the majority of applications under the category of

exceptional regional disasters which have, until now, made up two thirds of applications for EUSF

assistance, were rejected due to unclear provisions7.

Chart 3 illustrates EUSF applications per type of disaster. From 2002 to the end of 2012, a total of 84

applications for EUSF aid were submitted to the European Commission. 30 of the 84 applications

(35,7%) were for major disasters. Among those applications all but one (96, 67%) were approved.

Although the unapproved application was a major disaster, it was, in fact, man-made disaster and not

a natural one (more precisely the explosion of a naval base in Cyprus). The 5 applications

6 http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/thefunds/solidarity/index_en.cfm#8
7 European Commission, MEMO/14/306, 16/04/2014

http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/thefunds/solidarity/index_en.cfm
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corresponding to the category of Neighboring Country disasters were all approved. However, among

the 49 Regional disasters applications only 16 (32,65%) were approved, while the other 33 (67,35%)

were rejected.

Chart 3: Approval of EUSF applications EUSF aid by type of disaster, 2002-2012

Source: The European Commission`s Annual Solidarity Fund Reports from 2002 to 20128; European

Commission, EU Solidarity Fund, Regional Policy-Inforegio

Since the introduction of the EUSF in 2002 until the publication of the Commission`s 2012 Annual

report on the EUSF (on 4/12/2013), a total of 23 cases of EUSF assistance have been closed altogether.

All the EUSF grants closed from 2002 to the end of 2012 amounted to a total of EUR 1.047 billion.9 Of

this amount, EUR 1.024 billion, which accounts for 97, 8% of the granted amounts were disbursed to

the beneficiaries. EUR 23 million had to be recovered from the beneficiaries, either because the funds

within were not spent within the scheduled time frame or because national and/or Commission

auditors recognised that a part of the resources granted was not eligible. This amount corresponds to

2, 2% of the amounts granted.

8 COM(2004) 397 final, 26.05.2004; COM(2005) 709 final, 23.12.2005; COM(2006) 444 final, 7.8.2006; COM(2007) 632 final, 25.10.2007;
COM(2008) 722 final, 12.11.2008; COM(2009) 193 final, 23.4.2009; COM(2011) 136 final, 23.03.2011; COM(2011) 694 final, 31.10.2011;
COM(2012) 523 final, 20.9.2012; COM(2013) 856 final
9 The European Commission`s Annual Solidarity Fund Reports from 2004 to 2012: COM(2005) 709 final, 23.12.2005; COM(2006) 444 final,
7.8.2006; COM(2007) 632 final, 25.10.2007; COM(2008) 722 final, 12.11.2008; COM(2009) 193 final, 23.4.2009; COM(2011) 136 final,
23.03.2011; COM(2011) 694 final, 31.10.2011; COM(2012) 523 final, 20.9.2012; COM(2013) 856 final, 4.12.2013.



Success Stories: the Use of the EU Solidarity Fund
____________________________________________________________________________________________

Page 9 of 18

2.3. WHERE THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT MADE A DIFFERENCE

When created in 2002, the EUSF had an annual limit of EUR 1 billion, over and above the MFF ceilings.

During negotiations on the 2007-2013 MFF, the EP successfully resisted attempts by Council to fund

the EUSF within the MFF ceilings. During negotiations on the 2014-2020 MFF, again the EP

successfully resisted attempts by some member states to fund it within the MFF ceilings or even

abolish the fund altogether.10 The maximum annual amount was, however, cut to EUR 500 million in

the context of the difficult background against which the MFF was negotiated. Meanwhile, the EP

ensured improvements in the functioning of the EUSF. In its resolution (P7-TA (2013)0003) regarding

the EUSF, its implementation and the application procedures related to it, which was adopted on 15

January 2013, as well as in the Ferragut Report, the Members of Parliament criticised the delays in the

provision of EUSF assistance. They proposed a simplification of the procedures and the introduction

of advance payments in order to precipitate the carrying out of the assistance. This way the European

Parliament provided the inspiration for the European Commission`s legislative proposal of July 2013

which includes these elements. In the interinstitutional negotiations on this proposal in February

2014 the European Parliament accomplished many of the goals outlined in this resolution and report.

For instance, despite of the Council`s initial objections toward the introduction of advance payments,

the European Parliament managed to integrate this element in the compromise. Moreover, it was

successful with its request for a lower threshold (1, 0% instead of 1,5%) for the eligibility of regional

disasters in outermost and island regions. Also, the European Parliament achieved an extension of

both the time-limit for the submission of applications for aid and assistance (12 weeks instead of 10 as

advocated by the European Commission and the Council) as well as the time during which the EUSF

resources can be spent (contrary to the European Commission`s and the Council`s position, 18

instead of 12 months). Furthermore, the European Parliament`s insistence on setting a 6 week

deadline for the European Commission to respond to applications led to its inclusion in the new

regulation. Finally, the European Parliament successfully advocated the eligibility of costs arising

from technical assistance11.

3. RESULTS ACHIEVED

3.1. OVERALL

The ECA Special Report 3/2008 found that the EUSF is efficient and flexible but not rapid. Also it noted

a high level of satisfaction of beneficiaries regarding EUSF aid. The 2012 Ferragut Report12 stressed

the value of the fund but called for improvements to allow aid to be delivered more rapidly. The

opinion of the Committee on Budgets to the report, underlined that flexibility is necessary to allow

financial assistance to be made available as quickly as possible, and furthermore stressed the need to

10 Council of the European Union, 11539/12, Cadrefin 322/Polgen 115, 19.06.2012
11 Haase, Diana, European Parliament Fact Sheet: The Solidarity Fund, 04/2014
12 Ferragut, Rosa Estaras, Report on the European Union Solidarity Fund, implementation and application (2012/2075(INI)), 20.12.2012
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ensure sound financial management. The Commission`s annual reports provide information on the

amount of aid granted and recovered when it winds up cases. The reports do not, however, contain

any information regarding what the aid was actually spent on. However, some information is

available on a number of specific cases which is detailed in the next section.

3.2. CASE STUDIES

This chapter will look at three case studies of EUSF assistance to Austria, Greece and Italy. The

Austrian and the Greek cases have been funded under different criteria for disasters. The flooding in

Austria is an example of funding under the exceptional criteria for extraordinary regional disasters

while the Forest fires in Greece is funded under the major natural disaster criterion. The third case, the

Abruzzo earth quake in Italy, is a case from 2009 for which the Court of Auditors identified some

difficulties which led to changes in the EUSF regulation.

Example I: Flooding of August 2005 in Austria

In August 2005, parts of the two Austrian Länder Vorarlberg and Tyrol were heavily flooded. The

agricultural and the tourism sector were particularly affected by the consequences of the disaster.

Private flats and houses, businesses, the transport network and other vital infrastructure were also

severely damaged due to the floods. The total direct damage amounted to EUR 591, 94 million,

representing 0, 27 % of the Austrian GNI. Since this value did not meet the EUSF threshold criteria, an

examination of the application had to be carried out under the exceptional criteria for extraordinary

regional disasters. The Commission concluded that the evidence provided in the application was

sufficient to authorise the exceptional mobilization of the Solidarity Fund. Consequently, financial

assistance amounting to EUR 14, 79 million was granted. The measures financed by this grant

comprised:

1. The immediate restoration of the operability of vital infrastructure, above all of the state roads

(EUSF assistance of EUR 9, 86 million)

2. The immediate restoration and consolidation of preventive infrastructures such as

embankments of water courses, dykes and river beds (EUSF assistance of EUR 4, 93 million)

Example II: Forest Fires of 2007 in Greece

In August 2007, forest fires causing the death of 65 people affected a large part of Greece, in

particular Western Greece, the Peloponnese, Continental Greece and Attica. Various sectors of the

economy suffered from major damages due to this disaster and also infrastructures in fields such as

transport, telecommunications, energy distribution, water and waste water and natural disaster

prevention were destroyed. Last but not least, the natural environment, cultural monuments, schools,

hospitals and fire-fighting services were also significantly affected by the forest fires. The provision of

temporary accommodation and rescue services necessary in order to meet the most urgent needs of
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the population incurred substantive costs. Total direct damage amounted to EUR 2,118 billion,

exceeding the threshold of EUR 1.066,497 million applicable to Greece, thus the forest fires qualified

as a major natural disaster13. On 29 September 2008, a grant of EUR 89,769 million was paid to Greece.

In 2010, Greece delivered the final implementation report to the Commission but the file has not yet

been closed. In a Feedback Report on the delegation of the Committee on Budgetary Control to

Greece it is stated that Greek authorities explained that they had respected all the rules and

procedures and, that they spent the EUSF assistance effectively within one year.14 According to the

same report Greek authorities claimed that they recently had strengthened the legislation for

reforestation already in force as a consequence of the disaster.

Example III: Abruzzo Earthquake of April 2009 in Italy

On 6 April 2009 a severe earthquake struck the Italian region of Abruzzo causing the death of 300

people.15 Furthermore, another consequence of this devastating disaster was the destruction of basic

infrastructure, residential properties, local businesses, public buildings and regional cultural heritage.

Thus, the earthquake and its consequences seriously harmed the inhabitants of the Abruzzo region,

the province of L`Aquila and several bordering areas. The cost of the total damage came to EUR 10, 2

billion, exceeding the threshold for the mobilization of the EUSF16. Consequently, the Abruzzo

earthquake could be qualified as a major natural disaster. The EU granted resources amounting to

EUR 493, 8 million to Italy via the EUSF, which constitutes the second highest amount that has ever

been granted to a beneficiary under EUSF. The EUSF grant contributed 27, 76% of the cost of the

missions carried out in the context of this disaster. Measures which were financed by means of the

EUSF were:

1. The conduct of several first emergency operations to 67.000 people. Its total cost

amounted to EUR 653 million (EUSF assistance of EUR 50 million).

2. The C.A.S.E. project, - a housing project for 15.000 citizens of L`Aquila with a total cost

amounting to EUR 810 million (EUSF assistance of EUR 350 million).

3. The M.A.P. project - a temporary housing project comprising 3.313 temporary housing

units for up to 7.000 people, and the M.U.S.P project - a construction of 33 temporary

schools for 15.000 pupils. The total cost amounted to EUR 321 million (EUSF assistance of

EUR 93.8 million).

13 COM(2009) 193 final, 23.4.2009
14 Feedback Report on the delegation of the Committee on Budgetary Control to Greece, on 27 - 29 April 2010.
15 http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/thefunds/solidarity/index_en.cfm#7 , 13.06.2014
16 Regulation 661/2014, article 2, point 2: "... a “major natural disaster” means any natural disaster resulting, in an eligible State, in direct
damage estimated either at over EUR 3 000 000 000 in 2011 prices, or more than 0,6 % of its GNI"

http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/thefunds/solidarity/index_en.cfm
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In its 2012 Special Report No 24, on the EUSF’s response to the 2009 Abruzzo earthquake the

European Court of Auditors (ECA) stated that, except for the C.A.S.E. project, all above mentioned

measures were eligible for EUSF financial assistance, in line with the implementation agreement and,

hence, provided an adequate response to a lot of immediate needs of the population affected by the

earthquake and its consequences. However, the Court of Auditors criticised the lack of technical

efficiency and economisation with regard to the implementation of the C.A.S.E. project. This project

accounts for 70, 88% of all EUSF resources granted and disbursed in this case. The EUSF contributed

to 43% of the cost of the project. As all the other projects the C.A.S.E project was implemented

according to the implementation agreement but according to the ECA it was not eligible, because it

provided new longer-term flats instead of temporary accommodation as required in Article 3 (b) of

the Council Regulation No. 2012/2002. The Commission takes a more flexible approach to the term

'temporary' used by the regulation and states its meaning as 'for the time needed until the

population concerned can return to their own homes' and denies the ineligibility of C.A.S.E project by

the Court. According to the Commission, in the case of Aquila this period will take many years.

Furthermore, according to the ECA report L’Aquila municipality plans to sell some of these flats on

the free market. Thus, the EUSF aid generates revenue for this municipality which is not its purpose

either. In addition, a company has leased the roofs of C.A.S.E houses in order to install solar panels for

the next 20 years. On the one hand the firm holding the lease has guaranteed to supply the buildings

with energy, but on the other hand it will be allowed to sell the surplus energy on the market, thus

there will be another source of profit. The Commission pointed to the current absence of a specific

provision on revenue generation in the regulation and promised to address this question in the

revision of the regulation.

How did the European Parliament react to the Abruzzo earthquake?

The Committee on Budgetary Control and the Committee on Budgets played a major role in shaping

a response of the European Parliament to the Abruzzo earthquake.

On 11 November 2009 the Parliament, under the lead responsibility of the Committee on Budgets,

adopted the Commission's EUSF proposal for Aquila. Since then, the Abruzzo case has been closely

followed by the Committee on Budgetary Control. In 2010, the Committee on Budgetary Control

organised two fact-finding missions to Aquila, one by the rapporteur on 7-8 October and the

extended one by a delegation on 27 October 2010. Following those visits, in April 201117, CONT called

upon the Commission to carry out an audit on the use of the funds and to check the respect of public

procurement procedures by the Italian partners.

In the 2012 Commission discharge report18 CONT welcomes the ECA report and calls on the

Commission to report to the Parliament on the on-going investigations on irregularities and criminal

cases. Furthermore, in response to the ECA special report findings, in June 2013, the EPP group

17 Committee on Budgetary Control, Feedback Report on the Fact-Finding mission to Italy, 26-28 October 2010
18 Committee on Budgetary Control, Report on 2012 discharge, CoA special reports, P7_TA(2014)0288, 3/04/2014
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organised a hearing on the EUSF response to the Abruzzo earthquake in which the European

Commission announced the preparation of an amended EUSF regulation which would take into

account the recommendations of the Court of Auditors issued in its Special report for the Abruzzo

earthquake.  The Commission's proposal for a regulation amending the EUSF regulation reached the

Parliament in July 2013. In January 2014, the Committee on Budgets adopted an opinion, including

amendments to the proposed amended regulation, for the Committee on Regional Development

which considered the amended EUSF regulation on behalf of the Parliament. The amended

regulation was adopted by the Parliament and the Council in May 2014 and has been effective since

June 2014.
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ANNEX I

EU Solidarity Fund - Thresholds for major disasters applicable in 2014 (based on 2012 figures

for Gross National Income)19

(EUR million €)

GNI 2012*1) 0.6% of GNI* Major disaster

threshold 2014*

AT ÖSTERREICH 305 109 1 830.656 1 830.656

BE BELGIË/BELGIQUE 376 903 2 261.418 2 261.418

BG BULGARIA 38 750 232.502 232.502

CY KYPROS 17 185 103.109 103.109

CZ ČESKÁ REPUBLIKA 141 596 849.575 849.575

DE DEUTSCHLAND 2 730 070 16 380.420 3 752.330**

DK DANMARK 252 656 1 515.938 1 515.938

EE EESTI 16 585 99.507 99.507

EL ELLADA 194 705 1 168.231 1 168.231

ES ESPAÑA 1 017 022 6 102.132 3 752.330**

FI SUOMI/FINLAND 192 303 1 153.818 1 153.818

FR FRANCE 2 067 175 12 403.050 3 752.330**

HR HRVATSKA 42 372 254.229 254.229

HU MAGYARORSZÁG 91 760 550.558 550.558

19 Council Regulation 2012/2002 setting up the EU Solidarity Fund defines the threshold for the mobilisation of the Fund for a given

country as damage exceeding 0.6% of GNI or € 3 billion in 2002 prices. The lower of the two applies.
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GNI 2012*1) 0.6% of GNI* Major disaster

threshold 2014*

IE ÉIRE/IRELAND 133 864 803.186 803.186

IT ITALIA 1 556 781 9 340.688 3 752.330**

LT LIETUVA 31 883 191.300 191.300

LU LUXEMBOURG (G.D.) 29 225 175.347 175.347

LV LATVIJA 22 229 133.372 133.372

MT MALTA 6 441 38.648 38.648

NL NEDERLAND 604 993 3 629.958 3 629.958

PL POLSKA 365 188 2 191.125 2 191.125

PT PORTUGAL 160 563 963.376 963.376

RO ROMÂNIA 130 623 783.738 783.738

SE SVERIGE 418 215 2 509.288 2 509.288

SI SLOVENIJA 34 931 209.587 209.587

SK SLOVENSKO 69 418 416.506 416.506

UK UNITED KINGDOM 1 927 294 11 563.765 3 752.330**

ME MONTENEGRO 2) 3 149 18.893 18.893

RS SRBIJA 29 108 174.649 174.649

TR TÜRKIYE 460 365 2 762.188 2 762.188

* Rounded figures

** ~ € 3 billion in 2002 prices
1 Source: Eurostat
2 Source: GNI figures for Montenegro are not available, instead are used GDP figures based on the AMECO database (Annual macro-

economic database of the European Commission's Directorate General for Economic and Financial Affairs/DG ECFIN).
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ANNEX II

EU Solidarity Fund Interventions since 2002
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Source: http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/thefunds/solidarity/index_en.cfm

http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/thefunds/solidarity/index_en.cfm
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