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Abstract 

In 2022, Europe has seen a sudden, huge influx of refugees 
fleeing the war in Ukraine. This study assesses the use of 
Cohesion Policy funds to finance actions to support those 
refugees in EU host countries. It pays particular attention to the 
Cohesion’s Action for Refugees in Europe (CARE), and how the 
flexibility mechanisms it introduced have been taken up by the 
Managing Authorities of Cohesion Policy programmes. The study 
concludes with policy recommendations in view of potential 
future crises. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

Overview of Russia’s war against Ukraine and the ensuing massive 
population displacement  

The full-scale invasion of Ukraine by Russia is causing immense human suffering and economic 
hardship. Damage to Ukraine’s infrastructure alone was estimated by end 2022 at 69% of the country’s 
2021 GDP. After a year of intense fighting, there were around 5 million displaced persons within 
Ukraine and 8 million Ukrainian refugees in Europe, of whom close to 5 million were registered under 
temporary protection or similar protection schemes. Moreover, as many Ukrainian regions remain in 
active war zones, more of the population is expected to flee within or outside the country. 

With more than 1.5 million refugees recorded by the UNHCR as of the beginning of 2023, Poland is by 
far hosting the largest absolute number of Ukrainian refugees, followed by Germany and Czechia. 
However, Czechia has the most refugees relative to the country’s population (at around 4.5%), followed 
by Poland and Estonia. The vast majority of refugees are women and children (even though the 
proportion of the latter is slowly decreasing), and highly educated. While this should facilitate labour 
market integration, this also makes access to childcare and material assistance crucial. 

Outline of the EU’s response to the migratory crisis  

The response of the EU to Russia’s war against Ukraine has been swift, far-reaching and unified. Indeed, 
EU institutions, Member States and regions have immediately condemned the Russian aggression and 
endeavoured to provide support to those at the forefront of the migratory crisis. In particular, the 
Cohesion’s Action for Refugees in Europe (CARE), CARE+ and FAST (Flexible Assistance for Territories) 
– CARE regulations have introduced greater flexibility to EU Cohesion Policy.  

KEY FINDINGS 

• After a year of intense fighting, there were around 8 million Ukrainian refugees in Europe, 
of whom close to 5 million were registered under temporary protection or similar 
protection schemes.  

• The response of the EU to alleviate the financial pressure on national and regional 
authorities has been swift, as demonstrated by the rapid adoption of the Cohesion’s Action 
for Refugees in Europe (CARE), CARE+ and FAST (Flexible Assistance for Territories) – CARE 
regulations which have introduced greater flexibility to EU Cohesion Policy. 

• Yet, it seems that only a minority of Managing Authorities of Cohesion Policy programmes 
have used the new flexibility mechanisms and that the resulting mobilisation of funds 
remains limited, even though it could still support a range of actions addressing the basic 
needs of refugees as well as their social, labour market and/or school integration. 

• Streamlining the flexibility mechanisms successively introduced as part of the CRII/CRII+ 
and CARE packages, outlining more clearly the rules for using Cohesion Policy as a crisis 
response tool and at the same time strengthening its structural dimension are key policy 
recommendations. 
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This includes the extension of the possibility of 100% EU co-financing, retroactive eligibility for the 
operations that address the war-induced migratory challenges, flexibility in the use of the ERDF, ESF 
and CF, increased pre-financing and the introduction of a simplified cost option. These flexibility 
mechanisms were aimed at supporting short-, medium- and long-term measures such as the provision 
of food, basic material assistance, accommodation, transport, immediate and longer-term healthcare, 
childcare, social housing, access to the labour market, and education and training. 

Analysis of the implementation of the CARE, CARE+ and FAST-CARE 
regulations 
The CARE, CARE+ and FAST-CARE regulations (collectively referred to as the ‘CARE framework’) provide 
a range of flexibility mechanisms that are highly relevant and timely in tackling the sudden, huge influx 
of refugees from Ukraine, and the challenges faced by national and regional authorities. Yet, it would 
seem that only a minority of Managing Authorities of Cohesion Policy programmes have used these 
flexibility mechanisms and that the resulting mobilisation of funds remains limited, in the range of less 
than 1% to 10% of the respective programmes’ total EU funding allocation for those who did mobilise 
funding. 

The increase in the co-financing rate for an additional accounting year appears to have been the 
mechanism most commonly used, followed by the application of retrospective eligibility for operations 
addressing the war-induced migratory challenges as of 24 February 2022. Still, the inclusion of 
Ukrainian refugees as a target group for business-as-usual operations combined with newly designed 
operations under the CARE framework have altogether allowed for a wide range of actions addressing 
the basic needs of refugees as well as their social, labour market and/or school integration. 

Case studies on EU countries, regions and cities supporting refugees from 
Ukraine 
The case studies from six NUTS 2 regions located in different parts of Europe reveal that the sudden, 
big influx of refugees from Ukraine constituted a migratory crisis not only for those regions that served 
as initial entry points into the EU, but also for more distant (and often wealthier) ones. Indeed, many 
regions did not have the structural capacity to host that many refugees, and the role played by NGOs 
and the civil population, alongside the public authorities, proved crucial. 

In less developed EU regions bordering Ukraine such as Lubelskie in Poland or Východné Slovensko in 
Slovakia, flexibility mechanisms introduced by the CARE framework were used or are planned to be 
used to finance refugee assistance and integration actions, but various obstacles hindered the smooth 
application of these actions. In transition and more developed EU regions, no or little Cohesion Policy 
funds could be effectively mobilised through the CARE framework, mostly because all funds were 
already spent or committed. In this case, the main solution for Managing Authorities is to include 
Ukrainian refugees as a target group of their new or ongoing operational programmes. 

Assessment of Cohesion Policy as a tool to support refugees from Ukraine 
While Managing Authorities tend to view positively the possibility to use EU funds, in particular under 
the CARE framework, to respond to the migratory crisis entailed by the war in Ukraine, they also report 
major administrative barriers in the way of doing so efficiently. In particular, the requirements and time 
frame linked to programme revisions and fund mobilisation are deemed inadequate to use Cohesion 
Policy as a suitable crisis response tool.  
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Risks to the achievement of the policy’s long-term goal, namely that of structural improvements 
contributing to socio-economic convergence, have also been mentioned. Streamlining the flexibility 
mechanisms successively introduced as part of the CRII/CRII+ and CARE packages and at the same time 
strengthening the structural dimension of Cohesion Policy would appear to be more beneficial 
approaches, in the longer term, than adding further revisions to the policy. 

Policy recommendations 
Anticipating the probability of future external shocks and crises, the rules and conditions for using 
Cohesion Policy funds as a crisis response tool should be laid out as soon as the beginning of the 
programming period, through e.g. a dedicated priority axis following the model of REACT-EU 
(‘Fostering crisis repair and resilience’). Alternatively, and possibly for the post-2027 programming 
period, a separate territorial instrument could be created (similar to the Just Transition Fund in the 
period 2021-2027) specifically for the purpose of responding to crises. 
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INTRODUCTION 
Last year, Europe has witnessed the largest population displacement on its soil since the Second World 
War, as Russia launched a full-scale invasion of neighbouring Ukraine on 24 February 2022. Within 
weeks, millions of refugees sought shelter in the EU, fleeing from intense bombing and abuse by the 
Russian army. They were quickly granted temporary protection in all EU host countries and could thus 
access suitable accommodation, social welfare and medical assistance, means of subsistence, labour 
markets and education, among other types of support. At the same time, the question of how to 
finance this support became a pressing issue for many public authorities across all governance levels, 
even more so as European economies are still recovering from the impact of the Covid-19 pandemic 
and the measures taken to mitigate it.  

With more than 400 billion EUR of budget from the European Regional Development Fund (ERDF), the 
European Social Fund (ESF), the Cohesion Fund and the Youth Employment Initiative in the 2014-2020 
programming period and close to another 400 billion EUR in the 2021-2027 programming period, EU 
Cohesion Policy appeared to be once again a potential crisis response tool suited to meet, at least 
partly, the financing needs of EU countries, regions and cities in the wake of the war-induced migratory 
crisis. To make this large source of funding more easily available, EU institutions swiftly adopted the 
Cohesion’s Action for Refugees in Europe (CARE), a regulatory framework consisting of several 
flexibility mechanisms linked to Cohesion Policy operational programmes and introduced by the CARE, 
CARE+ and FAST-CARE regulations. 

In this context, this study investigates the use of Cohesion Policy funds to support refugees from 
Ukraine, and the application of the CARE framework in particular. More specifically, it reviews and 
assesses how EU Cohesion Policy was adapted (including through the CARE framework) and its funds 
used in order to support the necessary actions to help the refugees from Ukraine hosted in EU Member 
States. It also explores the factors facilitating and hindering the mobilisation of Cohesion Policy funds 
for that particular purpose, and its wider implications for EU Cohesion Policy and its beneficiaries. 
Therefore, this study provides novel and substantiated insights that should prove valuable not only for 
policy-makers and public authorities involved in the design, programming, implementation, and 
monitoring of EU Cohesion Policy, but also for the wider public wishing to know more about the scope 
and scale of the migratory crisis, and how it is tackled across EU territories. 

This study builds on both primary and secondary data and uses different qualitative and quantitative 
analysis methods to achieve the aforementioned objectives. In particular, it combines desk research on 
refugee statistics and profiles, literature review of policy documents, studies and analyses on the topics 
of Ukrainian refugees and Cohesion Policy, survey analysis and case studies on selected EU regions. The 
study is structured around six chapters:  

• The first chapter contextualises the massive inflow of refugees from Ukraine since 24 February 
2022 by outlining the scope and scale of the conflict, describing their sociodemographic profile 
and identifying their most pressing needs. 

• The second chapter describes in detail the EU’s institutional and regulatory response to the 
war, in particular the revisions to EU Cohesion Policy adopted in 2022 through the Cohesion’s 
Action for Refugees in Europe (CARE), CARE+ and FAST (Flexible Assistance for Territories) – 
CARE regulations. 

• The third chapter assesses the relevance and effectiveness of the CARE framework through a 
comprehensive analysis of its application across the EU. 
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• The fourth chapter provides in-depth insights into the use of the CARE-based flexibility 
mechanisms - and Cohesion Policy instruments more generally - by Managing Authorities of 
Cohesion Policy programmes in the context of the inflow of refugees from Ukraine, the 
opportunities they offered and their limitations. 

• The fifth chapter assesses the relevance and effectiveness of Cohesion Policy and the CARE 
framework in particular as a tool to support refugees from Ukraine, building on the experience 
of previous Cohesion Policy revisions. 

• The sixth chapter draws the main lessons learnt from one year of experience using the CARE 
framework and lays out key policy recommendations for the future of EU Cohesion Policy.   
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1. OVERVIEW OF RUSSIA’S WAR AGAINST UKRAINE AND THE 
ENSUING MASSIVE POPULATION DISPLACEMENT  

This chapter aims to contextualise the massive inflow of refugees from Ukraine since 24 February 2022 
by outlining the scope and scale of the conflict, describing their sociodemographic profile and 
identifying their most pressing needs. It relies on an analysis of data from international, EU and national 
sources as well as a review of a wide range of studies published in the year following the start of the 
full-scale invasion. 

1.1. Timeline, scale and intensity of the conflict  
The full-scale invasion of Ukraine launched by Russia on 24 February 2022 is causing significant human 
suffering and economic damage. As of 4 February 2023, there were 7,110 confirmed fatalities among 
the civilian population and 11,547 civilians had been injured.  According to the Office of the General 
Prosecutor of Ukraine, as of 11 November 2022, 430 children have died, 839 have been injured, 281 
have disappeared, and 11,028 have been deported. However, the real scale of fatalities may be 
considerably higher than existing estimates, as there is practically no statistical evidence on fatalities 
in the currently occupied territories (which altogether account for around 18% of Ukrainian territory). 
Besides the fatalities caused by direct military action, indirect effects of the war such as lack of food and 
medication or limited access to medical services are likely to claim more civilian lives. Critical civilian 
infrastructure is being destroyed as a result of Russia’s indiscriminate bombing. As of December 2022 
the documented damage to Ukraine’s infrastructure was estimated at USD 137.8 billion (at 
replacement cost)1, or 69% of 2021 GDP. In particular, a total of 149,300 residential buildings, more 

                                                             
1 The assessment was carried out within the framework of the National Council for the Recovery of Ukraine from the Consequences of the War 

by a team from the Kyiv School of Economics (KSE) supported by the UK Government (UK Aid) together with Ukraine’s Ministry of 
Community Development and Territories, Ministry of Infrastructure and Ministry of Health under the coordination of the Ministry of 

KEY FINDINGS 

• The full-scale invasion of Ukraine by Russia is causing immense human suffering and 
economic hardship. Damage to Ukraine’s infrastructure alone was estimated by end 2022 
at 69% of 2021 GDP.  

• As many Ukrainian regions remain in active war zones, more of the population is expected 
to flee within or outside the country. After one year of intense fighting, there were around 
5 million internally displaced persons and 8 million refugees in Europe, of which close to 
5 million were registered under temporary protection or similar protection schemes. 

• Poland is by far hosting the largest absolute number of Ukrainian refugees, followed by 
Germany, but Czechia has the most refugees relative to the country’s population. 

• The majority of refugees are women and children (even though the proportion of the 
latter is slowly decreasing), and highly educated. While this should facilitate labour 
market integration, this also makes access to childcare and material assistance crucial. 

• Considering the uncertainty around future war developments, refugees from Ukraine 
should be mainly considered through the lens of long-term migration, despite strong 
return intentions once the war is over. 
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than 3,000 educational institutions and more than 1,000 healthcare facilities have been totally or 
partially destroyed. Likewise, more than 400 enterprises have been more or less severely damaged in 
the regions most affected by military action, with the assets of the basic metals industry, one of 
Ukraine’s key industrial sectors, almost completely obliterated. Dozens of Ukraine’s large industrial 
plants remain under occupation. Additionally, according to Ukraine’s Ministry of Environmental 
Protection and Natural Resources, the war has inflicted more than USD 51 billion of environmental 
damage in the country from scattered wreckage and scorching of large territories of forests and 
plantations by rockets and shells, which could take decades to recover. 

Table 1 shows the importance for Ukraine’s economy of those regions that are located in or overlapping 
with the active war zones. Together, these regions account for about 21% of the country’s GDP, as well 
as some 25% of industrial production, approximately 21% of agricultural production and about 19% of 
goods exports.  

Table 1: Main characteristics of Ukrainian regions on the front line 

 
Population 

(2021) 
GDP 

(2019) 

Industrial 
production 

(2020) 

Goods 
exports 
(2020) 

Agricultural 
production 

(2020) 

FDI stock 
(2020) 

 
Million 
people Share of the country’s total 

Donetsk 4.1 5.2 10.3 8.0 3.3 4.7 

Luhansk 2.1 1.0 0.8 0.3 2.2 0.7 

Mykolayiv 1.1 2.3 2.5 4.6 3.1 1.4 

Odesa 2.4 5.0 2.8 2.8 2.3 3.5 

Kharkiv 2.6 6.2 7.1 3.0 6.4 2.1 

Kherson 1.0 1.6 1.3 0.6 3.9 0.9 

Total of 
selected 
regions 

13.2 21.3 24.8 19.2 21.1 13.3 

Source: State Statistics Service of Ukraine 

 

Pre-war, more than 13 million people (or about one third of the country’s population) lived in the 
regions that are currently directly affected. However, intensified bombing of civilian infrastructure and 
residential buildings from the second half of 2022 onwards has increased the risk of death and injury 
among their inhabitants and is seriously damaging living conditions in other regions as well. This 
means that the displaced population (a significant share of whom are likely to become refugees) could 

                                                             

Reintegration of Temporarily Occupied Territories and in cooperation with other relevant ministries and the National Bank of Ukraine. 
https://kse.ua/about-the-school/news/the-total-amount-of-damage-caused-to-ukraine-s-infrastructure-due-to-the-war-has-increased-
to-almost-138-billion/  

https://kse.ua/about-the-school/news/the-total-amount-of-damage-caused-to-ukraine-s-infrastructure-due-to-the-war-has-increased-to-almost-138-billion/
https://kse.ua/about-the-school/news/the-total-amount-of-damage-caused-to-ukraine-s-infrastructure-due-to-the-war-has-increased-to-almost-138-billion/
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still increase. Historically, the most detrimental impact of wars has not been the direct destruction of 
capital goods but the collateral damage caused by it: disruption to public services, interruption of 
production chains, and market disintegration amid uncertainty. The results are a high risk of starvation 
and infection and the rapid deterioration of the physical and mental health of the inhabitants in the 
affected regions. In addition, in the event of massive refugee flows, there is a significant loss of human 
capital. 

The National Council for the Recovery of Ukraine from the Consequences of the War considers the 
return of displaced citizens one of the crucial steps in Ukraine’s reconstruction programme, which was 
presented at the Ukraine Recovery Conference in Lugano, Switzerland in July 20222. The main goal of 
the government’s policy in this regard is to create attractive socioeconomic and infrastructural 
conditions for citizens to return and stay in the country. This requires providing returning citizens with 
temporary accommodation, restoring and rebuilding damaged and destroyed residential buildings, 
providing returnees with employment and re-training opportunities as well as social support, and 
recreating, wherever needed, educational, cultural and health infrastructure and services. However, as 
the country must defend itself against the aggression, its fiscal space is limited. There have been some 
small-scale initiatives to assist returning refugees in launching businesses via grant programmes, but 
for the return policy to be successful it would require significant external funding, sources of which 
could be financial assistance by Ukraine’s allies or compensation payments by Russia. 

1.2. Refugee inflows since the beginning of the war  
The war launched by Russia against Ukraine has caused a refugee crisis on a scale not seen in Europe 
since the Second World War, with unforeseeable consequences for both EU host countries and Ukraine. 
Apart from a major economic and geopolitical catastrophe, this war is above all a human tragedy, as 
millions of people are directly affected by the military aggression and forced to flee to other regions of 
Ukraine or move abroad. One year after the start of the full-scale invasion, more than 13 million 
Ukrainian residents were displaced either internally within Ukraine or abroad to the rest of Europe3. 

Internal displacement  

The varying intensity of the military aggression across the different regions of Ukraine has caused the 
massive forced internal reallocation of people across the country. Many of those who first moved within 
Ukraine proceeded later to foreign countries, yet a large share stayed in Ukraine, settling in the regions 
which appeared safer. According to the International Organization for Migration (IOM), displacement 
of the population within Ukraine reached around 5.4 million persons as of 23 January 2023. Figure 1 
depicts the estimates of currently internally displaced people (IDP), those who have returned and those 
planning to leave in the nearest future over twelve rounds of the Internal Displacement Survey, 
conducted by the IOM Mission in Ukraine.  

                                                             
2 https://www.urc2022.com/urc2022-recovery-plan 
3 Source: UNHCR, data as of 21 February 2021, and IOM, Internal Displacement Report, data as of 23 January 2023 
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Figure 1: Estimated numbers of internally displaced persons (IDP) in Ukraine from March 2022 
to January 2023 (thousands) 

 

Note: All population estimate figures are rounded to the nearest thousand.  
Source: The International Organization for Migration's (IOM) Mission in Ukraine, Internal Displacement Survey rounds 1 to 12 
(https://displacement.iom.int/reports/ukraina-zvit-pro-vnutrishne-peremischennya-v-ukraini-opituvannya-zagalnogo-
naselennya-raund) 

At the outset of the Russian invasion around 6.5 million people became IDP (as of 16 March 2022), a 
figure which steadily increased in the following weeks and reached its maximum (over 8 million) by the 
beginning of May 2022. Notably, people started returning to their home regions already in April 2022 
and by the end of May the estimated number of IDP who had returned exceeded that of the then 
currently displaced population. The dynamics of military action, especially the withdrawal of Russian 
forces from the Kyiv region and the northern macro region of Ukraine4 in May 2022, triggered the return 
mobility of those residents who had fled to safer parts of the country in the first two months of the war, 
back to the liberated regions. 

Between June and December 2022 the number of IDP fluctuated between 6 and 7 million, remaining 
persistently above the number of IDP who had returned back home. A very fluid frontline situation and 
relentless attacks on civil infrastructure prevented further return of IDP to the regions most affected by 
the war (the eastern and southern macro regions). However, in January 2023 the number of IDP who 
had returned once again exceeded that of those who remain displaced, which is likely due to the 
relative stabilisation of the energy production and distribution infrastructure and the somewhat 
reduced incidence of hostilities in the regions located further from the frontline. This indicates a 
positive development for Ukraine’s human capital and, under the assumption that the military situation 
will not deteriorate in the future, one can expect a further rise in IDP return mobility in 2023.  

At the same time, an estimate of the non-IDP population planning to leave their homes in the nearest 
future rose to 2.6 million in August 2022, nearly reaching the level recorded in April, and this figure 
remained steady at around 2 million up until January 2023. Despite the relative stabilisation of energy 
infrastructure in December and January, intentions to move among non-IDP remained strong. It is 
worth noting in this regard, that while in April 2022 the fiercest military action took place in the Kyiv 

                                                             
4 A macro region is a territorial unit that includes oblasts (regions), as defined in the Law of Ukraine "On the Basics of State Regional Policy" 

(Part 2 of Article 1). Macro regions are defined as follows: Northern Ukraine – Zhytomyr, Kyiv region, Chernihiv, Sumy; Central Ukraine – 
Vinnytsy, Dnipropetrovsk, Kirovohrad, Poltava, Cherkasy; Southern Ukraine – Zaporizhzhya, Mykolayiv, Odesa, Kherson; Western Ukraine 
– Zakarpattya, Lviv, Volyn, Ivano-Frankivsk, Rivne, Ternopyl, Chernivtsi, Khmelnytskiy; Eastern Ukraine – Kharkiv, Donetsk, Luhansk. 

https://displacement.iom.int/reports/ukraina-zvit-pro-vnutrishne-peremischennya-v-ukraini-opituvannya-zagalnogo-naselennya-raund)
https://displacement.iom.int/reports/ukraina-zvit-pro-vnutrishne-peremischennya-v-ukraini-opituvannya-zagalnogo-naselennya-raund)
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and northern macro region of Ukraine, the concentration of fighting in Ukraine’s eastern and southern 
macro regions from August onwards resulted in the likelihood that the majority of those planning to 
leave originated from these regions, as they remained under persistent attack throughout the second 
half of the year. Figure 2 illustrates internal displacement by region of origin and destination. In the first 
months of the war a dominant share of IDP originated from the city of Kyiv, northern and eastern 
Ukraine – the regions facing the most devastating military action from the very first days of the Russian 
invasion. Yet a consistently high estimate of IDP whose destination was the northern macro region of 
Ukraine suggests that many of those internally displaced remained within the same macro region, 
moving further from the front line, but still staying close by. From May 2022 onwards, the majority of 
IDP originated in the southern and eastern macro regions of Ukraine, as the frontline stretched across 
the regions of Donetsk, Luhansk, Kharkiv, Zaporizhzhya, Mykolayiv and Kherson. As the gap remains 
large between the numbers of IDP originating and settling in the southern and eastern macro regions 
of Ukraine, these two regions face a major depopulation that may leave a long-lasting trace on regional 
demography and post-war reconstruction. 

Figure 2: Estimated numbers of internally displaced persons (IDP) in Ukraine across macro-
regions by origin and destination from March 2022 to January 2023 (thousands) 

 
Notes: All population estimate figures are rounded to the nearest thousand. Source: The IOM Mission in Ukraine, Internal 
Displacement Survey rounds 1 to 12 
(https://displacement.iom.int/reports/ukraina-zvit-pro-vnutrishne-peremischennya-v-ukraini-opituvannya-zagalnogo-
naselennya-raund) 

The demographic composition of IDP is dominated by women (in all age groups). Existing evidence 
suggests that the share of women among IDP has increased steadily over time, from 54% in March to 
70% in August 2022 (EUAA, IOM and OCED, 2022), a trend that could be attributed to increased military 
conscription for men as well as economic reasons such as lack of employment opportunities in the host 
region, forcing males to stay in the home region. As expected, a notable share of IDP are children and 

https://displacement.iom.int/reports/ukraina-zvit-pro-vnutrishne-peremischennya-v-ukraini-opituvannya-zagalnogo-naselennya-raund
https://displacement.iom.int/reports/ukraina-zvit-pro-vnutrishne-peremischennya-v-ukraini-opituvannya-zagalnogo-naselennya-raund
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teenagers, who likely reallocate with their mothers or with both parents. In January 2023, around 27% 
of IDP were aged under 17, while around 16% were aged over 60 (IOM, 2023). 

External refugee flows  

Altogether over 16.2 million border crossings from Ukraine were recorded over the year since the 
beginning of the Russian invasion, with people heading to neighbouring countries and then often 
traveling further. At the same time, over 10.6 million border crossings to Ukraine were also recorded in 
that year.  Of these, many were Ukrainians (returning refugees) either coming back permanently or for 
a short visit with a subsequent return abroad5. Hence, if we observe steady mobility both from and to 
Ukraine, the net refugee flow remains outstandingly high and keeps mounting. According to the UN 
Refugee Agency (UNHCR), as of end of February 2023 over 8.1 million individual refugees from Ukraine 
who fled the war were recorded in Europe, of whom over 4.8 million were registered under 
temporary protection or similar national protection schemes. Figure 3 plots the number of Ukrainians 
who crossed the border to and from the neighbouring states as of end of February 2023 and Figure 4 
depicts the distribution of Ukrainian refugees across the EU, measured by the total number of refugees 
who registered across different Member States, and the number of refugees as a share of the respective 
country’s total population. 

Figure 3: Number of Ukrainians who crossed the border to and from neighbouring states as of 
end of February 2023 

 
Note: The data on border crossings from Hungary and Russia to Ukraine is missing. 
Source: https://data.unhcr.org/en/situations/ukraine 

  

                                                             
5 According to the recent evidence from the UNHCR Regional Protection Profiling & Monitoring of Ukrainian refugees, 24% of respondents 

visited Ukraine at least once since their initial departure   https://app.powerbi.com/view?r=eyJrIjoiZjYwMDFhMzMtMTJjZS00NzU 
1LTkzYzgtNTNhN2FiNjU3Y2RlIiwidCI6ImU1YzM3OTgxLTY2NjQtNDEzNC04YTBjLTY1NDNkMmFmODBiZSIsImMiOjh9 

https://data.unhcr.org/en/situations/ukraine
https://app.powerbi.com/view?r=eyJrIjoiZjYwMDFhMzMtMTJjZS00NzU%201LTkzYzgtNTNhN2FiNjU3Y2RlIiwidCI6ImU1YzM3OTgxLTY2NjQtNDEzNC04YTBjLTY1NDNkMmFmODBiZSIsImMiOjh9
https://app.powerbi.com/view?r=eyJrIjoiZjYwMDFhMzMtMTJjZS00NzU%201LTkzYzgtNTNhN2FiNjU3Y2RlIiwidCI6ImU1YzM3OTgxLTY2NjQtNDEzNC04YTBjLTY1NDNkMmFmODBiZSIsImMiOjh9


The use of Cohesion Policy funds to support refugees from Ukraine 
 

19 

Figure 4: Number of Ukrainian refugees registered under temporary protection or similar 
schemes in EU countries as of end of February 2023 

 

Note: Data on the number of Ukrainian refugees residing in a country on a specific date, which ranges from the beginning of 
November 2022 for some countries to the end of January 2023 for the majority of countries. To derive the share of refugees 
out of the total population of the respective EU country, the population in 2021 from Eurostat  is considered. 
Source: UNHCR, https://data.unhcr.org/en/situations/ukraine 

When fleeing the war, the majority of refugees from Ukraine crossed the border with the EU via Poland, 
the same as those refugees heading back home. Furthermore, the distribution of refugees who 
registered under temporary protection or a similar scheme is very heterogeneous across the EU. While 
Poland is hosting by far the largest absolute number of refugees under a temporary protection scheme 
(with more than 1.5 million refugees), Czechia hosts the highest proportion of refugees relative to its 
own population (at around 4.5%). Likewise, the inflow of refugees into the three Baltic states accounts 
for 2-3% of their total population. On the other hand, west European countries like France, Spain or 
Italy have low inflows of refugees, both in absolute and relative terms. 

In the EU, both Poland and Czechia have been among the main destinations for labour migrants and 
seasonal workers from Ukraine in the past, and in both countries their diaspora maintains close social 
connections with their country of origin. Indeed, almost 500,000 Ukrainian nationals were already living 
in Poland before the war, and more than 165,500 in Czechia6. In those two countries, as well as in 
Lithuania, the Ukrainian diaspora thus represented more than 1% of their total population, above the 
EU-level average of 0.3%. Germany is another important destination for Ukrainian refugees (with 
almost 900,000 registered refugees), which is probably related both to existing family ties and to the 
historically high attractiveness of the country as a migration destination among Ukrainians (Sie Dhian 
Ho, Deen and Drost, 2022), as well as the level of state support provided to refugees. Estonia is another 
interesting case: although the total number of refugees arriving in the country is rather moderate in 
absolute terms (slightly over 60,000), it is very significant in relative terms as it accounts for more than 
3% of the total population. However, the refugees arriving in Estonia differ from those fleeing the war 
via the western routes, as a majority of Ukrainians entering Estonia do so via Russia, after first being 
forcibly relocated to Russia from the occupied regions of Ukraine or after voluntarily fleeing the war via 
Russia as the only escape route. 

                                                             
6 Source: Eurostat, Ukrainian citizens holding a valid residence permit at the end of 2020, indicator migr_resvalid 

https://data.unhcr.org/en/situations/ukraine
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Unrestrained mobility is one of the core aspects of the temporary protection scheme implemented by 
the EU. However, due to the visa-free regime with Ukraine, nationals fleeing the war were already 
entitled to move freely across the EU even before registering under temporary protection and receiving 
a residence permit in a specific EU country. This allowed refugees to freely travel to their desired 
destination country and/or to relocate to another EU Member State later on. While some survey 
evidence regarding Ukrainians’ onward travel plans is available for the countries bordering Ukraine, 
very little is known about the subsequent cross-country mobility of Ukrainians after receiving 
temporary protection in an EU Member State. 

Evidence of a survey of the countries neighbouring Ukraine – Hungary, Moldova, Poland, Romania and 
Slovakia as well as Czechia – conducted between May and June 2022 suggests that a majority (65%) of 
refugees intended to stay in their current host country for the time being, and only 9% intended to 
move to another EU country (UNHCR, 2022a). A more recent survey of Ukrainian refugees in 43 
countries in the EU and beyond from August to September 2022 suggests that only 4% of them 
planned to move to another country in the nearest future (UNHCR, 2022b). The most recent survey 
conducted in December 2022 and January 2023 suggests that this figure had decreased to around 2% 
(UNHCR, 2023). The downward dynamics in intra-EU relocation can be explained by the timeframe of 
the survey waves, with the first wave capturing a high share of newly arrived refugees who were still 
undecided on their ultimate destination and the most recent wave capturing mostly settled refugees. 
However, one can anticipate that some intra-EU mobility will still occur given the dramatic variations 
in the housing situation, access to education, employment possibilities and general support packages 
across EU countries (OECD, 2022a; UNHCR, 2022b). Furthermore, refugees from Ukraine seek to settle 
predominantly in European cities and metropolitan areas rather than in rural areas (OECD, 2022a). A 
study carried out for the European Parliament’s REGI Committee (Mulvik and Siarova, 2022) confirms 
this trend, citing the example of Rzeszów in Poland, where the share of refugees at the end of April 
2022 accounted for more than 40% of the city’s resident population. The large number of Ukrainian 
nationals living in the city before the war is deemed to have been a major consideration for these 
refugees, indicating that social connectedness may have been a major driver in their choice of 
destination. 

Indeed, according to a recent survey conducted by the Centre for Economic Strategy (Mykhailyshyna 
et al., 2023), the main reason for refugees moving to a host country was the presence of relatives, 
friends or acquaintances. The second main reason was geographical proximity to Ukraine and the third 
was free housing. Whereas the presence of family and friends in the host country was a prime motive 
for all age groups, the importance of other factors varied notably across age groups of refugees. Among 
respondents aged 18–24, the second main reason for moving to the chosen country was a job offer, 
which is also consistent with young people having the highest employment rate among respondents 
(36.8% employed full-time or part-time according to the same survey). For respondents aged 25-49, 
the second most important reason was geographical proximity to Ukraine. For respondents aged over 
50, a good attitude towards Ukrainians was the second major driver of destination choice. 

Besides the heterogeneous distribution of refugees across EU territories, also worth noting is the 
uneven inflow of refugees over time, as the first weeks of the war saw the most acute phase of the 
migratory crisis. Although statistics are not available for all Member States on a monthly basis, the 
example of Ukraine’s EU neighbours (Figure 5) clearly shows a peak in arrivals of Ukrainian refugees 
between March and May 2022.  
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Figure 5: Number of decisions granting temporary protection to Ukrainian citizens in EU 
countries bordering Ukraine from March 2022 to January 2023 (thousands) 

  

  
Source: Eurostat, indicator MIGR_ASYTPFM 

For those refugees who arrived shortly after the launch of the full-scale invasion of Ukraine by Russia, 
the question of their intention to stay – and for how long – and the issue of their (long-term) integration 
in the host countries is gaining increasing importance. 

Intention to stay 

As far as the wider outlook is concerned, the extent of damage to civilian and critical infrastructure and 
the number of internally displaced people and those moving abroad remain unforeseeable. But one 
thing is clear: as the war has now lasted over a year, more and more Ukrainians see no end to their exile 
in Europe and will eventually decide on a longer – if not permanent – stay. Even though an increasing 
number of refugees have been returning home, the return flow is still predominantly limited to people 
with very strong pull factors, such as reuniting with their family, as well as people whose private 
property has remained undamaged, those who originate from the regions that are less affected by the 
direct military aggression, and those who have other strong return incentives. Interestingly, the 
intention to return to Ukraine is still very strong but lower for those refugees who arrived in spring 2022 
(76%)7 than for those who arrived in the summer of 2022 (78%) and at the end of 2022 (84%) (UNHCR, 
2023), signalling that with time, refugees do settle down in host countries. 

                                                             
7 This percentage (and the following ones reported in the paragraph) corresponds to the sum of the proportions of survey respondents 

indicating an intention to ‘return in the next 3 months’ and ‘hoping to return one day’, respectively. 
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Evidence from three waves of a UNHCR (2022a, 2022b and 2023) survey among refugees across Europe 
indeed points to slowly receding return intentions since late summer 2022, especially for what 
concerns returning in the nearest future. In May and June 2022, only 16% of respondents reported their 
plan to come back to Ukraine, yet 61% of those were unsure of when exactly they would do so, as the 
situation on the frontline is very fluid and the immense uncertainty magnifies safety considerations. 
The follow-up survey conducted in August and September 2022 suggests that 81% of respondents 
intend to return home at some point in the future, but only 13% plan to do so within the next three 
months, mainly because of persistent danger and uncertain war developments. The most recent survey 
wave conducted in December 2022 and January 2023 indicates that 65% of respondents wish to 
eventually return home in the future and only 12% intend to return home permanently within the next 
three months. 

These results indicate that the war developments in the winter of 2022, including the large-scale 
attacks on civilian infrastructure, have affected refugees’ return plans to a certain extent, as safety 
considerations remain the main factor driving return intentions. As a matter of fact, 94% of all 
respondent in the most recent survey wave gave high importance to security and safety in places of 
origin. Yet safety alone does not shape return intentions.  According to that same survey wave, factors 
related to basic services and housing livelihoods in Ukraine are equally crucial. More specifically, around 
80% of respondents found access to electricity and water services an essential factor for returning 
home, 76% and 71% indicated work/livelihood opportunities and access to healthcare as key factors, 
respectively, 62% indicated access to own property or alternative housing as a key factor and 56% 
indicated access to education as a key factor.  

Still, the aforementioned pull factors may appear less binding if the situation in the host country turns 
unfavourable and refugees face major issues while living abroad. According to the same survey wave, 
two major factors incentivising return to Ukraine are problems accessing health services in the host 
country (53%)8 and problems finding decent, stable work opportunities (47%). Likewise, access to 
education facilities and services appears a less crucial but still significant driver (33%). A survey 
conducted among refugees from Ukraine between August and September 2022 in 10 EU countries9 
highly exposed to the inflow of refugees (FRA, 2023) sheds light on the within-EU variation of refugees’ 
intentions to stay: in that survey, the share of refugees planning to stay in the host country long term 
ranges from 14% in Bulgaria to 26% in Germany, while the share of those planning to return to Ukraine 
ranges from 30% in Germany to 49% in Romania. Notably, the share of refugees planning to stay while 
commuting regularly to Ukraine was not negligible, ranging from 8% in Bulgaria to 19% in Czechia, just 
like the share of those planning to move to another EU country, ranging from 1% in Germany to 7% in 
Bulgaria. These survey findings highlight how factors other than geographic and linguistic proximity 
also play a role in refugees’ intentions to stay.  

Therefore, even though return intentions are fluctuating in response to the war dynamics as well as 
living conditions in the host countries, large numbers of Ukrainian refugees are likely to stay in the EU 
for an indefinite period that will probably extend over at least another few months. This implies that 
potentially millions of Ukrainian refugees are expected to remain in EU host countries and are likely to 
be joined by others, including many men who stayed behind to fight but would come once the conflict 
is over (Dadush and Weil, 2022). In other words: the longer the duration of the war and the greater the 
degree of destruction of housing and infrastructure (including healthcare and education), the higher 
the probability of families opting to reunite abroad rather than the women and children returning to 

                                                             
8 This percentage (and the following ones reported in the paragraph) corresponds to the sum of the proportions of survey respondents 

considering that factor ‘a great deal’ important and ‘quite a lot’ important, respectively. 
9 Bulgaria, Czechia, Estonia, Germany, Hungary, Italy, Poland, Romania, Slovakia and Spain. 
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join their husbands in Ukraine. As a result, these refugees need to be considered mainly through the 
lens of long-term migration. 

1.3. The profile and needs of refugees from Ukraine in Europe  
The refugee crisis caused by the war of aggression against Ukraine is unprecedented, not only in terms 
of the historic mass flight of its citizens but also in terms of their background characteristics, levels of 
education and professional profiles. 

Demographic profile of Ukrainian refugees 

According to Eurostat, over 98% of the refugees from Ukraine are Ukrainian nationals10. Unlike previous 
refugee waves, the absolute majority of Ukrainians fleeing the war are women and children (at least 
70% of adults are women and over one third are children according to various surveys conducted in 
different EU countries (UNHCR, 2022b, Kohlenberger et al., 2022, UNHCR and REACH, 2022, UNHCR 
Regional Protection Profiling & Monitoring), which is explained by the mandatory military conscription 
of Ukrainian men aged 18-60. However, there are some notable differences in the gender and age 
profiles of the refugees between the EU countries that are geographically closer to Ukraine and the 
more distant ones. According to a study by the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and 
Development (OECD, 2022b) published in autumn 2022, in Poland over 87% of adult refugees are 
women and over 40% of all refugees are children, and in Lithuania the percentages are respectively 
83% and 36%, whereas in more distant Spain and Italy women account for 70% and 75% of adult 
refugees and children for 33% and 30% of all refugees, respectively. Figure 6 depicts the distribution of 
refugees by gender and age according to the recent UNHCR Regional Protection Profiling & Monitoring 
which provides harmonised survey evidence on Ukrainian refugees in countries bordering Ukraine – 
Hungary, Moldova, Poland, Romania and Slovakia – from October 2022 onwards. The evidence 
suggests that the share of female refugees is above 60% in all surveyed countries and reaches 70% in 
Poland. The share of children aged under 17 ranges from 15% to 20% across all host countries, both for 
boys and girls. When looking at the adult population, unsurprisingly, males aged 18 to 59 constitute a 
very minor share of the refugee population, whereas working-age females (18 to 59 years) account for 
over one third of the total stock of refugees in all countries – from 37% in Hungary to 45% in Slovakia. 
Moldova hosts the highest relative share of older refugees (16%). 

  

                                                             
10 Source : https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php?title=Temporary_protection_for_persons_fleeing_Ukraine_-

_monthly_statistics#Who_are_the_people_fleeing_Ukraine_and_receiving_temporary_protection.3F 
Therefore, ‘refugees from Ukraine’ are sometimes referred to as ‘Ukrainian refugees’ in this report. 

https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php?title=Temporary_protection_for_persons_fleeing_Ukraine_-_monthly_statistics#Who_are_the_people_fleeing_Ukraine_and_receiving_temporary_protection.3F
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php?title=Temporary_protection_for_persons_fleeing_Ukraine_-_monthly_statistics#Who_are_the_people_fleeing_Ukraine_and_receiving_temporary_protection.3F
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Figure 6: Age and gender composition of Ukrainian refugees in countries neighbouring Ukraine  

(a) Female refugees (b) Male refugees 

  
Source: UNHCR Regional Protection Profiling & Monitoring 
Note: based on data collected from October 2022 to February 2023 

In fact, Eurostat data on Ukrainian citizens being granted temporary protection in the EU11 confirm the 
predominance of adult women and children among refugees (at least for those with temporary 
protection status), but also reveal that the proportion of children among refugees has been slowly 
decreasing as the share of adult men has increased. The examples of Poland and Spain (Figure 7) 
illustrate this gradual shift in the age and gender profile of Ukrainian refugees being granted temporary 
protection.   

Figure 7: Proportion of adult women, adult men and children among Ukrainian refugees being 
granted temporary protection in Poland and Spain from March 2022 to February 2023 

  
Source: Eurostat, indicator MIGR_ASYTPFM 

Educational profile of Ukrainian refugees 

There is growing evidence on the educational attainments of Ukrainian refugees that suggests that 
there is a significantly higher share of highly educated (university degree or equivalent) refugees 
among Ukrainians compared to the refugees from earlier waves. Studies from Germany report that the 
share of refugees with tertiary education exceeds 73% (Panchenko, 2022), while a similar share of 
highly-educated Ukrainian refugees is documented by the European Union Agency for Asylum and the 

                                                             
11 Source: Eurostat, indicator MIGR_ASYTPFM 
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OECD (EUAA and OECD, 2023). Spanish administrative data suggest that 62% of Ukrainian refugees 
hold university degrees (OECD, 2022b), while in Austria the share of refugees with tertiary education is 
as high as 83% (Kohlenberger et al., 2022). The aforementioned cross-country survey conducted in 43 
EU and non-EU countries reports a share of 70% (UNHCR, 2022b). According to a recent OECD 
publication (2023), those refugees holding higher education degrees prevail among Ukrainian 
refugees. The high educational profile of Ukrainian refugees is explained by the formal education levels 
of Ukrainians, which range above the EU-27 average (Figure 8), as well as by positive self-selection, as 
Ukrainian refugees registered in Europe are on average more educated than the overall Ukrainian 
population (OECD, 2022b). 

Figure 8: Educational attainments in Ukraine and EU-27, 2020 
(a) Population aged 20-24 with at least upper 

secondary education 

 

(b) Population aged 30-34 with tertiary 
education 

 
Source: LFS data for EU-27 and National Statistical Office of Ukraine for Ukraine 

According to the results of ongoing UNHCR monitoring (UNHCR Regional Protection Profiling & 
Monitoring) in countries neighbouring Ukraine, around half of the refugees from Ukraine hold Bachelor 
and higher education degrees in all countries bar Romania where that share is 61% (Figure 9, panel a). 
At the same time, the share of refugees with secondary or lower education ranges between 21% and 
24% in all countries covered by the monitor. Interestingly, around 60% of the refugees surveyed in 
these counties were employed or self-employed prior to fleeing the war, whereas the share of refugees 
who were unemployed back in Ukraine ranges between 3% in Moldova to 8% in Hungary and Slovakia 
(Figure 9, panel b).   
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Figure 9: Educational attainment and labour market status prior to the war of refugees from 
Ukraine across host countries neighbouring Ukraine (October 2022 – February 2023) 

(a) Educational level 

 

(b) Labour market status 

 

Source: UNHCR Regional Protection Profiling & Monitoring. 
Notes: based on data collected from October 2022 to February 2023. Employed status includes self-employed individuals. 

Even though Ukrainian refugees are drastically different from refugees in the previous waves as far as 
their sociodemographic and educational profiles are concerned, unconstrained labour market access 
is a crucial step on the way to economic and social integration. It allows Ukrainians to find employment, 
learn the local language, build up social networks and integrate more quickly into societal life, while 
hosting countries experience an upsurge in the labour force, much needed in the face of population 
ageing as well as looming labour shortages as economies recover from the COVID-19 pandemic. As of 
February 2023, 17% of the surveyed refugees in the UNHCR monitoring (UNHCR Regional Protection 
Profiling & Monitoring) indicated employment as their most urgent need and a further 12% as their 
second-most urgent need. 

Access to (re-)education, employment and material assistance 

However, finding employment in the EU is not straightforward even with unrestrained access to the 
job market. Job seekers wish to find a job which matches their skills, knowledge and experience. 
Naturally, this issue is less crucial for refugees who seek only short-term protection in Europe and plan 
to head back home as soon as the security situation allows, or even earlier. Short-term refugees have 
no need of stable employment and long-term income prospects in the host country – what they seek 
are very affordable temporary accommodations and financial support for their most basic needs. 
However, this is not sufficient for the refugees intending to stay at least until the war is over, and 
existing surveys suggest that this group constitutes an absolute majority of refugees in all EU Member 
States. These people require longer-term employment solutions, an essential dimension of self-
sustainment and the capitalisation of their own skills and knowledge. A significant proportion of 
Ukrainian refugees hold tertiary education degrees, had their education curricula aligned with the 
Bologna Process, have on average a good command of the English language, and some even possess 
foreign work experience. Even so, many of those fleeing the war find very limited use for their 
educational credentials or work experience on EU labour markets (OECD, 2023). Language barriers, lack 
of employment opportunities and, to a lesser extent, lack of information, lack of childcare options and 
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no recognition of work skills and education credentials are reported as major obstacles that refugees 
face when searching for a job in host countries12.  

This turns the spotlight on re-education and requalification, just as it did back in the previous migration 
crises. However, two factors make it very different this time. First, whereas the majority of refugees from 
the previous waves were young men, an absolute majority of Ukrainian refugees are women, and a 
large share of them has arrived with minor children. Thus, affordable and accessible childcare must be 
provided before enrolment in education or employment is foreseeable. Survey evidence in countries 
bordering Ukraine from the UNHCR Profiling & Monitoring dashboard indicates that 6% of refugees see 
the lack of childcare options as a main reason for unemployment, whereas 26% of refugee households 
with infants (0-4 years) reported no access to childcare13. In the FRA survey (2023) covering 10 EU 
countries, a third of female refugees indicated the need to care for children, or elderly or sick relatives, 
as a reason for not being employed, against only 9% of male refugees. 

Still, it is not only pre-school education that appears to be a necessity: with between a fourth and a 
third of refugees aged under 17, schooling is essential, and many refugees (73%) tend to prefer 
enrolment of their minors in local schools over remote learning in Ukrainian schools (18%), as it allows 
greater flexibility for mothers and more possibilities to find a job (UNHCR, 2022b). Importantly, a 
majority of EU countries have made a major effort to integrate Ukrainian children and adolescents into 
the local education curricula by either creating additional study places in local schools or designing 
new educational institutions specifically for Ukrainians (OECD, 2022b). Even so, around 45% of refugee 
households with minor children reported at least one child unregistered in the local education system, 
mostly because of their preference for online teaching (UNHCR Regional Protection Profiling & 
Monitoring). 

Second, living costs in many EU countries are climbing steadily, and with no stable income source and 
often rather limited state support, self-sustainment appears to be a pressing issue, especially for those 
arriving with children and/or dependent elders. According to UNHCR monitoring (UNHCR Regional 
Protection Profiling & Monitoring), around 55% of all surveyed refugees in countries bordering Ukraine 
mentioned material assistance among their most urgent needs. Actually, the level of financial support 
granted to Ukrainian refugees under temporary protection varies greatly from one EU Member State 
to the other. Around 56% of refugees in Poland and 50% of refugees in Italy report state support to be 
insufficient for covering a bare living minimum, whereas in Germany this number is only 10% 
(Mykhailyshyna et al., 2023). This creates purely financial obstacles to participating in the education or 
training of adults and is nudging refugees to either return to Ukraine amid safety concerns or to take 
up any job, resulting in refugees being significantly overeducated for the jobs being offered (Hábel and 
Veselková, 2022; OECD, 2023). For instance in Poland, female Ukrainian refugees work predominantly 
in manufacturing and administrative and support services (EBRD, 2022). 

Hence, integrating Ukrainians into the EU labour market is not only about finding a suitable job, but 
largely also about facilitating access to and enrolment in re-education if an existing qualification finds 
no application in the host country. Policy steps are needed to provide adult Ukrainian refugees with 
access to education and training programs, aiming to develop new skills, acquire new knowledge, or 
even an entirely new profession to fit the needs of local labour markets (OECD, 2022c). Even though 
data on the exact professional profiles of refugees are still very limited, some survey findings point 

                                                             
12  According to the most recent evidence at the time of writing this study, 36% of refugees find lack of language knowledge a major barrier 

for employment in Hungary, Moldova, Poland, Romania and Slovakia. Source: UNHCR Regional Protection Profiling & Monitoring, 
https://app.powerbi.com/view?r=eyJrIjoiZjYwMDFhMzMtMTJjZS00NzU1LTkzYzgtNTNhN2FiNjU3Y2RlIiwidCI6ImU1YzM3OTgxLTY2NjQt
NDEzNC04YTBjLTY1NDNkMmFmODBiZSIsImMiOjh9 

13 Same source as in the previous footnote.  
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towards a disproportionate share of degrees and prior work experience in education (16% of refugees), 
which probably reflects the strong gender imbalance in the refugee sample (UNHCR, 2022b). Naturally, 
some degrees, such as in education, linguistics and law, are country-specific and hardly transferable to 
the host countries, and given the female prevalence in these fields, re-education appears to be the only 
way to find suitable employment and ensure a long-term income. In particular, language barriers first 
need to be overcome, as not speaking the local language well enough comes across as the main reason 
for being unemployed (FRA, 2023; UNHCR, Regional Protection Profiling & Monitoring). This requires 
time, effort and public investment, but the anticipated benefits, both on the individual and state level, 
are significant. Indeed, a study by the OECD (2022d) shows that refugees from Ukraine are expected to 
contribute to increasing the European labour force by 0.5% by the end of 2022. This anticipated effect 
is twice as large as that of the 2014-2017 inflow of refugees into the EU. 

Access to housing and healthcare 

Apart from labour market integration, other pressing needs of refugees include accommodation and 
access to healthcare. Addressing these needs is essential regardless of the refugees’ return intentions, 
as both temporary refugees and those who intend to stay longer, if not permanently, need affordable 
accommodation, access to basic services including healthcare, and material support for basic needs. 
The latter is essential not only upon arrival, but also in the medium-term, as it often takes time to find 
a job and refugees – mostly women with children - are still largely employed in the low-wage economic 
segment (OECD, 2023). UNHCR monitoring (UNHCR Regional Protection Profiling & Monitoring) reports 
that, as of February 2023, accommodation and healthcare were mentioned as the most urgent need 
by 20% and 11% of surveyed refugees, respectively. In those 10 countries covered by the FRA survey 
(2023), just under half of the surveyed refugees (43%) were satisfied or very satisfied with their current 
accommodation. Lack of privacy in their accommodation was mentioned as a problem for over a third 
of them (36%). Furthermore, language difficulties and lack of knowledge about where to go or whom 
to contact were reported as barriers to accessing healthcare in the host country by 47% and 30% of the 
surveyed refugees, respectively. 

These latter findings undergird policies fostering the full-fledged integration of refugees, i.e. not only 
socioeconomic but also cultural integration. According to a study carried out by the Norwegian 
Refugee Council (2022), even in Poland - the EU country considered closest to Ukraine culturally -, 
refugees widely acknowledged the need for understanding the Polish culture and having greater 
connections to the Polish community as well as knowledge about the job market and labour laws in 
order to obtain employment. 
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2. OUTLINE OF THE EU’S RESPONSE TO THE MIGRATORY CRISIS  

This chapter aims to describe in detail the EU institutional and regulatory response to the war, in 
particular the revisions to EU Cohesion Policy adopted in 2022 through the Cohesion’s Action for 
Refugees in Europe (CARE), CARE+ and FAST (Flexible Assistance for Territories) – CARE regulations. It 
relies mainly on an analysis of the communications, regulations and other key documents produced by 
EU institutions. 

2.1. The EU’s institutional response  
After Russia recognised the non-government-controlled areas of the Donetsk and Luhansk oblasts as 
independent entities, the EU adopted on 23 February 2022 a new, unprecedented series of targeted 
restrictive measures towards Russian entities involved in the violation of Ukraine’s territorial integrity, 
ranging from asset freezes and travel bans on responsible individuals to severe economic sanctions on 
the Russian financial, energy, transport and technology sectors. The ten sanctions packages (as of 
March 2023) have altogether led Russia to face industrial input and output disruptions, declining 
incomes, suspended investments and economic recession (IMF, 2022; EBRD, 2023, wiiw, 2022). At the 
same time the EU vowed to support Ukraine in resisting the Russian invasion, restoring its territorial 
integrity, rebuilding its economy and infrastructure and, in the future, becoming a full-fledged EU 
Member State. Above all, EU countries and institutions have been large donors of financial, 
humanitarian and military aid, and according to the UNHCR the EU has given shelter to the highest 
share of Ukrainian refugees who left the country. 

The day the war started, the European Parliament Conference of Presidents strongly condemned the 
Russian attack against Ukraine, highlighted the unjustified and illegal nature of the war and expressed 
its full solidarity with Ukraine. The European Council, its President and the President of the European 
Commission have recurrently condemned Russia’s unprecedented military aggression against Ukraine 
and reaffirmed the willingness of the EU to urgently provide a humanitarian emergency response to 
those in need starting 24 February 2022 (European Council, 2022). Likewise, the Council of the 

KEY FINDINGS 

• The EU’s response to the war in Ukraine has been swift, far-reaching and unified. In a 
unique demonstration of solidarity, EU institutions, Member States and regions have 
immediately condemned the Russian aggression and endeavoured to provide support to 
those at the forefront of the migratory crisis, an initiative widely supported by EU citizens. 

• In particular, the Cohesion’s Action for Refugees in Europe (CARE), CARE+ and FAST 
(Flexible Assistance for Territories) – CARE regulations have brought a range of flexibility 
mechanisms to EU Cohesion Policy. This includes the extension of the possibility of 100% 
EU co-financing, retroactive eligibility for the operations that address the migratory 
challenges as a result of the war as of 24 February 2022, flexibility in the use of the ERDF, 
ESF and CF, increased pre-financing and the introduction of a unit cost linked to the basic 
needs and support of persons granted temporary protection. 

• These flexibility mechanisms were aimed at supporting short-, medium- and long-term 
measures such as the provision of food, basic material assistance, accommodation, 
transport, immediate and longer-term healthcare, childcare, social housing, access to the 
labour market, education and training. 
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European Union expressed its ‘unwavering support and commitment to Ukraine’s independence, 
sovereignty and territorial integrity within its internationally recognised borders’ on the first day of the 
full-scale invasion (Council of the EU, 2022). On 27 February 2022, the President of the European 
Commission restated that Europeans ‘welcome with open arms those Ukrainians who have to flee from 
Putin’s bombs’ (European Commission, 2022a). Further to its legislative competences, the European 
Parliament has adopted several resolutions since 24 February 2022 regarding the direct and indirect 
impact of the war on Ukraine, its inhabitants, and the EU. In particular, it has condemned Russian 
aggression against Ukraine (EP resolution of 1 March 2022) in an extraordinary plenary session, called 
for an urgent EU action plan to ensure food security inside and outside the EU in light of the Russian 
invasion of Ukraine (EP resolution of 24 March 2022), and called for the protection of children and 
young people fleeing war in Ukraine (EP resolution of 7 April 2022). It also called for the phasing out of 
the ‘citizenship by investment’ schemes (EP resolution of 9 March 2022), for which public scrutiny has 
increased since the outbreak of the war, and called for reinforcing the EU’s capacity to act in light of the 
social and economic consequences for the EU of the Russian war in Ukraine (EP resolution of 19 May 
2022), much like the Temporary Support to Mitigate Unemployment Risks in an Emergency (SURE) or 
NextGenerationEU (NGEU), which, according to the European Parliament, do not suffice to overcome 
the economic challenges arising from the war. The European Parliament has continued to demonstrate 
its strong support for Ukraine on several levels. For instance, it called for ‘the establishment of a tribunal 
on the crime of aggression against Ukraine’ (EP resolution of 19 January 2023). It also reiterated its 
unwavering solidarity with Ukraine and strongly condemned Russia’s aggression in recent resolutions 
(EP resolutions of 19 January 2023 and 16 February 2023).  The immediate and unanimous reaction of 
EU institutions to the war mirrors the individual responses by most EU Member States at the national 
level, thereby demonstrating a very high level of European unity and solidarity. 

At the subnational level, local and regional authorities made no exceptions in condemning the 
unprovoked and unjustified military aggression by Russia against Ukraine. For instance, the European 
Committee of the Regions called for immediate assistance to the citizens of Ukraine at its Summit in 
Marseille on 3-4 March 2022 (European Committee of the Regions, 2022a). In particular, it called for 
dedicated EU support for the regions bordering Ukraine to help authorities welcome and assist 
refugees. Indeed, the EU Annual Report on the State of Regions and Cities 2022 (European Committee 
of the Regions, 2022b) reports that ‘cities and regions in the east of the EU are set to be most affected, 
not only as they have taken in most of the refugees, but also as they have to shoulder the biggest 
consequences of the economic sanctions’. More specifically, the report draws on preliminary analysis 
carried out by the European Spatial Planning Observation Network (ESPON, 2022) revealing that 
regions located in countries closest to Ukraine (i.e. the Baltic countries, Poland, Slovakia, Czechia, 
Hungary, Romania and Bulgaria) were expected to experience both the largest GDP losses and the 
highest levels of inflation in Europe. Indeed, Estonia’s real GDP contracted in 2022 (-1.3% compared to 
2021), while Slovakia (+1.7%), Lithuania (+1.9%), Latvia (+2.0%) and Czechia (+2.4%) experienced very 
moderated growth in comparison with the EU average (+3.5%)14. In contrast, Poland’s GDP grew by 
4.9% in 2022, despite the country being on the forefront of the migratory crisis, but is projected to 
expand by only 1% in 2023 (wiiw, 2023).  

This overall bleak economic outlook renders EU funding crucial for European regions and cities that 
face mounting challenges – including tight public finances – while delivering the necessary protection 
and support to refugees from Ukraine. Indeed, a study from the OECD (2017) found that local and 
regional authorities are those bearing most of the costs of integrating refugees, in particular for social 
services, housing and education. Using the OECD’s estimate of EUR 10,000 to process and 

                                                             
14 Source: Eurostat, real GDP growth rate (chain-linked volumes, percentage change on previous year), online indicator TEC00115. 
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accommodate every asylum-seeker for the first year, adjusted to 2022 price levels (EUR 11,700), the 
fiscal impact of the inflow of 4.8 million refugees to the EU under temporary protection over one year 
of war would result in a cost of EUR 56 billion, or 0.36% of the EU’s GDP15. The long-term fiscal impact 
could however be positive with the efficient integration of Ukrainian refugees into the EU labour 
market (Bird and Amaglobeli, 2022), hence the importance of a rapid, tailored and fully supportive 
response from the part of the EU. 

2.2. The EU’s regulatory response  
On 2 March 2022 the European Commission proposed activation of the Temporary Protection 
Directive established in 2001 to offer quick and effective assistance to refugees from Ukraine. In 
practice, this grants Ukrainian nationals, third-country nationals and stateless persons legally residing 
in Ukraine before 24 February 2022 as well as their family members, special protection in the form of 
residency rights, access to suitable accommodation, social welfare and medical assistance, means of 
subsistence, access to labour markets and, for persons under 18 years, access to education. This 
temporary protection scheme is thus aimed at tackling most of the primary needs of refugees (see 
Chapter 1). Within this framework temporary protection was granted until 4 March 2023 in the first 
instance, but later extended until March 2024 as anticipated by the European Commission which 
stressed that Ukrainians leaving and re-entering the EU should not lose their rights granted through 
this directive. The directive was also meant to be implemented with reduced formalities to ease the 
management of refugee flows and it was to be accompanied by a ‘Solidarity Platform’16 for Member 
States to exchange information about reception capacity, launched on 31 May 2022. On 4 March 2022 
the European Commission released a communication to provide operational guidelines for external 
border management to facilitate border crossings at the EU-Ukraine borders (European Commission, 
2022b). According to this communication, at the time of its publication more than 650,000 displaced 
persons had already arrived in the EU from Ukraine, and it further emphasised the role of Member 
States bordering Ukraine (Poland, Slovakia, Hungary and Romania) as the main entry points to the EU 
for these refugees. 

On 8 March 2022 the European Commission proposed the Cohesion’s Action for Refugees in Europe 
(CARE) to amend Regulation (EU) No 1303/2013 (i.e. the Common Provisions Regulation for the 2014-
2020 period) and Regulation (EU) No 223/2014 in order to allow for the swift mobilisation of available 
funding from the 2014-2020 Cohesion Policy, the Fund for European Aid to the Most Deprived (FEAD), 
and the Recovery Assistance for Cohesion and the Territories of Europe (REACT-EU). The CARE 
regulation (Regulation (EU) No 2022/562) was adopted less than a month later, on 6 April 2022, 
allowing for various flexibility mechanisms to be applied by the relevant Managing Authorities, in 
particular:   

• Extension of the possibility of 100% EU co-financing for the 2014-2020 ERDF, ESF, Cohesion 
Fund and FEAD programmes for all types of operations for the accounting year 2021-2022; 

• Retroactive eligibility of the operations funded by these programmes that address the 
migratory challenges as a result of the military aggression by Russia as of 24 February 2022; 

• Flexibility in the use of ERDF and ESF for operations addressing the war-induced migratory 
challenges, as well as simplification of reporting procedures.  

                                                             
15 Source: Eurostat, GDP and main components (output, expenditure and income), current prices, year 2022, online indicator NAMA_10_GDP. 
16 eu-solidarity-ukraine.ec.europa.eu 
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This would altogether support a range of emergency measures, such as building reception centres or 
shelters for refugees, providing training, language courses, counselling, coaching, psychological 
assistance and legal support to refugees, and in the case of the FEAD, providing them with basic 
material assistance like food, clothing and other essential items for personal use. 

On 23 March 2022 the European Commission proposed the CARE+ (also referred to as CARE 2) 
regulation as a follow-up to CARE, aiming to increase pre-financing from REACT-EU resources to help 
all Member States face immediate additional budgetary pressures. Adopted on 12 April 2022, this 
regulation (Regulation (EU) 2022/613) grants programmes for the year 2021 34% of the REACT-EU 
resources as additional initial pre-financing in 2022 for Member States where arrivals of displaced 
persons from Ukraine in the first month of the war accounted for more than 1% of their national 
population (thereby raising total pre-financing in those Member States to 45%), and 4% in the other 
Member States (thereby raising total pre-financing in those Member States to 15%). Besides, this 
regulation also includes a unit cost linked to the basic needs and support of persons granted temporary 
protection of EUR 40 per week spent in the Member State concerned, as simplified cost options allow 
for ‘easier and faster spending of Cohesion Policy funds and [reduced] red tape’ (Van Lierop, 2022). On 
29 April 2022 the European Commission reported that more than EUR 3.5bn of REACT-EU advance 
payments had been made to Member States under the CARE framework. 

On 29 June 2022 the European Commission proposed the FAST (Flexible Assistance for Territories) 
– CARE regulation to add further flexibility in the implementation of Cohesion Policy instruments 
under the CARE framework, also outlined in a dedicated communication (European Commission, 
2022c). Adopted on 19 October 2022, this regulation allows for, among other things: 

• Cross-financing and transferring financial allocations between different thematic objectives 
within the same priority of the same Fund (ERDF, ESF or Cohesion Fund) and category of region 
of the same programme in the 2014-2020 programming period; 

• Increasing the unit cost linked to the basic needs and support of persons granted temporary 
protection to EUR 100 per week for a maximum of 26 weeks in total in that same programming 
period; 

• Widening eligibility to operations addressing war-induced migratory challenges that are 
implemented outside the programme area but within the Member State concerned in that 
same programming period; 

• A co-financing rate of up to 100% for expenditure made under priorities supporting operations 
promoting the socioeconomic integration of third-country nationals (including refugees from 
Ukraine) in both the 2014-2020 and 2021-2027 periods (in the latter case until 30 June 2024 in 
the first instance and with a maximum allotment of 5% of the initial national allocation from 
the ERDF and the ESF+ combined); 

• Widening eligibility to phased operations from the 2014-2020 to the 2021-2027 period; 

• An additional 0.5 % pre-financing both in 2022 and in 2023 for programmes supported by the 
ERDF, ESF+ or the Cohesion Fund under the Investment for jobs and growth goal in the 2021- 
2027 programming period, amounting to EUR 3.5bn in total. 

This regulation also requires that a minimum of 30% of the financial allocation of a priority axis 
dedicated to operations addressing such migratory challenges (whether in the 2014-2020 or 2021-2027 
period) be granted to local authorities and civil society organisations supporting refugees fleeing the 
war in Ukraine. 
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According to the European Commission17, the flexibility mechanisms introduced by the CARE, CARE+ 
and FAST-CARE regulations (altogether referred to as ‘the CARE framework’) can be used by the 
Managing Authorities of Cohesion Policy programmes to finance a wide range of measures benefitting 
refugees from Ukraine, such as: 

• In the short-term: provision of food, basic material assistance, accommodation, transport, 
immediate healthcare, information and translation services; 

• In the medium-term: construction or refurbishing of reception centres, accommodation and 
staff costs for running the facilities and integration activities; 

• In the longer-term: provision of healthcare, psychological care and community-based support, 
childcare, social housing, access to the labour market, and education and training. 

Concrete examples of CARE-based fund mobilisation for actions supporting refugees from Ukraine 
include: 

• EUR 23.7 million from the 2022 REACT-EU tranche under the ESF for the ‘Solidarity’ project in 
Bulgaria that focuses in particular on the labour market integration of Ukrainian refugees18;  

• EUR 2.5 million from the ESF for the Centre for Social Integration ‘Przystań’ in Łapy, Poland, that 
provides employment support to Ukrainian refugees19; 

• EUR 810,180 from the ESF for the ‘Lubelskie helps Ukraine’ project in Poland that provides 
advice on dealing with everyday life and legal matters, as well as translation and interpretation 
services to Ukrainian refugees20; 

• EUR 53 million of REACT-EU resources under the ESF to finance the administrative registration 
and processing, access to public transportation and short- and medium-term accommodation 
of more than 20,000 Ukrainian refugees in Ireland21. 

Still, a background note published by the European Parliament’s Policy Department for Budgetary 
Affairs (Haase et al., 2022) reports that, based on information provided by the European Commission in 
preparation for the inter-institutional meeting on payments on 12 October 2022, “the updated 
forecasts submitted in July 2022 by Member States and the UK for the years 2022 and 2023 amount to 
EUR 54.8 billion, which is an increase of a mere EUR 700 million compared to the January 2022 forecasts, 
thus lower than what was expected due to the flexibility mechanisms and additional liquidity under 
CARE. The extension of the 100% EU co-financing amounts to EUR 6.6 billion, which is also lower than 
the expected EUR 10 billion”. Investigating the reasons for the lower-than-anticipated fund 
mobilisation would therefore prove particularly useful to better understand the practicality and 
efficiency of these Cohesion Policy revisions, and how their flexibility mechanisms are taken up by 
Managing Authorities on the ground.  

Besides these revisions to Cohesion Policy, the rules on implementation of the European migration 
policy, in particular the use of the Asylum, Migration and Integration Fund (AMIF), were also amended 
by a regulation adopted on 6 April 2022 (Regulation (EU) 2022/585). In the same vein as the CARE 
framework, these amendments provide for increased flexibility in the use of AMIF funding in both the 
2014-2020 and 2021-2027 programming periods. The regulation also states that AMIF-funded 

                                                             
17 https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/en/qanda_22_4044 
18 https://ec.europa.eu/european-social-fund-plus/en/projects/ukrainian-refugees-find-work-bulgaria 
19 https://ec.europa.eu/european-social-fund-plus/en/projects/fleeing-ukrainians-rebuild-their-lives-poland 
20 https://ec.europa.eu/european-social-fund-plus/en/projects/sanctuary-ukrainian-war-refugees 
21 https://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/whats-new/newsroom/13-12-2022-react-eu-eur73-million-for-ireland-and-france-to-support-the-

green-transition-and-help-people-fleeing-russia-s-invasion-of-ukraine_en 
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operations should be “complementary to actions financed under other Union funds, in particular under 
cohesion policy, to maximise the impact of available funding”. In its implementing decision of 18 
August 2022, the European Commission increased the maximum EU contribution for the 
implementation of the AMIF work programme for the years 2021 and 2022. 

Furthermore, the European Commission presented on 14 June 2022 a new guide to help refugees from 
Ukraine access jobs, training and adult learning. This guidance focuses in particular on facilitating 
access to labour markets, recognising existing skills and qualifications and investing in new ones, and 
pooling resources from different EU funds to support refugees in accessing the labour market, VET and 
adult learning. This encompasses the aforementioned ESF, ERDF, FEAD and AMIF, but also InvestEU, 
the Technical Support Instrument and Erasmus+. A study conducted for the European Committee of 
the Regions (Dobiás and Homem, 2022) describes in more detail the potential for local and regional 
authorities to tap into such EU funds, in particular for financing actions aimed at the integration of 
refugees into local communities and labour markets. At the same time, this study also points to 
challenges in accessing them, reflecting, for example, a lack of knowledge of relevant avenues and the 
management structure of the funds. Building knowledge and best practice regarding the most 
effective EU-funded actions is therefore of primary importance for regions and cities across the EU, 
especially those most impacted by the migratory crisis. A valuable initiative in this direction is the Info-
Support Hub for Regions and Cities22 developed by the European Committee of the Regions to support 
local and regional authorities in their efforts to welcome, support and assist refugees from Ukraine. This 
Info-Support Hub lists various available resources ranging from EU funds to platforms, tools and other 
initiatives such as ERA4Ukraine and InSPIREurope. 

2.3. EU citizens and refugees from Ukraine 
Finally, it is also worth noting that there is strong support from European citizens and civil society for 
the EU’s immediate response to the arrival of refugees from Ukraine. A Eurobarometer survey 
conducted in May 2022 (European Commission, 2022d) indicates that 89% of EU citizens fully approve 
or tend to approve of the EU’s response of welcoming into the EU people fleeing the war, with little 
variation across Member States (i.e. ranging from 75% approval in Bulgaria to 96% approval in 
Portugal). Indeed, European citizens have often been at the forefront of refugee assistance on their 
journey through Europe and through hosting them at home, often on a purely voluntary basis. This 
support has proved essential as governmental responses were in many cases poorly coordinated at 
first (Mulvik and Siarova, 2022). Anticipating previous experiences that such volunteerism falters over 
time– as it can be observed in different parts of Europe already-, and also in light of the economic 
challenges private refugee assistance creates for individuals and households in the long run, national, 
regional and local authorities need to make the best possible use of EU resources, their flexibility and 
adaptability, to cater to the short-term needs of refugees and plan for their successful socioeconomic 
integration over the longer term. 

 

                                                             
22 https://cor.europa.eu/en/engage/Pages/Help-Ukraine-Info-Support-Hub-for-Regions-and-Cities.aspx 
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3. ANALYSIS OF THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE CARE, CARE+ AND 
FAST-CARE REGULATIONS  

This chapter aims to assess the relevance and effectiveness of the CARE framework through a 
comprehensive analysis of its application across the EU. This analysis draws on both primary data 
collected as part of an online survey addressed to all Managing Authorities of EU Cohesion Policy 
programmes conducted in February-March 202323 as well as secondary data gathered from desk 
research. 

3.1. Relevance of the CARE, CARE+ and FAST-CARE regulations in 
addressing the migratory crisis  

In recognition of the urgency of addressing the migratory challenges entailed by Russia’s military 
aggression against Ukraine while tackling the continued public health crisis stemming from the Covid-
19 pandemic, the CARE regulation was adopted with the aim of ‘introducing flexibility measures in the 
field of providing support from the [Cohesion Policy] Funds’24. Indeed, a number of revisions to 
Cohesion Policy had already been adopted in the context of post-pandemic economic recovery 
(through the Coronavirus Response Investment Initiative and the Coronavirus Response Investment 
Initiative Plus). However, the sudden and massive inflow of refugees from Ukraine exacerbated 
financial pressure on EU Member States and regions, especially those bordering Ukraine (see Chapter 
1). In particular, the CARE regulation recalls that ‘while additional resources made available under 
REACT-EU already benefit from a number of flexibilities in their implementation arrangements, it is 
necessary to make use of ERDF, ESF and FEAD resources from the 2014-2020 multiannual financial 
framework more flexible’. Likewise, the CARE+ regulation states that the ‘[substantial inflow of persons 
                                                             
23 Technical details of the survey are provided in Annex 1 
24 Paragraph 12 of the preamble of the CARE Regulation, namely Regulation (EU) 2022/562 of 6 April 2022 amending Regulations (EU) No 

1303/2013 and (EU) No 223/2014 as regards Cohesion’s Action for Refugees in Europe (CARE). 

KEY FINDINGS 

• The CARE, CARE+ and FAST-CARE regulations (‘CARE framework’) provide for a range of 
flexibility mechanisms that are highly relevant and timely with regard to the large and 
sudden influx of refugees from Ukraine, and the challenges faced by national and 
regional authorities.  

• Yet it seems that only a minority of Managing Authorities of Cohesion Policy programmes 
have used these flexibility mechanisms. 

• The increase in the co-financing rate for an additional accounting year appears to be the 
most commonly used flexibility, followed by the application of retrospective eligibility for 
operations addressing the war-induced migratory challenges as of 24 February 2022. 

• The mobilisation of funds for such operations remains limited, in the range of less than 
1% to 10% of the respective programmes’ total EU funding allocation. 

• Still, the inclusion of Ukrainian refugees as a target group for business-as-usual 
operations combined with newly designed operations under the CARE framework have 
altogether allowed for a wide range of actions addressing the basic needs of refugees as 
well as their social, labour market and/or school integration. 
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as a result of that military aggression] poses an additional challenge for public budgets at a time when 
Member States’ economies are still recovering from the impact of the Covid-19 pandemic, and risks 
undermining the preparation of a green, digital and resilient recovery of the economy’25. Finally, the 
FAST-CARE regulation also acknowledges that ‘many Member States are also affected by shortages of 
labour, supply chain difficulties and rising prices and energy costs’, in addition to continuous inflows 
of refugees from Ukraine26. The objective of the CARE framework to facilitate the mobilisation of public 
funds by regional and national authorities is thus highly relevant and timely in light of the identified 
investment needs and limited fiscal capacity. Still, the practicality of the CARE framework - especially in 
terms of its implementation conditions - remains an aspect of pivotal importance when assessing its 
effectiveness. Indeed, the diversity in territorial focus, governance structure, budget, implementation 
status and thematic priorities of Cohesion Policy operational programmes calls for a detailed analysis 
of the practical application of the CARE-based flexibility mechanisms, and the factors hindering or 
facilitating it.  

The first step in this regard consists of checking whether Managing Authorities of Cohesion Policy 
operational programmes know of the CARE, CARE+ and FAST-CARE regulations, and the flexibility 
mechanisms they introduced into Cohesion Policy implementation. Figure 10 shows that the vast 
majority of the surveyed Managing Authorities are indeed aware of the CARE framework, hinting at 
prompt and efficient communication from the side of EU institutions about the opportunities offered 
by these regulations. 

Figure 10: Survey results - knowledge of the CARE, CARE+ and FAST-CARE regulations 

 
Note: figure based on 66 individual responses  
Source: authors’ own elaboration based on survey responses 

3.2. Use of the flexibility mechanisms introduced by these regulations  
The second step consists of evaluating the use of the CARE-based mechanisms by Managing 
Authorities across the EU, and identifying any patterns with regard to the flexibility mechanisms most 
often used, and by which country or (type of) region. Figure 11 shows that around 40% of the surveyed 
Managing Authorities used CARE-based flexibility mechanisms. These Managing Authorities are based 
in 16 different Member States (Belgium, Bulgaria, Croatia, Czechia, Denmark, Estonia, Germany, Greece, 
Ireland, Italy, Luxembourg, Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, Slovakia and Spain), thereby indicating that 
these flexibility mechanisms proved helpful not only for those Member States and regions most 
exposed to the inflow of Ukrainian refugees. Yet, a majority of surveyed Managing Authorities did not 
use any of the flexibility mechanisms introduced by the CARE framework. Reasons for the use or non-
use of these flexibility mechanisms are explored in detail as part of the case studies (see Chapter 4). 

                                                             
25 Paragraph 1 of the preamble of the CARE+ Regulation, namely Regulation (EU) 2022/613 of 12 April 2022 amending Regulations (EU) No 

1303/2013 and (EU) No 223/2014 as regards increased pre-financing from REACT-EU resources and the establishment of a unit cost. 
26 Paragraph 1 of the preamble of the FAST-CARE Regulation, namely Regulation (EU) 2022/2039 of 19 October 2022 amending Regulations 

(EU) No 1303/2013 and (EU) No 2021/1060 as regards additional flexibility in addressing the consequences of the military aggression of 
the Russian Federation FAST (Flexible Assistance for Territories) – CARE. 
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Have you heard of the Cohesion’s Action for Refugees in Europe, and the CARE, 
CARE+ and FAST-CARE regulations in particular?
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Figure 11: Survey results – use of the CARE, CARE+ and FAST-CARE flexibility mechanisms 

 
Note: figure based on 64 individual responses (i.e. all those who know about the regulations (see previous figure)) 
Source: authors’ own elaboration based on survey responses 

Figure 12 shows the flexibility mechanisms most often used by those Managing Authorities that took 
advantage of the CARE framework.  

Figure 12: Survey results – CARE-based flexibility mechanisms most often used 

 
Note: the response corresponding to ‘Other’ refers to an increase of the contribution from the Funds through payments of the 
final balance for each priority per Fund and per category of regions in the final accounting year from 10% to 15% of the 
contribution from the Funds for each priority per Fund and per category of regions as laid down in the decision of the 
Commission approving the operational programme (according to art. 130.3 of the CPR). 
Source: authors’ own elaboration based on survey responses 
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Increasing the co-financing rate applied to expenditure declared in payment applications for the 
accounting year 2021/2022 is by far the flexibility mechanism most often used by Managing 
Authorities, probably because this mechanism is actually a continuation of that introduced by the 
Coronavirus Response Investment Initiative Plus (CRII+). It is also important to note that, according to 
the survey results, the increased co-financing rate is used in cohesion and non-cohesion countries alike, 
whereby the level of the initial co-financing rate does not seem to be determinant. The application of 
retrospective eligibility for operations addressing the war-induced migratory challenges as of 24 
February 2022 was the second most often used flexibility mechanism, and is found to be 
predominantly (but not only) used in Eastern European countries such as Poland, Bulgaria, Czechia and 
Slovakia. Interestingly, these two most commonly reported flexibility mechanisms are rather easy to 
apply, as they do not require major revisions of the operational programmes (as opposed to e.g. the 
creation of a new priority axis). 

3.3. Funding effectively mobilised thanks to these regulations 
As the CARE framework does not provide any additional funding but only permits fund transfers and 
increased pre-financing (while the overall financial envelope remains unchanged), operations 
addressing the migratory challenges as a result of the military aggression by Russia need to be funded 
within the overall budget allocation of the respective operational programmes. Therefore, they can be 
funded from unspent and unallocated ERDF, ESF, CF or REACT-EU funding, whenever available. 

The table below indicates the REACT-EU additional pre-financing allowed under the CARE framework, 
amounting to 3.5 billion EUR at the EU level. 

Table 2: REACT-EU additional pre-financing total (ERDF, ESF+, FEAD) made under CARE 
Member 

State 
Amount (EUR) Member 

State 
Amount (EUR) Member 

State 
Amount (EUR) 

Austria 74,232,355 Finland 5,380,465 Latvia 8,399,568 

Belgium 11,027,033 France 123,718,176 Malta 4,447,851 

Bulgaria 148,360,870 Greece 68,315,294 Netherlands 17,633,201 

Cyprus 4,457,075 Croatia 22,859,946 Poland 562,098,072 

Czechia 283,823,849 Hungary 299,607,541 Portugal 63,765,893 

Germany 75,465,415 Ireland 3,533,398 Romania 450,119,357 

Denmark 7,111,145 Italy 452,139,527 Sweden 11,493,869 

Estonia 60,435,724 Lithuania 93,057,779 Slovenia 10,487,121 

Spain 434,214,631 Luxembourg 5,593,390 Slovakia 209,431,700 

Source: European Commission, https://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/newsroom/news/2022/04/27-04-2022-ukraine-first-
cohesion-funding-payments-made-to-member-states-under-care 

Managing Authorities that declared in the survey to have mobilised funds for operations addressing 
the war-induced migratory challenges as part of the CARE framework reported amounts of fund 
mobilisation in the range of 170,000 EUR to 53 million EUR, with one outlying value of 260 million EUR. 
They also indicated that this mobilised funding was taken from unspent ERDF and/or ESF (including 
REACT-EU) resources from the 2014-2020 programming period. Since the total budget allocation of the 
corresponding operational programmes also varies to a large extent, it is important to assess the 
amount of fund mobilisation relative to the overall allocation of EU funds. Indeed, CARE-based fund 

https://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/newsroom/news/2022/04/27-04-2022-ukraine-first-cohesion-funding-payments-made-to-member-states-under-care
https://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/newsroom/news/2022/04/27-04-2022-ukraine-first-cohesion-funding-payments-made-to-member-states-under-care
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mobilisation represented between 0.2% and 9.5% of the respective programmes’ total EU fund 
allocation, with one outlying value of 23.6%. Therefore, CARE-based fund mobilisation generally 
represented a small proportion of the programmes’ total allocation, which can to a large extent be 
explained by the timing of the CARE framework in relation to the overall programming cycle. Indeed, 
absorption rates of the 2014-2020 fund allocations are, in 2022 and even more so in 2023, logically very 
high, implying that the possibility of actually mobilising funding is very limited, despite the flexibility 
mechanisms.  

3.4. Actions most often financed with this funding  
The CARE framework was established with the aim of enabling Managing Authorities to finance a wide 
range of measures benefitting refugees from Ukraine in the short-, medium- and long-term (see 
Chapter 2) with increased flexibility in terms of their implementation (in particular for programming, 
financing and reporting). However, findings from the survey show that a majority of Managing 
Authorities have not (yet) used the CARE-based flexibility mechanisms. Besides, in the case where 
Managing Authorities could mobilise funding for refugee support operations under the CARE 
framework, this most often represented only a fraction of the programmes’ total allocation. At the same 
time, Managing Authorities indicated that Ukrainian refugees could also benefit from regular and usual 
EU-funded operations (i.e., planned outside the CARE framework) whenever these would fall within the 
scope of target groups’ eligibility. As a result, Cohesion Policy programmes could be used to support 
Ukrainian refugees, both directly and indirectly, through a wide range of support actions even without 
dedicated priority axes or ad hoc fund mobilisation.  

The support actions most often reported by surveyed Managing Authorities can be grouped into four 
main types of support: 

• Actions addressing the basic needs of refugees, in particular accommodation, food and other 
essential goods. Examples of these actions include financial support to cover rental costs, the 
purchase of housing units and their interior fittings, the redevelopment of reception structures 
dedicated to temporary accommodation, and the provision of meals and hygiene items. 

• Actions supporting the social integration of refugees. Examples of these actions include the 
organisation of language courses, the provision of support to people with special needs, social 
protection of children and social guardianship, psychological support, family support services 
and the organisation of recreational activities such as sports. 

• Actions fostering the labour market integration of refugees. Examples of these actions include 
the provision of support for skills development and entrepreneurship, vocational training, 
career guidance and job placement, subsidised part- or full-time employment based on 
minimum wage for a period of up to three months and mentorship at the workplace. 

• Actions focusing on education and children’s schooling. Examples of these actions include 
financial support for Ukrainian teaching assistants in kindergartens and primary schools, 
employment of Ukrainian teachers, language courses both for local teachers to learn Ukrainian 
and Ukrainian refugees to learn the local language, translation services, organisation of school 
exams for Ukrainian students based on the local education curriculum and the provision of IT 
equipment for displaced students. 

Importantly, Managing Authorities often reported a combination of these different types of support 
actions, thereby demonstrating the utility of Cohesion Policy programmes in addressing a wide range 
of different needs with different timeframes. The case studies (see Chapter 4) provide more detailed 
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insights into the practicality, utility and efficiency of Cohesion Policy – and the CARE framework in 
particular – as a tool to support refugees from Ukraine.  
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4. CASE STUDIES ON COUNTRIES, REGIONS AND CITIES 

SUPPORTING REFUGEES FROM UKRAINE 
This chapter aims to provide in-depth insights into the use of the CARE-based flexibility mechanisms – 
and Cohesion Policy instruments more generally – by Managing Authorities of Cohesion Policy 
programmes in the context of the inflow of refugees from Ukraine, the opportunities they offered and 
their limitations. To do so, six detailed case studies27 focusing on less developed, transition and more 
developed EU NUTS 2 regions have been carried out. 

4.1. Territorial dimension of refugee inflows and case study selection  
The analysis of the spatial and temporal patterns of the migratory crisis indicates that, if countries 
bordering Ukraine are highly exposed to the influx of refugees as first entry points into the EU, other 
countries such as Czechia, Germany and the Baltic States also feature among the most common 
destinations of Ukrainian refugees, and within them, capital cities and large metropolitan areas tend to 
be favoured (see Chapter 1). Western European countries such as France, Spain and Italy host fewer 
refugees, both in absolute terms and relative to population, but they also receive smaller amounts of 
Cohesion Policy funding (relative to the population) to tap into to finance operations in support of 
refugees. Hence, a detailed analysis focusing on two less developed, two transition and two more 
developed NUTS 2 regions located in different parts of the EU was carried out with a view to providing 
a comprehensive and representative picture of the situation of EU regions vis-à-vis the inflow of 
refugees and their capacity to tackle the related challenges. Moreover, these six NUTS 2 regions 
correspond to different governance levels – namely national (country), regional (region) and local (city) 

                                                             
27 Complete case studies are provided in Annex 2. 

KEY FINDINGS 

• The example of six NUTS 2 regions located in different parts of Europe and with different 
levels of economic development reveals that the large and sudden inflow of refugees 
from Ukraine constituted a migratory crisis not only for those regions acting as first entry 
points into the EU but also for the most distant and often wealthier ones. 

• Indeed, many regions did not have the structural capacity to host that many refugees, 
and the role played by NGOs and the civil population, alongside public authorities, 
proved crucial. 

• In less developed EU regions bordering Ukraine such as Lubelskie in Poland or Východné 
Slovensko in Slovakia, flexibility mechanisms introduced by the CARE framework were 
used or are planned to be used to finance refugee assistance and integration actions, but 
various obstacles hindered the smooth application of these actions. 

• In transition and more developed EU cities, regions and countries, no or little Cohesion 
Policy funds could be effectively mobilised through the CARE framework, mostly because 
all funds were already spent or committed. The main solution for Managing Authorities 
to support Ukrainian refugees is therefore to include them as a target group of their new 
operational programmes. 
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-, so that they reflect the challenges faced and actions taken by competent authorities not only across 
the EU but also across policy-making and implementation levels. The selected case study regions are 
outlined in the table below. 

Table 3: Outline of the six case study regions 
NUTS 2 region  Governance 

level 
Country Localisation 

in the EU 
Proximity 
to Ukraine 

Category 
(2021-2027 
eligibility) 

PL81 Lubelskie 
(Lublin 
Voivodeship) 

Regional Poland Eastern Direct 
border 

Less 
developed 

EE00 Eesti (Estonia)  National  Estonia Northern Close Transition 

AT13 Wien (Vienna) Local Austria Central Close More 
developed 

SK04 Východné 
Slovensko (Eastern 
Slovakia) 

Regional Slovakia Eastern Direct 
border 

Less 
developed 

ITF1 Abruzzo Regional Italy Southern Far Transition 

LU00 Luxembourg National Luxembour
g 

Western Far More 
developed 

Source: authors’ own elaboration based on desk research 

4.2. Case studies on refugee support in selected EU NUTS2 regions  

4.2.1. Lubelskie (Lublin Voivodeship) PL81  

a. Short profile of the region 

Lubelskie voivodship is located in southeast Poland. It has an area of 25,155 square kilometres (the 3rd 
largest of Poland’s 16 administrative NUTS2 regions), and a population (2021) of 2,030,000 (the 7th 
largest in the country). Its capital, Lublin, has a population of 332,000 and is the largest city in eastern 
Poland, hosting several scientific and higher education institutions (there are approximately 60,000 
students in the city, of which 10,000 are Ukrainian). In addition, it has several institutions of highly 
specialised social services (medical, cultural, sport, etc.). The city has recently become one of the 
country’s fastest growing business service hubs.  

The region has the highest share of agricultural employment in the country (in 2021 19.5%, compared 
to the national average of 7.5%28), and the lowest GDP per inhabitant (in 2021 68% of the national 
average or 31% of the EU average29). The population is relatively older than in other Polish regions, due 
both to a negative natural increase (minus 0.5-0.6 per 1,000 inhabitants) and strong outmigration. The 
region is relatively poorly industrialised with a low share of foreign direct investment: it is not attractive 
for greenfield projects, nor for the acquisition of scarce industrial plants.  However, the region has 
aviation and automobile industries, and the food-processing industry based on local agricultural 

                                                             
28 Source: Statistics Poland, https://stat.gov.pl/obszary-tematyczne/rynek-pracy/pracujacy-zatrudnieni-wynagrodzenia-koszty-

pracy/pracujacy-w-gospodarce-narodowej-w-2021-roku,7,19.html 
29 Source : Eurostat, Gross domestic product (GDP) at current market prices by NUTS 2 regions, online data code: NAMA_10R_2GDP 
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production is a leading branch in the industry sector. In the eastern part of the region a coal mine is in 
operation, providing 8.2 million tons of coal yearly. 

The region – as the rest of the country – has been rapidly developing its transport infrastructure and its 
connections with the rest of the country have recently improved with a new high quality expressway 
connecting it with Warsaw and Rzeszów – another important city in the south. The rail network is 
weaker, although in the southern part of Lubelskie there is a wide-gauge connection with Ukraine and 
further west to central Poland. There are seven road border crossings (four with Ukraine: Dorohusk – 
Jagodzin, Zosin – Uściług, Dołhobyczów – Uhrynów, Hrebenne – Rawa Ruska, and three with Belarus) 
and four rail crossings (three with Ukraine and one with Belarus). The border infrastructure is relatively 
modern and efficient. 

b. Cohesion Policy in the region 

EU policies have enabled – as elsewhere in the country – the development of major infrastructure, as 
well as the improvement of the local transport network, environmental protection facilities and the 
support of several cultural, social and business establishments and institutions. Lubelskie benefitted 
from a special Cohesion Policy programme called “Eastern Poland” that embraced four eastern regions 
and one central Polish region. Besides Cohesion Policy funding, Lubelskie’s farmers are benefitting 
from the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) which supports its relatively efficient farms operating on 
fertile soil. 

In the 2014-2020 programming period Lubelskie obtained from Cohesion Policy 21 billion PLN (ca 4.8 
billion EUR), out of which 40% within the Regional Operational Programme (ROP, financed by ERDF and 
ESF), and 34% within the Infrastructure and Environment Operational Programme (I&E OP). 
Additionally, 11 billion PLN (2.6 billion EUR) was spent on CAP direct payments and 3.6 billion PLN (0.9 
billion EUR) for rural development. In the 2021-2027 programming period Lubelskie should benefit 
from 1.7 billion EUR of ERDF funding and 704 million EUR of ESF+ funding as part of the ‘European 
Funds for Lubelskie 2021-2027’ progamme. 

The 2014-2020 Poland-Belarus-Ukraine ENI cross-border cooperation programme (worth 183 million 
EUR) was once again implemented in the region, however after the Russian aggression on Ukraine the 
Belarusian part was cancelled and all remaining funds were channelled to cooperation with Ukraine. 
The new Interreg NEXT Poland-Ukraine 2021-2027 programme entails support of joint Polish-Ukrainian 
projects regarding, among others, healthcare, the operation of which in Ukraine is hampered by the 
war. The purchase of medical supplies and improved access to healthcare, including emergency 
medical services, will be financed. The final recipients of joint actions will be Polish and Ukrainian 
borderland residents, including internal and external refugees. The programme also includes the 
development and implementation of systemic solutions and activities in the field of education, which 
will facilitate the participation of refugee children in the Polish education system. 

As research shows (Gorzelak, 2022), in this region – similarly to the entire country – the EU-financed 
programmes have had mostly a general, civil and social impact, and have contributed to a lesser extent 
to overall business development. EU funds have been responsible for circa one sixth of Poland’s GDP 
growth rate (Orłowski 2021), and one may assume that this share for the Lubelskie region was lower 
due to its relatively less modern economic structure. 

c. Exposure of the region to the migration crisis 

Lubelskie was by far the most exposed region in Europe to the Ukrainian migration crisis. This was due 
to several factors: the border with Ukraine with several border crossings; its location on the important 
Lviv-Lublin-Warsaw road (from the beginning of the war till the end of 2022 1.6 million people passed 
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from Ukraine to Poland through this connection and 1 million went back to Ukraine) and on two 
passenger railways. Only the Podkarpackie voivodship south of Lubelskie may have received a 
comparable number of refugees. 

According to Border Guard Headquarters data, in 2022 13.7 million foreigners crossed Polish state 
borders countrywide, including 9.8 million refugees from Ukraine who crossed the border after the 
outbreak of the war launched by Russia. A significant part of them – 3.7 million people – entered Poland 
through the border crossings in the Lubelskie voivodship. At the same time, almost 11.7 million 
foreigners left Poland, of which 7.9 million were citizens of Ukraine, including over 2.9 million refugees 
returning to their country through border crossings in the Lubelskie voivodship. Most of them arrived 
during the first stage of the war, i.e. in March-April 2022. In March 2022 over 900,000 refugees crossed 
the border into Lubelskie, equalling a daily rate of 30,000 refugees. Figure 13 shows the dynamics of 
the Lubelskie border crossings from and to Ukraine in 2022. 

Figure 13: Border traffic from and to Ukraine through Lubelskie voivodship border crossings, 
February-December 2022 

 
Source: Department of Strategy and Development, Marshal Office of the Lubelskie Voivodeship in Lublin, 2023 
 
Overall, it is estimated that at the beginning of 2023 there were 1 – 1.1 million Ukrainians living in 
Poland. Most of the refugees who arrived in Lubelskie went further westwards – to major cities in 
Poland and to western Europe. At the beginning of 2023 the number of those presently staying in 
Lubelskie voivodship can  be roughly estimated at 60,000, i.e. those in the region who have a PESEL 
number, and another 50,000-60,000 who do not have it (official statistics reported 35,000 refugees in 
the region at the end of 2022). Approximately one quarter of them are staying in the city of Lublin. It is 
further assumed that around half (estimates vary from 35% to 70%) of them would leave the region in 
the future, provided the war is over. 

d. Sensitivity to the migration crisis: structural capacity to host and integrate refugees 

A relatively less economically developed region with poor urban infrastructure was in no way prepared 
to accommodate such a vast, sudden, and totally unexpected inflow of refugees. The unprecedented 
mobilisation of all available internal and external resources made it possible to cope with the refugee 
crisis in an efficient and sensitive manner. Legislation has been adopted on the national level declaring 
the means and ways of assisting Ukrainian refugees, and procedures aimed at formalising their stay in 
Poland30. Regional and local authorities responded with appropriate motions specifying the responses 
of the regional authorities to the inflow of refugees. The collaboration of all agencies – state 
                                                             
30 As early as 18 February 2022 (a week before the war broke out) an Inter-ministerial team for accepting incoming persons by the Republic 

of Poland from the territory of Ukraine was established by the ordinance of the Prime Minister of Poland. The term “war” is used in this 
ordinance. On 12 May 2022, a bill was passed in Parliament entitled “On assistance to Ukrainian citizens in connection with the armed 
conflict on the territory of the state”. 
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representatives of voivodships, border services, police, territorial military forces, medical services, 
public transport services, regional, county and local authorities, religious bodies, NGOs, volunteer 
organisations, etc. – was immediately established and smooth cooperation was set in practice. 

The Lublin Coordination Group was set up in the region, coordinated by the Lublin Voivodship Office 
and the Office of the United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees in Lublin, as a platform that 
manages activities aimed at accommodating and assisting refugees residing in the region.  

e. Response(s) to the migration crisis 

Accommodation and information centres were immediately organised in several localities of the 
region. Refugees were provided with basic supplies of food, clothing, medical treatment, sanitary 
facilities, and later on, psychological assistance, etc. Some 3,000 tons of humanitarian aid were 
collected and distributed. Local authorities, NGOs, and government organisations offered their 
employees for 24 hours 7 days a week to assist the refugees. Many volunteers arrived from outside the 
region at the border crossings, railway stations and accommodation points to help the local people. 
People opened up their homes to refugees, not counting on cash allowances which were announced 
later on (it is estimated that in Lubelskie 13,000 families hosted over 50,000 refugees). Several 
enterprises collaborated, both in kind and in cash. According to the report published by the 
Department of Strategy and Development, the Marshal Office of the Lubelskie Voivodship in Lublin 
(2023) with some 40 organisations – mostly NGOs – were active in helping Ukrainian refugees in the 
city of Lublin itself. In other towns and municipalities of the region a similar wide-ranging social, 
economic and organisational mobilisation took place. 504 facilities with collective accommodation 
were opened, with a total of almost 10,000 beds. In 2022, almost 90,000 people temporarily used these 
facilities. At the end of 2022, 237 such facilities were still in operation, with a total of over 7,000 beds, 
of which approximately 4,700 were occupied. Tourist establishments were also made available to the 
refugees (315,000 nights were spent by Ukrainians in such places in the Lubelskie region). 

At the same time, activities have been undertaken to normalise the everyday life of those who stayed, 
and to ease further journeys for those who decided to move to other locations. The refugees also began 
to organise their lives in the new circumstances, some of them establishing businesses in the region 
(mostly of a similar profile to the ones they had left behind in Ukraine). 

In 2022, the total funds from the Lubelskie voivodship allocated and guaranteed for various forms of 
assistance to Ukraine amounted to over 570.9 million PLN (circa 120 million EUR), out of which: from 
the voivode – PLN 322.2 million, allocated and guaranteed by the regional authorities of the Lubelskie 
Voivodship – PLN 31.7 million, from county (powiat) budgets – PLN 759,000, from municipal budgets – 
PLN 4 million, and from public collections for humanitarian aid for Ukraine – PLN 212.2 million. 

Ukrainian children were immediately accepted in kindergartens, primary and secondary schools (6,200 
in the region, 2,200 in the city of Lublin, and at its peak 188,000 in the whole country), and Ukrainian 
teachers were employed in Lublin to conduct after-school activities and educational project 
coordination. Ukrainian doctors and nurses were employed in hospitals with accelerated procedures 
of diploma recognition. Professional training and retraining activities were organised by employment 
agencies. Assistance was provided to newly established companies set up by Ukrainians. International 
agencies (UNICEF, UNHCR) and NGOs have been active in coping with the refugee crisis in the region. 
However, even in the light of this manifold assistance, opinions have been expressed that the 
international organisations have become involved too late and have not been sufficiently flexible 
(Jarosz and Klaus, 2023). 
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f. Focus on Cohesion Policy and the CARE regulatory framework 

On April 5, 2022 the regional authority of Lubelskie voivodship approved the “Concept of support for 
people fleeing to Poland from Ukraine in connection with the Russian Federation’s attack on Ukraine under 
the Regional Operational Programme of the Lubelskie voivodship for 2014-2020 (funds from the European 
Social Fund)”. Funds guaranteed under the projects financed from the ROP Lubelskie Voivodship (that 
remained available from the 2014-2020 period), for a total amount of 12.6 million PLN, according to the 
European Commission’s decision, allowed the unused funds to be used to assist Ukrainian refugees (i.e. 
through the CARE framework). These funds were allocated within the framework of three measures:  

• Measure 11.2 Lubelskie helps Ukraine. Social and health services – the value of the project is 4.7 
million PLN. 849,000 PLN spent in 2022; 

• Measure 12.3 Lubelskie helps Ukraine. Learning Polish – the value of the project is 2.9 million 
PLN. 523,000 PLN spent in 2022; 

• Measure 13.2 Infrastructure of social services. Creation of a temporary place of residence in 
Zamość – the value of the project is 5 million PLN. 1 million PLN spent in 2022. 

Altogether, by the end of January 2023, 2.4 million PLN (circa 520,000 EUR) has been spent (i.e. 20% of 
the ROP funds earmarked for support of Ukrainian refugees). In addition, Ukrainian citizens could 
benefit from support under Measure 9.2 “Professional activation – projects of County (Powiat) Labour 
Offices”, as well as participating in other projects financed from the ROP on similar terms as Polish 
citizens. It is however difficult to indicate the exact figures of this spending. 

Support for refugees has also been included in the aforementioned 2014-2020 Poland-Belarus-Ukraine 
ENI cross-border cooperation programme (with the latter now excluded from the programme), which 
covers Ukraine’s western regions and Poland’s eastern regions. Additional projects were selected under 
the programme as part of a direct, non-competitive grant procedure. EU funds in the amount of EUR 
0.5 million (i.e. PLN 2.4 million) will be allocated to each Polish region covered by the programme to 
support Ukrainian migrants. Further activities for 4.6 million EUR are under preparation.  

g. Main findings and conclusions of the case study 

Taking into account the involvement as well as the scale and scope of assistance provided to Ukrainian 
refugees, it should be stated that public institutions, socio-economic entities, and above all, the 
inhabitants of the Lubelskie voivodship – as in the entire country – have met the difficult challenges 
resulting from the crisis situation caused by the war in Ukraine, and have demonstrated a responsible 
attitude by caring for those refugees in need.  

Funds guaranteed under the projects financed from the ROP Lubelskie Voivodship (that remained 
available from the 2014-2020 period), for a total amount of 12.6 million PLN, allowed the unused funds 
to be used to assist Ukrainian refugees (i.e. through the CARE framework) through social and health 
services as well as cultural integration actions. Support for refugees has also been included in the 2014-
2020 Poland-Belarus-Ukraine ENI cross-border cooperation programme. 

4.2.2. Eesti (Estonia) EE00 

a. Short profile of the region 

Estonia is geographically located in the Baltic region of Northern Europe, bordered to the north by the 
Gulf of Finland, to the west by the Baltic Sea, to the south by Latvia and to the east by Russia.  Since 
joining the EU in 2004, Estonia has made significant progress towards greater economic prosperity. The 
economic growth rate of Estonia in 2020 was -0.55% compared to 2019, although in 2021 the economy 
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grew by 8%. In 2022, in light of the Ukraine crisis, growth declined to 4.1%31. The unemployment rate 
in 2022 was 5.6% (6.2% in 2021, 6.8% in 2020, and 4.4% in 2019).32 

Estonia has well-established political institutions, strong and credible financial policies, and a well-
functioning financial sector. Estonia is also a leader in digital governance and innovation. Stable and 
secure digital services are one of the factors that allowed Estonia to mitigate the sanitary and economic 
shock of the Covid-19 pandemic better than others, including timely and effective policy responses to 
alleviate the resulting crisis. Estonian GDP per capita is the highest among the Baltic states (Lithuania, 
Latvia, Estonia) and equalled 73% of the EU average in 202133. 

However, due to the shock to the country’s economy from the war in Ukraine and the migration crisis, 
the economy is predicted to weaken considerably in 2023. Real GDP growth is projected to slow to 
0.5% in 2023 (OECD, 2022e) due to weaker domestic demand and a deteriorating external 
environment, despite support from fiscal policy. Inflation should remain elevated in 2023 and decrease 
only as spare capacity in the economy increases (OECD, 2022e). 

b. Cohesion Policy in the region 

Estonia has one single multi-fund operational programme entitled “Operational Programme for 
Cohesion Policy Funds”. The Managing Authority for the 2014-2020 and 2021-2027 programming 
period is the State Shared Service Centre (SSSC, in Est. Riigi Tugiteenuste Keskus).  

For the 2014-2020 programming period, total EU funding allocated to Estonia was 3.7 billion EUR, 
complemented by 1.2 billion EUR of national funding and according to the data on the implementation 
of the funds allocated, Estonia has spent 4.9 billion EUR34, i.e. the whole amount that was allocated at 
the beginning of the programming period of 2014-2020. The funding was distributed as follows 
between the European Structural and Investment Funds (ESI funds): CF – 1.44 billion EUR, ESF – 0.57 
billion EUR, ERDF – 2.14 billion EUR. In 2014-2020, 13 thematic objectives were targeted by the 
Operational Programme.  

For the 2021-2027 programming period, Estonia will benefit from 3.6 billion EUR35 of EU Cohesion 
Policy funding. The funding is distributed as follows between the ESI funds: ERDF – 1.7 billion EUR, CF 
– 0.78 billion EUR, ESF – 0.53 billion EUR, JTF – 0.35 billion EUR. They will be used for six objectives, listed 
in descending order of total funding engaged: Greener Estonia (PO2 Greener Europe), Smarter Estonia 
(PO2 Smarter Europe), More Social Estonia (PO4 Social Europe), Just Transition (PO8 JTF specific 
objective), More Connected Estonia (PO3 Connected Europe), and Estonia closer to citizens (PO5 
Europe closer to citizens). As of early 2023, the 2021-2027 programme had not yet kicked off as the 
transition between the funding periods is ongoing.  

c. Exposure of the region to the migration crisis 

As of 28 February 2023, more than 124,000 refugees from Ukraine have entered Estonia, out of which 
67,821 have stayed in Estonia, and 56,762 have further transited to other EU and non-EU countries (e.g. 

                                                             
31 Statistics Department of Estonia, “National accounts”, www.stat.ee, 2023, https://www.stat.ee/en/find-statistics/statistics-

theme/finance/national-accounts 
32 Statistics Department of Estonia, “Töötute Arv Kahanes Teist Aastat Järjest | Statistikaamet,” www.stat.ee, 

2022, https://www.stat.ee/et/uudised/tootute-arv-kahanes-teist-aastat-jarjest. 
33 Source : Eurostat, Gross domestic product (GDP) at current market prices by NUTS 2 regions, online data code: NAMA_10R_2GDP 
34 European Commission, “Open Data Portal for the European Structural Investment Funds - European Commission | Data | European 

Structural and Investment Funds,” 2020, https://cohesiondata.ec.europa.eu/programmes/2014EE16M3OP001 
35 European Commission, “Open Data Portal for the European Structural Investment Funds - European Commission | Data | European 

Structural and Investment Funds,” Tyler Data & Insights, 2021, https://cohesiondata.ec.europa.eu/programmes/2021EE16FFPR001. 

http://www.stat.ee/
https://www.stat.ee/et/uudised/tootute-arv-kahanes-teist-aastat-jarjest
https://cohesiondata.ec.europa.eu/programmes/2014EE16M3OP001
https://cohesiondata.ec.europa.eu/programmes/2021EE16FFPR001
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US, Canada, etc.).36 Those who have been in transit have mostly arrived through the occupied Ukrainian 
territories and entered through the Russian-Estonian border. All in all, as of 28 February 2023, 39,541 
Ukrainians reside in Estonia with a residence permit for temporary protection.37 However, this number 
will probably increase in the forthcoming months. Thus, around 58% of all Ukrainians who arrived in 
Estonia after 24 February 2022 have received temporary protection –, and all the others have not 
applied for temporary protection, as there are also other legal ways for Ukrainians to stay in Estonia; 
and applying for temporary protection is not an obligation. In addition, 3,620 refugees who had left 
Ukraine prior to 24 February 2022 and were not eligible for temporary protection under Estonian law 
have been granted subsidiary protection under fast-tracked asylum procedures.38 Geographically, in 
absolute numbers, almost half of the refugees from Ukraine are living in Tallinn; however, 
proportionally (as the share of the local population) they are distributed relatively evenly all around 
Estonia (Figure 14).  

Figure 14: Territorial distribution of Ukrainian refugees in Estonia 

 
Source: Ministry of Social Affairs of Estonia, 2023 

On average, around 100 refugees from Ukraine come to Estonia daily. The highest inflow was observed 
in March 2022. The evolution of the monthly inflow of refugees since 24 February 2022 is presented 
below (Figure 15). 

                                                             
36 Social Security Department of Estonia, “Statistika | Sotsiaalkindlustusamet,” sotsiaalkindlustusamet.ee, 

2023, https://sotsiaalkindlustusamet.ee/asutus-uudised-ja-kontakt/praktiline-teave/statistika#sotsiaalkaitse-stati. 
37 Ministry of Internal Affairs of Estonia, “Statistika Ukraina Sõjapõgenike Kohta | Siseministeerium,” www.siseministeerium.ee, 

2023, https://www.siseministeerium.ee/statistika-ukraina-sojapogenike-kohta. 
38 Police and Boarderguard Board of Estonia, “Ajutise Ja Rahvusvahelise Kaitse Taotlejate Arv,” Politsei- ja Piirivalveamet, 

2023, https://www.politsei.ee/et/ajutise-ja-rahvusvahelise-kaitse-taotlejate-arv. 

https://sotsiaalkindlustusamet.ee/asutus-uudised-ja-kontakt/praktiline-teave/statistika#sotsiaalkaitse-stati
https://www.siseministeerium.ee/statistika-ukraina-sojapogenike-kohta
https://www.politsei.ee/et/ajutise-ja-rahvusvahelise-kaitse-taotlejate-arv


The use of Cohesion Policy funds to support refugees from Ukraine 
 

49 

Figure 15: Inflow of arrivals of refugees from Ukraine to Estonia (March 2022 – February 2023) 

 

 

Source: Ministry of Social Affairs of Estonia, 2023 

Around 48% of refugees from Ukraine are women above 18 years old, and around 70% of all refugees 
from Ukraine (including minors) are female39. Out of all refugee children from Ukraine who are at the 
age of compulsory school attendance (between 7-17 years of age), approximately 70% are attending 
school in Estonia (ERR, 2022). The primary needs of Ukrainian refugees in Estonia have been: access to 
immediate basic services (food aid and accommodation), employment opportunities and effective 
access to decent work (e.g. due to challenges in finding childcare options), access to education and 
healthcare, psycho-social assistance, language-learning opportunities, and socio-cultural integration 
(ERR, 2022). 

d. Sensitivity to the migration crisis: structural capacity to host and integrate refugees 

Overall, Estonia had already been paying close attention to the situation at its border with Russia before 
the Ukrainian crisis. In relation to the 2015 and 2021 migration crises, Estonia further developed its crisis 
preparedness plans regarding a possible sudden increase in refugees in Estonia. However, the country 
did not expect such a high inflow of refugees to arrive in such a short time, and according to some 
opinions, the country was not ready to host such a large number of refugees arriving in such a short 
period of time, for example in terms of accommodation and social assistance as well as cooperation 
and partnership between public sector institutions and private sector organisations (Delfi News, 
2022a). Before the conflict, the general assumption regarding the number of refugees was that those 
refugees who would arrive in Estonia would already have a network there, because of the relatively 
sizeable Ukrainian diaspora living in Estonia (around 3% of the total population of Estonia before the 
war). However, Estonia has received a large number of people who had no connection with Estonia 
before the war.  

What essentially helped to overcome many challenges linked to the migratory crisis was the solidarity 
of local Estonians and organisations (NGOs and many private companies) that helped to assist the 
refugees. The total national budget of Estonia for 2022 was 13.1 billion EUR, out of which 220 million 
EUR was allocated for the needs of refugees from Ukraine. The regular capacity of the Estonian 

                                                             
39 Ministry of Internal Affairs of Estonia, “Statistika Ukraina Sõjapõgenike Kohta | Siseministeerium,” www.siseministeerium.ee, 

2023, https://www.siseministeerium.ee/statistika-ukraina-sojapogenike-kohta. 
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reception service is 150 beds, and in 2021 the country was looking for additional possible reception 
places for accommodation purposes based on hypothetical refugee inflow scenarios. With regard to 
the integration of minor refugees from Ukraine into the Estonian educational system, the main 
challenges encountered include the lack of preparedness among Estonian teachers and school 
personnel to teach children with a migration background (including minors with war trauma) and in a 
multilingual and multicultural environment, curriculum-related challenges, and a lack of support 
personnel (Institute of Baltic Studies, 2021; Arenguseirekeskus, 2023). Slightly more than half (55%) of 
the adults who arrived have found employment in Estonia; and according to some estimates, Estonia 
ranks second in the EU (after the Netherlands) on the indicator of how many refugees from Ukraine 
have entered the local labour market (ERR, 2023).40 One can assume that one factor behind this is the 
general (and historical) structure of the Estonian labour market, where one can find a job and enter the 
labour market with Russian language skills. 

e. Response(s) to the migration crisis 

Compared to other countries, as of January 2023, Estonia has one of the highest numbers of registered 
refugees from Ukraine per capita (49.4 refugees per 1000 inhabitants). As of January 2023, more than 
40,000 refugees from Ukraine have applied for temporary protection in Estonia, which is more than 3% 
of its population (UNHCR, 2023). When the influx of refugees began, as much as possible was done from 
national funding and private citizens’ contributions (including companies). Some EU funding was also 
used. Estonia allocated around 220 million EUR from its 2022 budget for support and services to 
refugees from Ukraine, for example, in the areas of labour market, social protection, healthcare and 
education (Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Estonia, 2023). The Estonian public sector has also given 
humanitarian aid worth 4.1 million EUR to Ukraine via international organisations (UNHCR, OCHA, ICRC, 
the Red Cross and others), and for development cooperation and reconstruction in Ukraine, another 6 
million EUR.41 Besides the national budget, over 5.4 million EUR have been accumulated in donations 
for the Refugee Council, 5.2 million EUR for the Estonian Red Cross, and 2.3 million EUR for the NGO 
Mondo –, all of which include both targeted donations made for organising evacuations and donations 
for activities in Estonia (Estonian Refugee Council, 2022; Delfi News, 2022b). There are also many 
crowdsourcing campaigns taking place to organise equipment, cars, clothes, food, digital devices (e.g. 
computers) etc., for Ukraine, including assistance from state organisations (e.g. the Estonian Rescue 
Board). Most of these started in the first months following the Russian invasion, and the majority are 
still ongoing as of February 2023.42 Also, at the end of April 2022, the European Commission had 
approved 9 million EUR in funding to cover Ukraine refugee-related costs in Estonia. Part of this sum 
came from the easing of AMIF regulations and the release of its reserves; the other part came from the 
Cohesion’s Action for Refugees in Europe (CARE) flexibility (ERR News, 2022).   

The reception of refugees was carried out under the Social Welfare Act, where the responsibility for 
providing accommodation and other basic refugee needs was assigned to local municipalities, while 
the Social Insurance Board helps the municipalities and provides emergency, i.e. temporary and short-
term accommodation. To take the pressure off the capital city, Tallinn, four additional refugee 
reception centres were opened in other cities besides the Tallinn reception centre: Tartu, Pärnu and 
Narva. These reception centres have served as one-stop shops: refugees from Ukraine could register in 

                                                             
40 Statistic Department of Estonia, Ukrainlased Eesti tööturul, 2022, https://www.stat.ee/et/avasta-statistikat/kiirstatistika/ukrainlased-eesti-

tooturul  
41 ibid 
42 See for example: the list of different support actions in https://kriis.ee/aita-ukrainat; and other activities e.g. in 

https://www.ukrainaheaks.ee/, https://employers.ee/ukraina-toetuseks-kutsume-ules-ettevotteid-liituma-toetuskampaaniaga/, 
https://www.ulemistecity.ee/uudised-teated/heategevuslik-kampaania-annetame-nutiseadmed-ukrainale/, https://lootus.slava.ee/ and 
many others.  

https://www.stat.ee/et/avasta-statistikat/kiirstatistika/ukrainlased-eesti-tooturul
https://www.stat.ee/et/avasta-statistikat/kiirstatistika/ukrainlased-eesti-tooturul
https://kriis.ee/aita-ukrainat
https://www.ukrainaheaks.ee/
https://employers.ee/ukraina-toetuseks-kutsume-ules-ettevotteid-liituma-toetuskampaaniaga/
https://www.ulemistecity.ee/uudised-teated/heategevuslik-kampaania-annetame-nutiseadmed-ukrainale/
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Estonia, apply for temporary protection, get counselling and psychological support, be referred to an 
accommodation centre and be provided with first needs/assistance. The Social Insurance Board carried 
out public tenders under the exceptional circumstances clause, which allowed them to sign contracts 
with successful bidders within a week. This allowed for the use of hotels, hostels and tourist bases to 
accommodate the refugees short-term (up to 4 months).  

As for the support and benefits the refugees from Ukraine received, on the grounds of temporary 
protection status and when receiving a temporary residence permit (TRP) in Estonia, refugees from 
Ukraine are entitled to the same access to services provided by the local municipalities as Estonian 
citizens. Labour market services (for example, services provided by the Estonian Employment Fund, e.g. 
training, job mediation etc.), healthcare services, subsistence benefits, one-time rent subsidy (1,200 
EUR per family), language learning classes, the welcoming adaptation programme and psycho-social 
support are all equally open to refugees from Ukraine as they are to Estonian citizens or long-term 
Estonian residents. In addition, NGOs provide various initiatives (labour market, cultural, and language 
integration). The planning of long-term solutions to integrate Ukrainian refugees was done by the 
governmental bodies. For example, in August 2022, a special school was established in Tallinn for 570 
Ukrainian students – the Freedom School. The school mostly follows Estonia’s national curriculum but 
continues to teach the Ukrainian language and culture. One-third of the teachers are Ukrainians who 
are also refugees themselves (Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Estonia, 2023). 

f. Focus on Cohesion Policy and the CARE regulatory framework 

In Estonia, CARE-based flexibility mechanisms were not used. The main reason for this was that by the 
time the flexibility mechanisms were activated by the EU, Estonia had used up almost all the funds of 
the previous period and had also allocated – as approved by the European Commission – funding for 
the period 2021-2017. The only solution for Estonia was to include refugees from Ukraine in the 
measures that had already begun and use EU funding there, but there were no reallocations between 
the funds or Operational Programme amendments. Actions in support of refugees from Ukraine, for 
which the funding was used, addressed the labour market (upskilling and reskilling), food aid and 
assistance, education (language learning and integration), and some social services. When it came to 
educational needs, the funds were allocated for training schoolteachers; and in the case of labour 
market measures, the Estonian Unemployment Fund (Töötukassa) received funding to implement 
actions to help refugees from Ukraine to enter the labour market. Another measure targeted local 
governments and counselling/support units that were giving the initial, first phase help to the refugees 
arriving in Estonia – local governments were given training by the Ministry of Social Affairs. The 
refugees were also included in long-term care services, especially in the case of services targeting 
children and food needs. 

As for the Cohesion Policy funds of the 2021-2027 period, the Operational Programme of Estonia was 
approved in October 2021, and some measures have already been launched. It was decided not to 
amend the Operational Programme now, nor to create special measures or interventions for refugees 
from Ukraine in terms of the existing services, but rather to include them in the same activities available 
to Estonian citizens. Redirecting funds to support refugees within the framework of the EU CARE 
flexibility mechanisms would mean paying less attention to the longer-term needs of Estonia and 
allocating less investment to the priority areas of EU funding like green transition, digitalisation, social 
transition, etc., which is its main purpose (ERR News, 2023). 

g. Main findings and conclusions of the case study 

As of early 2023, around 40,000 refugees from Ukraine have received temporary protection status. 
Despite the unexpected volume of refugees, Estonia has managed to provide enough places for 
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temporary accommodation, services of both first aid as well as access to general healthcare, and 
subsistence support. Refugees with temporary protection status have access to all the services (except 
for voting rights) that Estonian citizens or long-term residents have, which includes access to the labour 
market, healthcare, education, social support, language training, etc. 

The CARE-based flexibility mechanisms were not used in Estonia because of two main reasons: 1) 
Estonia had used up almost all the funds from the previous funding period; and 2) the flexibility and 
speed of implementation that national funding offered was considered more suitable under the crisis 
conditions. The national budget was used along with contributions from private donors to finance the 
actions that support refugees. The main drawback for Estonia in using Cohesion Policy funding to 
support refugees is that such funding is applicable only to a certain type of costs which, according to 
the funding conditions, should be classified as investments in the projects that contribute to reaching 
the EU objectives targeted by Cohesion Policy funding, while the main costs that Estonia incurs when 
assisting the refugees from Ukraine are recurring costs. Also, it is important to speed up the amending 
procedures regarding Cohesion Policy operational programmes, to allow the crisis response to be more 
effective. 

4.2.3. Wien (Vienna) AT13 

a. Short profile of the region 

Vienna is both a city, Austria’s capital, and a NUTS 2 region, one of the nine constituting ‘Bundesländer’ 
of the country. It is located in the very eastern part of the country (Ukraine’s western border is actually 
closer to Vienna than Austria’s most western provincial capital Bregenz) and is an important Austrian 
and European transit hub, in particular for the Central and Eastern European (CEE) area. Three out of 
nine designated Trans-European Transport Network core network corridors (Baltic- Adriatic, Orient/Est-
Med and Rhine- Danube) intersect in Vienna. Vienna is the fifth biggest city in the EU and has seen 
strong population growth (+23%) in the last two decades, which was primarily driven by external 
migration.43 Vienna’s GDP per inhabitant was 63% above the EU average in 202144. The European 
Regional Competitiveness Index places Vienna in the second highest out of eight categories. As Vienna 
is under Austrian law both province and municipality, this enables the city administration to streamline 
its public services to a higher degree compared to the rest of Austria. 

Labour supply shortages are observed across many sectors, including healthcare, education, transport, 
manufacturing, IT and tourism, despite the tourism sector not having rebounded to pre-pandemic 
levels. Given the dominant services sector which accounts for 85% of the Viennese GDP, supply-chain 
constraints have been a lesser direct impediment for the Viennese economy. Surging energy prices are 
a concern for both the economy and households. Low-income households were eligible for one-off 
payments of 200 EUR per household in addition to existing federal measures in 2022 and 2023. The 
high dependence of the municipally owned energy operator (Wien Energie) on gas caused political 
concern but did not lead to any kind of fiscal crisis. 

b. Cohesion Policy in the region 

Cohesion Policy resources in Austria stem from the European Regional Development Fund (ERDF) and 
the European Social Fund (ESF), Austria not being eligible for the Cohesion Fund. The ERDF and 
ESF/ESF+ funds are administered through two different Managing Authorities (MAs), the Austrian 
Conference on Spatial Planning (ÖROK) for the ERDF and the Ministry for Social Affairs, Health, Care and 

                                                             
43 Statistik Austria, own calculations 
44 Source : Eurostat, Gross domestic product (GDP) at current market prices by NUTS 2 regions, online data code: NAMA_10R_2GDP 
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Consumer Protection (BMSGPK) for the ESF/ESF+. In line with the focus of the Cohesion Policy, the focus 
of the ERDF is regional, which is also shown in the clear earmarking of funds for each region. The 
national contributions are covered by the provinces (‘Länder’), which creates some complexity. For 
instance, in the case of the ERDF 16 different authorities are in charge.45  

For the 2014-2020 programming period, Austria received 978 million EUR from the ERDF and ESF 
combined. Under the ERDF Vienna received in this period 24.75 million EUR.46 ERDF funding priorities 
for the 2014-2020 period were: enhancing regional competitiveness through research, technological 
development and innovation, enhancing the regional competitiveness of SMEs, supporting the shift 
towards a low-carbon economy in all sectors, sustainable urban development and integrated 
development of urban and surrounding areas and CLLD/LEADER.47 ESF priorities were: equality of men 
and women, active and healthy ageing, active inclusion, reduction of early school leaving, access to 
lifelong learning, employment for jobseekers, adaptation to change and technical assistance.48 In 
addition, Vienna participated in three Interreg programmes: Austria – Czechia, Austria – Hungary and 
Austria – Slovakia for which 40.9 million EUR went to Vienna. To put these funds into perspective, 
Viennese municipal spending mounted to 17.3 billion EUR in 2021.49 

For the 2021-2027 period Austria is to receive 521.3 million EUR under the ERDF, 76 million EUR under 
the JTF (for which Vienna is not eligible) and 409.7 million EUR under the ESF+. Austria’s ERDF 
programme has 26.9 million EUR earmarked for Vienna. ERDF funding priorities in the 2021-2027 
programming period are: productivity, sustainability and quality of life.50 The priorities of the ESF+ are: 
gender equality, active ageing, labour market inclusion, youth’s transition to the labour market, life-
long learning and social innovation.51 

c. Exposure of the region to the migration crisis 

Since the war began, half a million Ukrainian refugees are estimated to have transited through Austria. 
In 2022 the number of Ukrainians residing in Austria increased from 12,673 to 79,572.52 In Vienna 
assistance has been given to more than 130,000 Ukrainian refugees since the outbreak of the war. 
Popular destinations for Ukrainian refugees who transit are Germany, Italy, Spain and Canada. Austria 
is primarily a destination for persons with existing ties through family or other personal connections. 
Net Ukrainian migration peaked in March 2022 and then eased off towards June of the same year 
(Figure 16). By the end of February 2023 Vienna was home to approximately 28,000 Ukrainians, 22,700 
of whom received basic assistance for refugees and asylum seekers (Grundversorgung). Within a year 
the number of Ukrainian residents in Vienna almost quadrupled. 

                                                             
45 For ERDF see for instance: https://2014-2020.efre.gv.at/foerderungen/foerderstellen 
46 ERDF website, ÖROK, https://2014-2020.efre.gv.at/allgemeines/iwbefre_oesterreich 
47 ERDF website, https://2014-2020.efre.gv.at/en 
48 ESF website, https://www.esf.at/en/esf-in-oesterreich-2/priorities/ 
49 Stadt Wien, Rechnungsabschluss der Stadt Wien 2021,  https://www.wien.gv.at/finanzen/budget/rechnungsabschluss.html 
50 ERDF website, https://www.efre.gv.at/programm/ibw-efre-jtf 
51 ESF+ website, https://www.esf.at/esf-2021-2027/ 
52 Statistik Austria, 2023 
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Figure 16: Net Ukrainian born migration to Vienna in 2022 

 
Source: Municipal Department 23 – Economic Affairs, Labour and Statistics (MA 23), own compilation 

Within Austria Vienna is chosen for its greater geographic proximity to Ukraine (as some also 
commute), existing community and for its urban nature, as many Ukrainian refugees also come from 
urban areas. Net Ukrainian migration led to population growth of around 1% in Vienna. Approximately 
one third of the Ukrainian refugees who came to Vienna are from Kyiv. Educational attainment of 
Ukrainian refugees in Vienna is very high, as 83% of Ukrainian refugees aged 25+ reported to have at 
least a bachelor’s degree or higher, which is above both Ukrainian and Austrian averages. 91% of those 
aged between 18 and 64 had prior work experience, especially in IT, finance, education and the health 
and social sector (Kohlenberger et al., 2022).  

d. Sensitivity to the migration crisis: structural capacity to host and integrate refugees 

Vienna has both the financial resources and political will to support Ukrainian refugees and has a long 
tradition of receiving refugees, the most recent inflows being linked to the refugee and migrant crisis 
in 2015 or the Bosnian War in the 1990s. Legal procedures for asylum seekers are well-established 
(though the work of some authorities is regularly criticised by NGOs) and there is a variety of 
programmes and offers from different levels of the public administration and NGOs that cater to asylum 
seekers and refugees.  

Initially, Vienna set up emergency shelters for 5,000 refugees, which never reached their full capacity 
as Ukrainian refugees were predominantly accommodated in private accommodations, rented 
rooms/apartments or with families (Kohlenberger et al., 2022). In light of the current situation the 
capacity in emergency shelters has now been scaled back to 800 beds. As of March 2023 new arrivals 
are now predominantly accommodated in official shelters, while the provision of private 
accommodation effectively ceased.  

e. Response(s) to the migration crisis 

The response of Austrian authorities, NGOs, civil society organisations and the private sector was 
multifaceted and overall, well organised, although the situation was challenging and complex, in light 
of the scope and sudden nature described. For instance, Ukrainian refugees were allowed to use public 
transit for free (at national level and in Vienna), and around the Vienna Main train station (a key hub for 
Ukrainian refugees arriving in and transiting through Austria) an info-point, a day-care centre and 
transit accommodation for refugees were opened. The roaming fees to and from Ukraine were 
temporarily dropped by phone operators and a cash donation platform which operates as an umbrella 
platform for key Austrian NGOs (‘Nachbar in Not’) in humanitarian crisis was activated.  
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Among key actors in civil society there was a high degree of coordination and specialisation. Several 
inter-institutional crisis units were set up to coordinate the assistance. Responsibilities among NGOs 
were designated and refugee assistance by NGOs was almost entirely financed by the municipality. The 
city of Vienna set up an inter-institutional crisis unit comprising representatives of all relevant 
departments for coordinating aid and refugee assistance. Vienna took the approach of creating 
dedicated centres for assisting Ukrainian refugees, where different authorities and NGOs could be 
accessed under the one-stop-shop principle. Within days a humanitarian reception centre 
(‘Ankunftszentrum’) for Ukrainian refugees was set up, where refugees could go upon their arrival in 
Vienna. There they would receive immediate aid and could be directed to shelters (overall capacity 
5,000) if needed. However, this full capacity was never attained and has been scaled back as a majority 
of Ukrainian refugees found accommodation in private apartments or households. As of February 2023, 
more than 75% of Ukrainian recipients of basic assistance were living in their own apartment or with 
families. This has provided both relief to the response of the public sector but also created new 
challenges, as private homeowners also need assistance in their efforts to host refugees, since the 
‘Grundversorgung’ in fact does not suffice to cover all living expenses and has effectively lost real value, 
because of high inflation.53  For further assistance a consulting centre (‘Beratungszentrum’) was set up, 
to help on issues related to access to welfare benefits, health insurance, immigration law, labour market 
access or German courses. It should be noted though that access to this centre was only possible upon 
registration which at some point was even suspended. Administrative complexities for refugees were 
also eased, like for registering a residence or free street-level parking. 

As Vienna initially did not have the capacity to place all Ukrainian pupils into existing classes, new 
classes were created. The New in Vienna (‘Neu in Wien’) classes were solely for Ukrainian students and 
also have native Ukrainian speaking teachers. The aim of these classes is to facilitate, for pupils who do 
not speak sufficient German yet, the transition into the Austrian school system, a concept already 
practiced in the past. In February 2023 approximately 4,500 Ukrainian pupils were going to school in 
Vienna.54 Finally, the Viennese labour market can absorb the Ukrainian refugees. Labour shortages are 
reported across many sectors, yet Ukrainian refugees are only gradually entering it. 2,296 persons 
under temporary protection were registered job-seekers in Vienna, compared to 15,523 open positions 
in February 2023.55,56 

f. Focus on Cohesion Policy and the CARE regulatory framework 

With regard to the flexibility mechanisms introduced by the CARE, CARE+ and FAST-CARE regulations, 
the MA of the ERDF programme adopted an increased co-financing rate, but this was not used for 
refugee aid. Therefore, none of the MAs took advantage of the CARE regulations for refugee aid per se, 
as all funds provided for in the 2014-2020 programming period under the ERDF and ESF programmes 
had already been earmarked.  

Furthermore, Cohesion Policy programmes are considered administratively complex, from the initial 
call to their final closure and evaluation. Hence, the need to act timely in a crisis situation could not 
have been met with the existing timeframes. As a matter of fact, the swift agreement on the CARE 
framework has both positive (prompt reaction of EU institutions) and negative aspects, as this fast pace 
could in fact complicate the programme administration as the legislative process for the MFF usually 

                                                             
53 HCPI in January 2023: +11.5% year-on-year 
54 Ukrainische Schüler in Wien – Schleichendes Ende der rein ukrainischen Klassen in Der Standard, 

http:\\derstandard.at%2Fstory%2F2000143656462%2Fukrainische-schueler-in-wien-schleichendes-ende-der-rein-ukrainischen-
klassen&usg=AOvVaw0Z_kBd62AKFKZ89KVgQ_GG 

55 Bundesministerium für Arbeit und Wirtschaft, AMIS Database AMS 
56 AMS (2023) Daten und Fakten zur Arbeitsmarktsituation von Vertriebenen aus der Ukraine, Spezialthema zum Arbeitsmarkt, Februar 2023. 
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gives MAs downstream sufficient time to prepare for what is to come, as opposed to this crisis situation. 
Besides, additional changes to Cohesion Policy such as REACT-EU or CARE increase the already high 
workload for MAs and the administrative complexity can also disincentivise innovation. 

Finally, the timing of the CARE framework, which is intrinsically linked to that of the war in Ukraine, is 
unfortunate, as ERDF and ESF programmes are currently in transition from the 2014-2020 to the 2021-
2027 funding period. The CARE framework therefore comes at a point in time where capacities of MAs 
are generally lower. 

g. Main findings and conclusions of the case study 

Between 24 February 2022 and 24 February 2023 500,000 Ukrainian refugees are estimated to have 
transited through Austria. More than 130,000 have received assistance in Vienna and 22,700 Ukrainians 
are, as of 24 February 2023, under temporary protection in Vienna. The Viennese labour market is 
expected to be in the capacity to absorb Ukrainian refugees. What stands out beyond demographic 
factors is the high educational attainment of adult refugees who established a residence in Vienna. 

In Austria, CARE-based flexibility mechanisms were not used to support refugees directly, though the 
MA of the ERDF programme applied an increased co-financing rate. Indeed, EU funds had already been 
earmarked for regular projects and/or there already exists a pipeline for new projects. Actually, existing 
government institutions other than the MAs of Cohesion Policy programmes are more specialised and 
have more experience in providing assistance to refugees.  

Focusing on Vienna, the city / region has long-standing experience in hosting refugees, which it also 
built on during the past year so that the inflow of refugees from Ukraine did not constitute a crisis. The 
response of the city administration was swift and included cooperation with other societal stakeholders 
such as NGOs and the private sector. More generally, the city has the administrative and financial 
capacity to assist Ukrainian refugees.  

4.2.4. Východné Slovensko (Eastern Slovakia) SK04 

a. Short profile of the region  

Východné Slovensko is the easternmost region of Slovakia, sharing an external EU border with Ukraine. 
There are five official border crossing points between Východné Slovensko and Ukraine: two of these 
are railway crossings (Čierna nad Tisou – Čop for both personal and cargo transport, and Maťovské 
Vojkovce – Pavlovo for cargo transport), and the remaining three are road crossings (Vyšné Nemecké – 
Užhorod; Ubľa - Malyj Bereznyj, as well as Veľké Slemence - Mali Slemenci for pedestrians and cyclists 
only) (Ministry of Interior of the Slovak Republic, 2023a).  

The region takes up around 32% of Slovakia’s surface area, and as of 2021, is home to a population of 
around 1.63 million people (29.8% of the country’s population). The second largest city of the country 
-Košice, is located in the region, and acts as the regional epicenter of economic activity. Still, the region 
overall belongs to the less urbanised parts of Slovakia, and the municipalities that lie on the external 
border record the lowest population density in all of Slovakia. Demographically, the region is 
characterised by a relatively young population. Slovaks are in the majority from an ethnic standpoint 
(about 84% of the population), but there are also different ethnicities represented in the region: 
Hungarian, Roma, Rusyn, and Ukrainian minorities can be found.  

The region’s hitherto development experience has been quite troublesome. Východné Slovensko 
belongs to one of the least developed regions of the EU with a GDP per inhabitant of just 41% of the 
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EU average in 202157. Of the 20 least developed districts in Slovakia (as defined by the Slovak 
Government), 15 are found in the region of Východné Slovensko. These districts tend to have 
unemployment rates significantly above the national average (12-15% in the least developed districts 
of Východné Slovensko, against the national unemployment rate of 6.1% in 2022). Natural barriers 
formed by mountain ranges, underdeveloped infrastructure, the lack of an industrial tradition, as well 
as the challenge of integrating ethnic minorities all contribute to the underdevelopment of the region. 
As a result, with the exception of the city of Košice (which is gradually profiling as an IT-hub and has 
experienced relatively dynamic growth in recent times), the region lacks a sound industrial base. In 
multiple municipalities within the region, the state acts as the main employer. With difficulty finding 
employment in the region, many choose to emigrate from the region, either to more developed 
regions of the country or abroad. As a result, the region has consistently recorded a negative migration 
balance each year for over two decades.   

b. Cohesion Policy in the region  

European Structural and Investment Funds (ESIF) are coordinated and managed for the whole country 
by the central government authority at the Ministry of Investments, Regional Development and 
Informatisation of the Slovak Republic. Slovakia is entitled to 12.8 billion EUR of financing for Cohesion 
Policy investments in the 2021-2027 programming period, covering ERDF, ESF+, the Cohesion Fund, 
the Just Transition Fund and the European Maritime Fisheries and Aquaculture Fund (EMFAF). The 
2021-2027 funding period is guided predominantly by the national programme ‘Programme Slovakia’, 
along with smaller allocations for the Border Management and Visa Instrument (BMVI), Internal Security 
Fund (ISF), Asylum, Migration and Integration Fund (AMIF), and the EMFAF. In the 2021-2027 period, 
Slovakia is also a part of 5 Interreg cross-border programmes (including the Interreg NEXT Hungary-
Slovakia-Romania-Ukraine), and two Interreg transnational programmes58. ERDF represents the largest 
fund within the budget, accounting for 60.5% of the planned allocation. Greener Europe is the largest 
priority theme (5.6 billion EUR), along with Social Europe (3.85 billion EUR) and Smarter Europe (2.5 
billion EUR). 

In the previous period of 2014-2020, the country was a beneficiary of 14.3 billion EUR of Cohesion Policy 
financing. There were 9 national programmes (Effective Public Administration, Integrated 
Infrastructure, Maritime and Fisheries, Research and Innovation59, Technical Assistance, Human 
Resources, Integrated Regional Programme, Quality of Environment, National Rural Development), 
along with four Interreg cross-border and two Interreg transnational programmes. Slovakia is one of 
the countries with the lowest absorption rates of EU funds, with only 59% of the 2014-2020 ESIF spent 
as of 202260.   

c. Exposure of the region to the migration crisis  

Given the geographical location of Východné Slovensko, sharing a border with the Zakarpattia Oblast 
in Ukraine, the region is widely exposed to migration inflows resulting from the Russian invasion of 
Ukraine. Data from the Bureau of Border and Foreign Police (2023) record 2,132,480 people entering 
by land in 2022 through the above-listed Slovak-Ukraine border crossings located in the region of 
Východné Slovensko, along with 350,898 people entering by air through Košice airport (the only airport 
in the region). While it is not possible to break the data down into border crossings and nationalities, 
the impact of the migration crisis can be discerned quite starkly by comparing the values from the 

                                                             
57 Source: Eurostat, Gross domestic product (GDP) at current market prices by NUTS 2 regions, online data code: NAMA_10R_2GDP 
58 Based on Cohesion Open Data Platform 
59 Merged in 2019 with Integrated Infrastructure 
60 Based on the Cohesion Open Data Platform 
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previous year. In 2021, these land crossings recorded 851,718 people entering Východné Slovensko 
along with 104,621 entering through Košice airport. This represents an increase of 160% on a year-by-
year basis61.  

20,567 permits falling under temporary protection (‘tolerated residences’) have been registered in the 
region of Východné Slovensko. By far the strongest migratory inflow was recorded at the beginning of 
the Russian invasion of Ukraine until April 2022 (Figure 17). With requests for temporary protection 
stabilising below 200 applications per day, daily reporting also ceased in the summer of 2022. The 
refugee wave has been gradually weakening since then and presently represents only a minor inflow 
(Figure 18). As of 20 February 2023, 109,623 residence permits had been issued to Ukrainian refugees 
by Slovak authorities in the whole country (Ministry of Interior of the Slovak Republic, 2023b).  

Figure 17: Cumulative number of temporary 
protection permits for Ukrainian refugees 
issued by Slovak authorities since 1 March 
2022 

 
Note: Data covers all of Slovakia 
Source: Based on Ministry of Interior of the Slovak Republic 
(2022) 

Figure 18: New temporary protection permits 
for Ukrainian refugees issued by Slovak 
authorities, by periods 

 
Note: Data covers all of Slovakia 
Source: Based on Ministry of Interior of the Slovak Republic 
(2022; 2023b) 

Most refugees who come to Východné Slovensko tend to use it as an entry point into the EU, and head 
to either the largest cities within the country (Bratislava, Žilina, but also the city of Košice in Východné 
Slovensko), or to other EU countries (Czechia and Poland are often refugee destinations). Hence, the 
eastern Slovak city of Michalovce, which stood on the frontline of the migration crisis and was the first 
point of contact for many Ukrainians, retains only a minor share of the refugees. 

Consistent with the overall migratory wave, the refugees entering Východné Slovensko are generally 
females, children and the elderly. In the first months, many incoming refugees made use of existing 
networks of Ukrainians in the region, though the need for housing represented (and continues to 
represent) the most pressing challenge. Access to information and basic material needs (food and 
hygiene) was generally fairly available and did not represent the same problem as housing.  

                                                             
61 However, it is important to note that these values do not represent unique entries, meaning that when refugees return to Ukraine and then 

again enter Slovakia (which has become quite a common practice among the refugees), they will be counted repeatedly in the statistics 
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d. Sensitivity to the migration crisis: structural capacity to host and integrate refugees  

As one of the less developed regions of the EU, and at the same time a direct border region with 
Ukraine, the region of Východné Slovensko faced notable structural constraints in its ability to cope 
with the large inflow of refugees. While NGOs could draw on existing experiences and support 
infrastructure already established in the region (as one of the major recipient regions of material and 
financial support for materially deprived persons within Slovakia), the demand for assistance far 
exceeded the available supply. Hence, not all refugees needing assistance could be tended to, resulting 
in what could be called a crisis situation. The largest issue was the availability of housing. At the same 
time, because refugees tended to concentrate in a few urban areas within the region, these 
municipalities did not have a sufficient number of doctors (particularly pediatricians and other 
specialists). The scarcity of these medical professionals is a problem the region faced even prior to the 
refugee crisis, and the influx of additional people really strained the medical system.  

Another capacity-related issue was in the availability of places in pre-schools and schools, which are 
also generally over-burdened even without an inflow of migrants. Because the refugees have full 
freedom to choose where to settle within the country, the strain was concentrated in certain ‘preferred’ 
geographic areas (mainly large cities), making it challenging to integrate the children into the school 
system. Consequently, many refugees gave preference instead to online education in the Ukrainian 
language, which makes the task of integrating children into local communities all the more difficult. 
Likewise, the limited number of pre-school and school places hinders the potential for their caretakers 
to take part in the labour market, and aggravates their financial situation.   

On the other hand, the region of Východné Slovensko also offered numerous strengths in hosting and 
integrating the refugees. Firstly, there is already a network formed by the Ukrainian diaspora, which 
smoothed the information sharing process from the first instance. Secondly, the region of Východné 
Slovensko could draw on its linguistic proximity and historical ties with Ukraine, which eased the 
integration process. It is also because of these shared characteristics that the local population of the 
region was particularly willing to help out with managing the inflow of refugees, and many people 
stepped in with their own time and resources. In this way, one could say that the structural 
disadvantages of the economically lagging Východné Slovensko region were offset by the generally 
welcoming attitudes of its residents. Likewise, Východné Slovensko benefitted from Slovakia’s small 
size in the first place: because it is such a small country, it was relatively easy to mobilise resources from 
the whole country in a short timeframe from a purely logistical point of view.  

e. Response(s) to the migration crisis  

Because the region found itself on the frontline of the refugee wave, it necessitated an urgent and 
immediate response. The federal government responded by mobilising large-capacity registration 
centres through the Ministry of Interior in the cities of Humenné and Michalovce, where incoming 
refugees could register and seek assistance, along with ‘points of first contact’ in the border towns of 
Ubľa, Vyšné Nemecké, Veľké Slemence and Čierna nad Tisou. At the same time, the Ministry of Interior 
mobilised housing support, by subsidising the costs private persons faced with accommodating 
refugees, as well as for legal persons whose main trade is not hospitality. Material assistance was also 
mobilised by international organisations. NGOs are also active in helping the refugees in the region, 
offering a multitude of services (integration activities like language courses, free-time activities for 
seniors and children, accompanying refugees when they need translation, etc.) as well as material 
assistance. Moreover, municipalities enacted their own programmes. For instance, the city of Košice 
established its own task force, and set up a call centre, as well as a centre for first contact. Likewise, it 
helped with finding accommodation for those in urgent need. Finally, refugees were eligible to apply 
for support when in material need through the FEAD, under the same conditions as the native 
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population. Hence, while not directly targeted refugee support, this stream of assistance offered 
through the Ministry of Labour, Social Affairs and Family was also utilised by refugees.  

Various sources of financing were and continue to be mobilised for these support activities. NGOs often 
tend to have umbrella contracts for the whole country when cooperating with FEAD, hence some of 
their material assistance activities were financed through this end. Charities in addition made use of 
their own funding sources and donations. Regional finances were also utilised in the case of local actors 
(i.e., self-governing regions and municipalities), though these are planned to be at least partially 
reimbursed through the retrospective eligibility of EU-funded operations addressing the migratory 
challenges as a result of the military aggression by Russia. Municipalities will hence be able to claim the 
costs they have incurred in supporting refugees materially, psychologically and administratively. 
Finally, multiple national programmes (such as housing support) are planned to be financed through 
EU funding, but the flexibility mechanisms have yet to be utilised.  

At the national level, the crisis management task force has put forward the ‘Contingency Plan for 
dealing with emergencies in connection with the mass arrival of Ukrainian residents on the territory of 
the Slovak Republic caused by the escalation of the armed conflict on the territory of Ukraine for the 
period October 2022 - March 2023’, which was approved by the national government in October 2022 
(Government Office of the Slovak Republic, 2022). While the material briefly touches on the importance 
of integration, the main focus of the plan is rather on effectively handling the pressure arising from an 
acute, large migratory inflow. At the same time, it is relatively difficult to speak of integration in the 
context of Východné Slovensko, since most refugees make use of the region as a transitory location 
and a first point of contact, without the intention of staying for a longer time period. However, in recent 
times, there has been an increasing interest on the side of the refugees to learn the national language 
as observed by NGOs offering such courses, hinting at possible changes in attitudes. Without a strategic 
approach to integration, however, the aforementioned challenges (shortage of medical specialists, 
school and pre-school slots, difficulty integrating into the labour market and skills mismatches) are 
likely to remain pressing issues.  

f. Focus on Cohesion Policy and the CARE regulatory framework 

Slovakia plans to make use of the FAST-CARE flexibility mechanisms under three of the OPs of the 2014-
2020 period, but has yet to do so due to some administrative hindrances. The revision of the OP Human 
Resources (OPHR) has already been approved by the European Commission. The revisions of the 
Integrated Regional Programme (IROP) and OP Integrated Infrastructure (OPII) are still in the approval 
process (the revision of OPII was internally approved by the Ministry of Interior on 7 February 2023 and 
the revision of IROP was scheduled to undergo a review as of 17 February 2023). Separate FAST-CARE 
priority axes have been created in all three revised OPs. Under IROP, OPHR and OPII, expenses already 
incurred for activities carried out will be reimbursed, i.e. retroactive eligibility of expenses will also 
apply. At the same time, cross-financing will also be used, e.g. in IROP, the ERDF source will finance 
activities of cities, municipalities and the state in assisting refugees (e.g. basic material assistance, 
provision of food). 

A total of 315.2 million EUR (of which 304 million EUR comes from ERDF and 11.2 million EUR from ESF) 
has been earmarked for FAST-CARE measures under the 2014-2020 programming period. The 
breakdown of this fund mobilisation between the three OPs for the whole country is as follows: OPHR 
- 11.2 million EUR from ESF + 30 million EUR from ERDF, IROP - 244 million EUR from ERDF, and OPII - 
30 million EUR from ERDF. The Managing Authorities (MAs) of these three OPs are still preparing the 
launch of calls in the FAST-CARE priority axes. In the framework of the forthcoming revision of the IROP, 
Slovakia will also make use of the unit cost per refugee (EUR 100/26 weeks). The Ministry of 
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Investments, Regional Development and Informatisation of the Slovak Republic - as the centralised MA 
in Slovakia for the 2021-2027 period (Programme Slovakia- ERDF/CF/JTF/ESF+) and the MA of OPs 
Technical Assistance, IROP and Interreg in 2014-2020 - will launch a call aimed at 1,447 municipalities 
for an amount of 127 million EUR. Individual municipalities will be able to receive a subsidy based on 
the number of registered refugees on their territory. 

Furthermore, the Ministry of Investments, Regional Development and Informatisation is also preparing 
a national project with a budget of 117 million EUR for the reimbursement/financing of public sector 
expenditure related to the provision of assistance to refugees. Specifically, municipalities and cities can 
apply for a contribution as compensation for having provided assistance to refugees from Ukraine in 
the following areas: basic material assistance, material assistance for children and the disabled, 
provision of food and nutrition, transport, medical and psychological assistance, provision of necessary 
administration and information, interpretation and translation services.  

The OPHR entails support for activities aimed at the integration of refugees, their inclusion in the labour 
market and the provision of social services. Within the framework of the OPHR, national project plans 
have already been prepared to support NGOs as well as cities and municipalities providing assistance 
to refugees. Besides, a national project is being prepared in the OPII to support the Ministry of the 
Interior staff deployed at the frontline to help mitigate the impact of the migration crisis. At the same 
time, the provision of a digital allowance for Ukrainian pupils in the form of vouchers for pupils to 
purchase IT equipment will be funded. 

g. Main findings and conclusions of the case study 

20,567 permits falling under temporary protection have been registered in the region of Východné 
Slovensko, with the majority of refugees arriving between the end of February and April 2022. Most 
refugees who come to the region tend to use it as an entry point into the EU, and head to either the 
largest cities within the country or to other EU countries. 

The experience of Východné Slovensko shows that while the flexibility offered by the CARE framework 
can in theory provide a valuable financial stimulus for relatively underdeveloped regions (especially 
those that were on the frontline of the crisis) which would greatly benefit from such support, in reality, 
there are numerous obstacles associated with their implementation. Specifically, the flexibility offered 
at the level of the EU does not translate directly into flexibility at the national or regional level. 
Therefore, the rigidities that exist in relation to coordinating and implementing EU funds remain in 
force, and make it difficult to promptly respond to the changes in EU regulations. As a result, there are 
significant time lags in the mobilisation of resources. The complex public procurement procedures, 
along with the need to set up calls for proposals, make timely responses extremely challenging. 
Moreover, for less developed regions such as Východné Slovensko, the technical capacities to partake 
in such public procurement and proposal calls are often lacking. Furthermore, given that some of the 
support is likely to be distributed on the basis of where the refugees end up settling rather than where 
the first point of contact was, the regions on the border are likely to be compensated relatively less 
than the final destination regions within the country.  

At the same time, the study shows that one year after the start of the full-scale war in Ukraine, it appears 
that the most acute phase of the refugee crisis has passed, hence the most important needs and 
challenges are gradually changing. The priority will now likely shift from the provision of first aid to 
integration, which requires a strategic approach and coordination of financing with a wider policy 
framework. 
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4.2.5. Abruzzo ITF1 

a. Short profile of the region 

Abruzzo is an Italian region located in the central-eastern part of the country that is divided into a 
mountainous area in the west, covered by the Apennines, and a coastal area in the east, facing the 
Adriatic Sea. The region’s population has witnessed a constant decline over recent decades, 
contributing to a relatively low population density (118 inhabitants/km²) compared to the rest of the 
country (195 inhabitants/km²).62 Nevertheless, a strong demographic imbalance exists between the 
mountainous interior and the coastline. The process of migration towards the east of the region has 
led to a marked socio-economic disparity between the two areas, with strong demographic ageing, 
impoverishment and urban degradation of public infrastructure in the inner part of the region, offset 
by the complete urbanisation of the coastal and hilly areas (e.g. in the provinces of Pescara, Teramo 
and Chieti), which have become the economic centres of the region. 

The main economic activities in the region are based on manufacturing (e.g. mechanical engineering, 
transport equipment and telecommunications), applied research in public and private institutions 
(especially in the fields of pharmaceuticals, computer science and nuclear physics) and tourism. Despite 
the high specialisation of the industrial sector, the region’s aggregate performance is slightly below 
the national average. Indeed, by taking the value of GDP per capita as a reference indicator, Abruzzo 
ranked 8th (out of 21 Italian regions) in the 2021 regional distribution,63 with a value equalling 79% of 
the EU average64.  

Furthermore, the pandemic left a significant impact on the regional economic system. The main 
contraction was recorded in private investment (-9.9% change from 2019 to 2020 levels) and private 
consumption (-7.1%), followed by total economic output (i.e. GDP, -8.3%).65 In addition, the sharp rise 
in the price of raw materials and energy products, fuelled by the Russian invasion of Ukraine, has 
contributed to further slowing down the activity of some strategic sectors for the regional economy, 
such as the automotive industry (Bank of Italy, 2022). 

b. Cohesion Policy in the region  

Of the several programmes belonging to the Cohesion Policy framework, the two major EU funding 
resources available in Abruzzo during the programming periods of 2014-2020 and 2021-2027 were the 
European Regional Development Fund (ERDF) and the European Social Fund/European Social Fund 
Plus (ESF/EF+). The Managing Authority (MA) for both funds in the region is the Department for the 
Presidency of the Regional Government, based in L'Aquila. 

For the 2014-2020 period, the ERDF programme in Abruzzo (‘ROP Abruzzo ERDF’) aimed to boost 
economic growth in the region by increasing investment in R&D and promoting employment in SMEs, 
which represent the majority of businesses in the region. Investment in ICT was also planned to reduce 
the digital divide with other national and European regions as well as to improve public sector services. 
Another pillar of the programme was to encourage energy efficiency in the region by supporting 
projects aimed at reducing emissions and promoting the development and implementation of 
renewable technologies. These same policy objectives have been confirmed for the subsequent 
programme (‘RP Abruzzo ERDF 2021-2027’), with the additional goal of reducing the long-term 
demographic decline affecting several internal areas of the region by investing in the creation of 

                                                             
62 Data refers to year 2021, sources: Istat, population and territorial surface data 
63 Specifically, the region registered a value of €26,300 compared to the national average of €30,390 in 2021. Source: Eurostat Data  
64 Eurostat, Gross domestic product (GDP) at current market prices by NUTS 2 regions, 2021 values, online data code: NAMA_10R_2GDP 
65 Estimates refers to the ERDF documentation for the 2021-2027 period produced by the regional government (Regione Abruzzo, 2021) 
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metropolitan networks with local urbanised centres. In monetary terms, a total of 137.7 million EUR 
was allocated during the 2014-2020 period (which represented 0.50% of the Italian quota) and 
increased to 272.4 million EUR for the 2021-2027 period (i.e. 1.09% of the Italian quota).66 

In the context of ESF funding, the operational programme of the region for the 2014-2020 period (‘ROP 
Abruzzo ESF’) focused on improving access to employment for vulnerable groups, especially young 
people and women, and on helping job seekers and the inactive to remain in the labour market. 
Additional measures for social inclusion and education were aimed at developing the digital skills most 
required in modern labour markets, while investment in vocational training and apprenticeships was 
planned to prepare school leavers for available work, thus strengthening the local economy. These 
priorities were also confirmed in the 2021-2027 programme (‘RP Abruzzo ESF+ 2021-2027’), with an 
additional focus on promoting young and female entrepreneurship, and supporting the higher 
education of talented students by providing scholarships in science and technology degrees, as well 
as in the visual arts, especially cinema and video production. In monetary terms, a total of 69.3 million 
EUR was allocated during the 2014-2020 period (i.e. 0.38% of Italy’s total ESF funding) and this 
substantially increased to 162.6million EUR for the 2021-2027 period (i.e.1.2% of Italy’s total ESF+ 
funding). 

Furthermore, additional funds were brought under the umbrella of Cohesion Policy through the 
REACT-EU plan, although these resources are managed directly by the national authorities whereby 
funds are distributed to the regions through a proposal process. 

c. Exposure of the region to the migration crisis 

As of January 2023, 173,645 Ukrainian refugees had entered Italy since the beginning of the Russian 
invasion.67 Within the national context, refugee inflows were quite heterogeneous across regions. In 
Abruzzo, the total number of applications for temporary protection registered up to the end of 
February 2023 was 7,626, namely 4.44% of the national figure. The majority of these were women (51%) 
and minors (37%), while only a small percentage (12%) were men. This demographic structure is similar 
to that observed at the national level.68  

In addition, according to the direct experience of local NGOs assisting refugees, there has often been a 
preponderance of Ukrainian citizens from rural and peripheral areas who faced significant language 
and cultural difficulties in accessing volunteers and local social services compared to those from more 
urbanised areas, who also tended to have a higher educational level. 

In terms of needs, the short- and long-term perspectives seem to cover different relevant aspects to be 
considered when providing material and non-material assistance. In terms of short-term needs, basic 
necessities such as the provision of food, clothing or finding suitable accommodation seem to be the 
most important, together with guidance through administrative, healthcare, vaccinations and school 
placement paperwork. In the longer term, the organisation of recreational and educational activities 
for minors and language courses for adults, together with the provision of psychological support to 
deal with post-traumatic disorders (e.g. depression, anxiety and emotional distress) were highlighted 
by many local volunteer organisations as the most important priorities. 

                                                             
66 Values for the 2021-2027 programme refer to granted funds. 
67 Data provided by the Italian Department of Civil Protection.For more information, please consult the detailed dashboards at the following 

link.  
68 Indeed, also at the aggregate country level refugees were mainly adult females (53%), followed by minors (29%) and adult men (18%). 

Among adults, most of them were aged 30-39 (20%) and 40-49 (13%) years old. 

https://mappe.protezionecivile.gov.it/en/emergencies-dashboards/ukraine-maps-and-dashboards/temporary-protection-applications
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d. Sensitivity to the migration crisis: structural capacity to host and integrate refugees 

Looking at the spatial distribution of refugees within the region, most of them were hosted in the hilly 
and coastal areas, with Teramo (54%) and Pescara (19%) being the two most frequent host provinces 
(i.e., NUTS 3 regions), followed by L'Aquila (14%) and Chieti (12%). The reasons for this distribution 
pattern lie in the availability of reliable infrastructure in these areas. In particular, the motorway linking 
the main urban centres on the northern coast with those in the southern part of the region, as well as 
the presence of several hotels and other tourist facilities, have favoured the concentration of refugee 
accommodation in these areas. 

Furthermore, despite some peaks in the number of arrivals during the last summer period, the influx of 
refugees did not seem to have put too much pressure on existing public services, as both schools and 
healthcare facilities seemed to have been able to cope with the increased number of people assisted. 
This rapid response was also supported by the availability of several volunteer associations, which 
provided additional staff with specific skills (e.g. volunteer language translators, cultural mediators, 
paramedics and nurses) able to properly address the specific needs of refugees. 

However, the lack of specialised professionals and streamlined regulations able to deal with sensitive 
situations (e.g. the long-term healthcare needs of refugees with mental or physical disabilities or the 
timely extension of Italian public healthcare insurance to refugees) has been reported on several 
occasions by local NGOs, thus highlighting the general tendency of national and regional public 
authorities to treat this crisis as a temporary emergency, whereas longer-term initiatives aimed at the 
full integration of Ukrainian refugees into local communities should now be part of the political 
agenda. A similar situation seems to emerge in terms of integration into the local labour market. 
Indeed, while on the one hand several professionals are still able to work for Ukrainian companies 
thanks to remote working arrangements, on the other hand many other qualified workers may have 
difficulty finding a job in the regional market due to the lack of an official translation system able to 
convert Ukrainian diplomas into Italian ones, if not originally issued in English. 

e. Response(s) to the migration crisis 

Since the beginning of the migration crisis, the organisation and coordination of assistance to refugees 
between local authorities, NGOs and other relevant stakeholders has been carried out by the provincial 
divisions of the Italian Department of Civil Protection and the local healthcare authorities (i.e. Aziende 
Sanitarie Locali or ASL), under the supervision of the corresponding regional offices. In particular, the 
Department of Civil Protection was mainly responsible for coordinating the logistics of goods 
(especially food, clothing and basic medical equipment) as well as inter- and intra-regional transfers of 
refugees and their accommodation, while all medical services (e.g. vaccinations, medical checks, 
ambulance transfer services) as well as the initial administrative paperwork were overseen by the local 
healthcare authorities.  

In this context, local NGOs supported public authorities by providing additional accommodation, 
transport and logistical services, healthcare assistance and administrative support. In the longer time 
perspective, integration of the refugees into the host communities was promoted particularly through 
the organisation of Italian language courses provided by local NGOs and private job seeking companies 
(the latter financed by national funding and the ESF). Other initiatives were implemented individually 
by other institutions. 

In terms of financial resources, most of the expenditure related to the reception and hospitality of 
refugees was covered by national funds managed by the Department of Civil Protection. Additional 
national funds, such as those of the National Agency for Active Labour Policies (whose resources are 
co-financed by the ESF), were used in specific initiatives (e.g. the provision of language courses). At a 
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lower governance level, some municipalities set up specific social service helpdesks using their own 
municipal funds (in some cases co-financed by the European Asylum, Migration and Integration Fund 
or AMIF, but only through national funds). However, according to the regional Managing Authorities, 
there was no direct involvement of regional European funds in the region, as the financial distribution 
of resources was mainly centralised at the national level.69 In this context, NGOs and local stakeholders 
supported their activities by reporting their expenses directly to the Department of Civil Protection, as 
well as with their own funds (e.g. donations and bank grants) whenever they experienced delays in the 
centralised reimbursement procedure. 

f. Focus on Cohesion Policy and the CARE regulatory framework 

CARE flexibility mechanisms have not been used to support operations addressing the inflow of 
Ukrainian refugees because all available EU funds were already allocated to other projects during the 
2014-2020 period (more specifically, both Cohesion Policy funds and the FEAD). However, although 
there are no specific measures foreseen in the upcoming 2021-2027 period for direct support to 
refugees, the MA has prioritised projects related to refugee assistance in the evaluation of proposals. 

Although not directly used in this migratory crisis for the purpose of supporting refugees from Ukraine, 
Cohesion Policy funds have been used significantly over time to promote social inclusion, economic 
development and technological change in Abruzzo. On the one hand, the financial mechanism for the 
application and approval of European funds is clear and efficient. On the other hand, the frequent 
changes initiated by the Italian regional authorities during the progress of ongoing projects can be 
considered a weakness in the timely achievement of the initial projects’ objectives. 

g. Main findings and conclusions of the case study   

Since the beginning of the Ukrainian conflict in February 2022, Abruzzo has received more than 7,500 
refugees,70 representing 4.44% of the total national inflow. In relative terms, the region has a higher 
concentration of refugees, with almost 6 refugees per 1,000 inhabitants,71 compared to the national 
average of 3 refugees per 1,000 inhabitants. This significant inflow can be explained, at least in part, by 
the high accommodation capacity of the region, due to the availability of several hotels and other 
tourist facilities located along the eastern coastline area, which offer cheaper accommodation 
arrangements compared to other regions of central Italy with a strong tourist vocation. 

In the majority of cases, the financial burden related to the reception, hospitality and assistance of the 
refugees was directly taken over by national funds managed by the Department of Civil Protection, 
even though additional private funding from local NGOs and civil society associations were sometimes 
required in order to cover immediate expenses. Other national and local public funds were also 
mobilised for specific initiatives related to social services. Nevertheless, there was no direct 
involvement of Cohesion Policy funds, whether ERDF or ESF, nor FEAD, as all available resources had 
already been allocated to other projects during the reference period.  

In general, assistance to refugees was mainly coordinated by the provincial offices of the Civil 
Protection Department for all activities related to the provision of food, clothing and accommodation, 
while the local healthcare authorities were responsible for the organisation of medical and healthcare 
services as well as administrative entry procedures. Nonetheless, local NGOs and civil society 
associations provided significant support to the public authorities by providing additional 
                                                             
69 Furthermore, starting from March 2022 the Italian authorities have introduced an allowance to sustain all Ukrainian citizens who applied 

for a residence permit for temporary protection in Italy. The contribution is granted in monthly quotas of 300 EUR for up to three months 
from the date of the application receipt for the permit.  

70 Taking as reference the value of the total number of temporary protection applications. 
71 Values are computed referring to the regional population in 2022 (Source: ISTAT, the Italian Institute of National Statistics) 
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accommodation and transport services, healthcare and administrative support, as well as volunteer 
language translators, cultural mediators, paramedics and nurses, which were often lacking in the public 
assistance system. In fact, this lack of specialised social and medical professionals, as well as the absence 
of regional and national regulations to facilitate the rapid integration of Ukrainian refugees into local 
communities and labour markets, shows a general tendency of the Italian public authorities to treat 
this crisis as a temporary situation, rather than a structural emergency requiring forward-looking 
responses. 

4.2.6. Luxembourg LU00 

a. Short profile of the region 

The NUTS 2 region of Luxembourg (LU00) encompasses the whole national territory of Luxembourg. It 
also coincides with the only NUTS 3 region of the country which is classified as an intermediate region 
according to the urban-rural typology of the European Commission72. It is located in Western Europe 
and is well-connected to European transportation networks and demonstrates road and rail 
accessibility levels above the respective EU averages73.  

The region is home to some 635,000 inhabitants74 (i.e., the total country’s population) and has 
experienced a 24% population increase over the last decade. It boasts a GDP (in current prices) of 
112,780 EUR per capita (or 87,056 in purchasing power standards)75, that is 348% of the EU average. 
More generally, the region is ranked seventh (out of 268 EU regions) in terms of regional 
competitiveness76. Likewise, the region scores very highly on the regionalised EU Social Progress Index 
202077 as well as the European Quality of Government Index 202178. Nonetheless, close to 21% of the 
country’s population was considered at risk of poverty or social exclusion in 202079. 

More recently, Luxembourg has experienced a strong rise in inflation, in line with the trend observed 
in the Euro area and the EU more generally. Finally, the latest developments on the national labour 
market have been favourable, as employment has grown continuously since the beginning of 2021 
and surpassed the mark of 500,000 persons employed in the second quarter of 202280. Labour market 
slack (i.e., the total sum of all unmet needs for employment, measured as a share of extended labour 
force) was still close to 13% at the end of 2022, similar to the EU and Euro area averages81. 

b. Cohesion Policy in the region 

In the 2014-2020 programming period, Luxembourg had two Cohesion Policy programmes, one for 
the European Regional Development Fund (ERDF) and one for the European Social Fund (ESF). The 
ERDF programme was managed by the Ministry of the Economy and had an ERDF budget of 89.1 
million EUR (incl. REACT-EU resources), allocated across the following priorities: Research and 
Innovation - 9.1 million EUR, Low-carbon economy - 9.1 million EUR, Fostering crisis repair and 
resilience (REACT-EU) - 69.4 million EUR, and Technical assistance: 1.4 million EUR. As of March 2023, EU 
payments in relation to the ERDF (i.e. initial pre-financing, annual pre-financing and interim payments) 
                                                             
72 Typology developed by Eurostat, JRC and DG REGIO. See Eurostat’s Methodological manual on territorial typologies, 2018 edition. 
73 Source: European Regional Competitiveness Index 2019. Data on road accessibility (2016) and rail accessibility (2014) from DG REGIO. 
74 Source: Eurostat, population on 1 January 2021 (indicator DEMO_R_D2JAN)  
75 Source: Eurostat, Gross Domestic Product aggregates, year 2021 (indicator NAMA_10_PC) 
76 Source: European Regional Competitiveness Index 2019. 
77 Source: European Social Progress Index 2020, from Annoni and Bolsi (2020). 
78 Source: European Quality of Government Index 2020, from Charron et al. (2022). 
79 Source: Eurostat, persons at risk of poverty or social exclusion by age and sex (indicator ILC_PEPS01) 
80 Source: Eurostat, Employment A*10 industry breakdowns, Total employment domestic concept, seasonally and calendar adjusted data 

(indicator NAMQ_10_A10_E) 
81 Source: Eurostat, Labour market slack by sex and age - quarterly data, seasonally adjusted, not calendar adjusted data, 15-74 age class 

(indicator LFSI_SLA_Q) 
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reached 50.7 million EUR, i.e. 57% of the total allocation82. The ESF programme was managed by the 
Ministry of Labour, Employment and the Social and Solidarity Economy and had an ESF budget of 93.3 
million EUR (incl. REACT-EU resources), allocated across the following priorities: Sustainable and quality 
employment - 10.1 million EUR, Social inclusion - 5.5 million EUR, Educational and vocational training - 
3.6 million EUR, Fostering crisis repair and resilience (REACT-EU) - 73.2 million EUR, and Technical 
assistance - 903,000 EUR. As of March 2023, EU payments in relation to the ESF (i.e. initial pre-financing, 
annual pre-financing and interim payments) reached 92.6 million EUR, i.e. 99% of the total allocation83. 

In the 2021-2027 programming period, Luxembourg will benefit from 14.1 million EUR of ERDF funding 
and 5.6 million EUR from the Just Transition Fund combined in a new operational programme called 
‘Investing in a smarter and greener Europe’. This programme aims to foster a just transition as well as 
enhance research and innovation, reap the benefits of digitisation, sustain growth and competitiveness 
of SMEs (Smarter Europe), and support energy efficiency and renewable energies (Greener Europe). In 
addition, Luxembourg will receive 15.5 million EUR of ESF+ funding and 3.7 million EUR from the Just 
Transition Fund combined in a new operational programme called ‘Investing in the future’. 

c. Exposure of the region to the migration crisis 

Luxembourg faced an unprecedented inflow of refugees from Ukraine that peaked in April 2022 (Figure 
19). In a one year period (from March 2022 until February 2023), the country granted 5,075 Ukrainian 
nationals temporary protection, a number equalling 0.8% of its total population.  

Figure 19: Number of decisions granting temporary protection to Ukrainian nationals in 
Luxembourg, March 2022-February 2023 

 
Source: Eurostat, indicator MIGR_ASYTPFM__custom_5588601 

Following this massive influx (relative to the size of the country), a one-stop shop was set up in the 
centre of Luxembourg-city in order to optimise and accelerate the decision-making process and 
administrative procedures related to the temporary protection mechanism (Luxemburgish Ministry of 
Foreign and European Affairs, 2023). This one-stop shop gathers on a single site the Directorate for 
Migration of the Ministry of Foreign and European Affairs, the National Reception Office (Office 
National de l’Accueil, or ONA), the Police, the Ministry of Health, the Ministry of Education, Children and 
Youth and the post (for banking) and is solely dealing with refugees from Ukraine. 

In line with the observations made at the EU level, the vast majority of Ukrainian refugees are women 
and children. In this first month following the full-scale invasion of Ukraine by Russia, 52% of the 
temporary protection decisions granted to Ukrainian refugees went to adult women, 38% to children 

                                                             
82 Source: Cohesion Open Data Platform 
83 Source: Cohesion Open Data Platform 
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and only 10% to adult men. It is also noteworthy that most Ukrainian refugees in Luxembourg are 
relatively wealthy and have either pre-existing ties with the country or professional prospects in the 
country, as the low level of financial support granted by the authorities to temporary protection 
beneficiaries (only 28 EUR per month in addition to hygiene and clothing allowances, as compared to 
1,600 EUR in neighbouring Belgium) combined with the high living costs does not allow for low-income 
refugees to comfortably settle in the country. In the absence of reliable statistics, it is estimated that a 
small share of refugees regularly move from Luxembourg to other EU countries (in particular Germany, 
Poland and France), and back to the country.  

d. Sensitivity to the migration crisis: structural capacity to host and integrate refugees 

Even though Luxembourg is a rich country with well-developed infrastructure, it was not prepared to 
receive and host such a large number of refugees within a short period of time. In particular, 
accommodation proved to be a mounting challenge, as a housing crisis was already looming in the 
country before the migratory crisis. The largest reception centre for refugees encompasses 1,000 places 
and is located in Luxembourg-city, whereas smaller centres with 100-200 places each are located in the 
north and south of the country. Since this capacity is not sufficient to accommodate all refugees, the 
mobilisation of hotels and the solidarity of the local population to host refugees proved essential. 
Among the refugees opting for independent (private) accommodation, the vast majority preferred to 
locate in urban areas, but as options remained limited, many eventually settled in villages. 

Employment also proved to some extent challenging. On the one hand, access to the labour market 
was facilitated by the temporary protection scheme, but on the other hand, language and work culture 
differences hindered the long-term integration of Ukrainian refugees. Access to the national healthcare 
system is also permitted by the temporary protection scheme, with a coverage rate of 80% of the 
medicine costs. The Red Cross also provides for social and administrative support, including support 
for job-seeking, language courses, psychological assistance and the provision of information on 
refugee rights. The costs of this support were only partly covered by national funding and the Asylum, 
Migration and Integration Fund (AMIF). 

e. Response(s) to the migration crisis 

Among the different sources of EU funding, the AMIF was the main one used in support of Ukrainian 
refugees because it offered the most suitable and flexible framework to respond to the aforementioned 
accommodation challenge. In particular, two projects aimed at providing private accommodation to 
refugees (e.g. through hosting families) in collaboration with Caritas and the Red Cross, respectively, 
and one project focusing on volunteering and the establishment of a dedicated hotline were financed 
in part with AMIF funding. Still, the response from the national authorities to the pressing needs of 
support organisations facing the influx of refugees – in particular in terms of accommodation - proved 
insufficient and quite lengthy, especially with regard to the financing of operations. In some cases, 
contracts for the reimbursement of the costs incurred were signed in December 2022 while support 
activities were launched as soon as March 2022. The administrative burden linked to the involvement 
of AMIF is also deemed very high, even more so as it does not cover all the costs of support operations 
(40% of the costs are indeed left for support organisations to cover with their own funds and/or 
donations). More generally, the effectiveness of EU funding to support refugees from Ukraine was 
limited by several factors, in particular the non-eligibility of integrated projects, the lengthy approval 
processes and the mismatch between the principle of retrospective eligibility and the accounting 
system of support organisations. National funding is, in many cases, easier and quicker to mobilise, and 
is generally better known by support organisations.  
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There is no integration plan specifically designed for Ukrainian refugees. The main integration plan for 
refugees in Luxembourg dates back to 2018 and is currently under review. It was elaborated and set up 
jointly by several ministries, and includes two clear objectives: the reception and integration of 
refugees, the latter covering a wide range of aspects such as linguistic and school integration, 
integration into the labour market, etc. Each objective is to be achieved through a series of actions (e.g. 
lifelong learning to prevent unemployment) that are financed through calls for projects and for which 
a global budget is decided every year. 

f. Focus on Cohesion Policy and the CARE regulatory framework 

CARE-based mechanisms have so far barely been used in Luxembourg. Indeed, the absorption rate of 
ERDF funds was evaluated in January 2023 at 92% by the corresponding Managing Authority84, leaving 
only between 1 and 1.5 million EUR of unspent but already earmarked funding. Given the unavailability 
of funds, the co-financing rate could not be increased, nor could additional operations in support of 
refugees be financed. Likewise, REACT-EU resources added to the 2014-2020 ERDF envelope had 
already been spent on vaccinations and other resilience-focused operations. Even though the 2021-
2027 programming period has not officially kicked off, the total amount of ERDF applications is 
estimated at around 120% of the total ERDF allocation, thereby leaving practically no room for new 
priority axes to be funded, unless at the expense of more traditional ERDF-funded operations. 

Likewise, the high absorption rate of ESF funds from the 2014-2020 programming period limits the 
possibility of applying CARE-based flexibility mechanisms. Nonetheless, the application of several of 
these mechanisms has been envisaged – but not yet finalised - by the respective Managing Authority, 
in particular: the unit cost of 100 EUR per refugee in combination with the AMIF programme, as a means 
of reducing the administrative burden on support organisations, the creation of a dedicated priority 
axis in the 2014-2020 operational programme with a co-financing rate of 100%, building on the FAST-
CARE based inter-axis flexibility, and the retrospective eligibility of operations as of 24 February 2022. 
This would altogether represent a fund mobilisation in the range of 600,000 EUR to 1 million EUR from 
unspent ESF funding. Besides, the increase of REACT-EU pre-financing proved helpful, but more on a 
technical level (i.e. for the reimbursement of small projects) than on a wider practical level, as this 
increase accounts for a very small share of the country’s financing needs. As regards the 2021-2027 
programming period, the ESF programme does not include direct actions in support of Ukrainian 
refugees, however the priority axes linked to unemployment and social inclusion could indirectly 
benefit those Ukrainian refugees deciding to stay in the country in the long term. Indeed, around 1,500 
Ukrainian refugees under temporary protection registered as job-seekers in Luxembourg, which 
represents a significant increase relative to the pre-war situation in the country. 

g. Main findings and conclusions of the case study 

Despite its high level of infrastructure development and fiscal capacity, the sudden inflow of refugees 
from Ukraine constituted a migratory crisis for Luxembourg whereby short-term solutions to address 
their most pressing needs (in particular accommodation) had to be swiftly identified and coordinated 
by various governmental and non-governmental stakeholders. The lack of places in reception centres 
was compensated by private accommodation organised through NGO-supported operations that 
were partly financed with AMIF funding. As refugees under temporary protection are likely to stay in 
the longer term, crisis response initiatives need to evolve towards integration strategies. Yet, there is 

                                                             
84 Note : this estimate is significantly higher than the one indicated on the Cohesion Open Data Platform. 
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no integration plan specifically designed for Ukrainian refugees, as the overarching refugee integration 
plan designed at national level dates back to 2018. 

While access to the labour market is recognised as an important step for integration, ensuring that 
refugees keep their jobs in the long run remains crucial. Language courses and more generally cultural 
integration activities such as museum visits (some of which were already financed through AMIF 
funding) are therefore very important. Even though the flexibility introduced by the CARE, CARE+ and 
FAST-CARE regulations is relevant in light of the needs and challenges stemming from the migratory 
crisis, its effectiveness was severely constrained by both the timing of the crisis in relation to the wider 
programming framework and the limited budget of Cohesion Policy programmes in Luxembourg. The 
creation of a new dedicated instrument (in the form of e.g. the EU Solidarity Fund) appears therefore 
more meaningful for those developed regions like Luxembourg, as it would also avoid the risk of 
diluting the primary goal of these programmes across more numerous and diverse priorities. 
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5. ASSESSMENT OF COHESION POLICY AS A TOOL TO SUPPORT 
REFUGEES  

This chapter aims to assess the relevance and effectiveness of Cohesion Policy and the CARE framework 
in particular as a tool to support refugees from Ukraine, building on the experience of previous 
Cohesion Policy revisions. It draws both from the direct experience of Managing Authorities and 
findings from a targeted literature review. 

5.1. Relevance and effectiveness of Cohesion Policy to address the needs 
of regions hosting refugees  

The relevance of the EU Cohesion Policy, its funds and operational programmes - in particular in its 
revised form through the CARE framework - to help local, regional and national authorities address the 
needs of the many refugees who fled the war in Ukraine has been widely acknowledged (see Chapter 
3). Indeed, the priorities pursued by the programmes (such as improving public services under the 
ERDF or facilitating access to employment under the ESF) could well accommodate Ukrainian refugees 
as additional target groups, thereby addressing their most pressing needs depending on where they 
reside and how long they want to stay (see Chapter 1). Besides, the flexibility mechanisms introduced 
by the CARE framework would facilitate the mobilisation of these funds, either under existing or newly 
created priority axes, including through the cross-financing of operations or simplified cost options 
(see Chapter 2). These observations are in line with the general opinion of surveyed Managing 
Authorities who positively appraised Cohesion Policy and the initiative of the CARE revisions in 
particular in the context of the migratory crisis. 

Responses from Managing Authorities to the survey question: ‘What do you think of the 
Cohesion Policy, and the Cohesion’s Action for Refugees in Europe in particular, as a tool to 
support refugees from Ukraine?’ 

“The positive action allows for flexibility in the face of a difficult situation.” 

“We think it was a fast and efficient method to bring funds to those in need”. 

KEY FINDINGS 

• While Managing Authorities of Cohesion Policy programmes tend to view positively the 
possibility to use EU funds, in particular under the CARE framework, to respond to the 
migratory crisis entailed by the war in Ukraine, they also report strong administrative 
barriers to do efficiently so. In particular, the requirements and time frame linked to 
programme revisions and fund mobilisation are deemed inadequate to use Cohesion 
Policy as a suitable crisis response tool.  

• Risks to the achievement of the policy’s long-term goal, namely that of structural 
improvements contributing to socio-economic convergence, have also been mentioned, 
echoing concerns raised already at the time of the Coronavirus Response Investment 
Initiative (CRII) and Coronavirus Response Investment Initiative Plus (CRII+). 

• Streamlining the flexibility mechanisms successively introduced as part of the CRII and 
CARE packages while strengthening the structural dimension of Cohesion Policy appears 
to be more beneficial, in the longer term, than adding further revisions to the policy.  
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“A timely initiative that has helped Member States tackle migration challenges.” 

“Adequate and timely prepared measures.” 

“Goal-oriented and important financing instrument.” 

“Very positive and relevant”. 

“The measures are very sensible and provide help to people who need it.” 

“Cohesion Policy support is essential for the successful integration of displaced persons from Ukraine into 
the labour market, given the severe pressure on national budgets. The CARE, CARE 2 and FAST CARE 
instruments were adopted on time and allowed the necessary flexibility to make full use of the remaining 
financial resource for the 2014-2020 programming period.” 

“The support implemented using Cohesion Policy allows for direct support to refugees from Ukraine. It is 
a good element of the crisis response policy under regional operational programmes.” 

“The implementation of projects under the cohesion policy is a very good way to support refugees from 
Ukraine. It stands out from other aid activities.” 

“We appreciate that the EU has responded flexibly to the migration challenges related to the influx of 
refugees in Europe by adopting proposals for Cohesion Policy Resource Utilization (CARE) measures. This 
enabled us to mitigate the socioeconomic impacts on refugees who found themselves in an unfavourable 
social situation and to help them integrate into social and working life of the country.” 

“The Cohesion Action for Refugees in Europe (CARE) was a very useful policy decision which allowed 
Member States to mainly provide support to people fleeing the Russian invasion of Ukraine but also 
additional flexibility to the use of loans aimed at responding to new requests within the overall objective 
of the post-pandemic recovery from the Covid-19 pandemic”. 

“It is making a positive contribution to supporting Member States meet the challenge of providing the 
necessary supports for refugees from Ukraine who are seeking shelter and other services, at a time when 
the Union and Member States are also engaged in the recovery of our economies and societies after the 
Covid-19 pandemic.” 

“Among the feasibility elements introduced by the Regulations which allow for a rapid allocation of 
available funding, the possibility of using one of the funds to support projects that are normally financed 
by the other fund is particularly appreciable”. 

Source: authors’ own elaboration based on survey responses 

Yes, the practical effectiveness of using Cohesion Policy as a tool to support refugees from Ukraine has 
been limited by both exogenous and endogenous factors, in particular: the timing of the migratory 
crisis at the crossroads of two programming periods (when funds from the 2014-2020 period are largely 
spent and funds from the 2021-2027 period often not yet available, and mostly already earmarked), 
and the administrative complexity and time span of the revision processes as well as the requirements 
linked to these revisions (e.g. minimum of 30% of the financial allocation of a newly created priority 
axis to be granted to local authorities and civil society organisations supporting refugees), despite 
simplification efforts (see Chapter 4). These findings also dovetail to a very large extent with the 
experience reported by surveyed Managing Authorities, who appreciated the greater flexibility 
brought to Cohesion Policy, on the one hand, but also flagged the discrepancy between its 
implementation rules and the need to react promptly and flexibly to crisis situations, on the other.  
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Responses from Managing Authorities to the survey question: ‘What do you think of the 
Cohesion Policy, and the Cohesion’s Action for Refugees in Europe in particular, as a tool to 
support refugees from Ukraine?’ 

“Useful for those who still had resources for rescheduling operational programmes.” 

“Basically good and important implementation for support, however, at the time of CARE the programme 
funds were already almost completely exhausted.” 

“The flexibility mechanisms introduced have facilitated the response to the refugee crisis, but this has only 
been possible to the extent allowed by the remaining funds available (in the absence of an additional 
Cohesion Policy envelope for Member States’ actions). Furthermore, the monitoring simplifications were 
not put in place effectively. The conditions put forward by the European Commission in the CARE 
regulations were applicable only to new priority axes, which made it useless for the Member States with 
no substantial allocation for that. Consequently, most Member States were not allowed to use simplified 
monitoring rules as they tried to make the best use of the allocation available and sometimes by 
broadening the scope of interventions which were already in place.” 

“Overall, this proved a support for carrying out emergency actions. However, we will highlight the 
difficulty in implementing them at the end of the 2014-2020 programming period while at the same time 
launching the 2021-2027 programmes. The administrative burden is significant for Managing 
Authorities, [in terms of] understanding the regulation in a very short reaction time, applying it, ensuring 
the implementation of actions and their control.” 

“The 2014-2020 Cohesion Policy programmes are framed by very strict, even constraining 
implementation rules. Therefore, they are not the best instruments to mobilise funds for dealing with crisis 
situations. Despite the flexibilities introduced by the CARE regulations, the strict implementation rules 
remain and limit interventions due to their cumbersome nature (e.g., unchanged schedule for closing 
accounts, in-depth control of public procurement, etc.).” 

“CARE is well intentioned but poorly done. In order to use the option of  100% co-financing, projects in the 
2021-2022 financial year would have had to be designed, applied for, approved and finally squared with 
both programmes’ awarding authorities and the European Commission; all of this by June 30, 2022. The 
necessary adjustments to the corresponding legal funding bases at national level and their coordination 
would not have been taken into account by then. In short: from an administrative point of view, it was not 
manageable [and would not be] without the European Commission extending this option to the 
2022/2023 financial year and, above all, extending the billing deadlines by one year. In addition, this 
“simplified” use of the funds would only have been possible within the approved Cohesion Policy 
programmes. In order to be able to finance measures targeting refugees from Ukraine, a revision of the 
programme would have been necessary. The experience with REACT-EU had shown that even a simplified 
and accelerated programme revision procedure has major pitfalls […] Using ERDF funds for project 
funding under the ESF programme (and vice versa) does not help either. In short: a legal basis was created 
that was not administratively feasible, especially not without extending the completion deadline for the 
entire programmes”. 

“Meaningful, but very slow, administratively demanding due to ever-changing conditions.” 

“It was positive to focus the Cohesion Policy resources still available on specific refugee assistance 
measures, even if, given the emergency situation, greater flexibility and simplification would have been 
appropriate to make the use of resources easier”. 

“The possibility of mobilising structural funds depends on the availability of [these] funds, so it is not 
possible for Managing Authorities with high programming rates (like ours) to mobilise these tools. Closing 
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deadlines for the 2014-2020 programming period may be an obstacle to the implementation of new 
measures at the end of the programming period. It would indeed have been very difficult to develop a 
new system, to examine the files and to certify the expenditure in the space of barely two years.” 

“The initiative is obviously commendable, given the significant funding needs necessitated in particular 
by the reception of refugees in European territories. However, it comes up against a double difficulty:  

• first of all, that linked to the availability of funding in this end-of-programming period: most of 
the funding has already been allocated, making it impossible to redirect the financial envelopes; 

• and then, that of the real feasibility ‘on the ground’: just as it was already the case at the time of 
the Covid-19 crisis, the release of Cohesion Policy funds is very difficult to reconcile with crisis 
management; the implementation of a programme modification follows to a whole series of 
steps which takes several weeks, even months; the structures (i.e. beneficiaries) that would benefit 
from these EU funds are not necessarily structures accustomed to this type of grant application, 
and it therefore also takes time to support them in submitting their application files, then 
payment procedures […]; and this, even though the closure of the programmes leaves no 
flexibility in the schedule. 

More generally, these reorientations of Cohesion Policy funding towards support policies for the crises 
encountered by the European Union raise a basic question as to its consistency with the objective of the 
Cohesion Policy itself, with the risk of taking away the financial means which it nevertheless continues to 
need.” 

Source: authors’ own elaboration based on survey responses 

5.2. Experience of previous modifications of Cohesion Policy to respond 
to external shocks  

In its response to the Covid-19 pandemic, namely the Coronavirus Response Investment Initiative (CRII) 
and Coronavirus Response Investment Initiative Plus (CRII+), the European Commission introduced 
instruments that were (re)integrated in the CARE framework. Indeed, the two packages (i.e., CRII/CRII+ 
and CARE) share a number of common elements: first, the swift reaction by EU institutions to crisis 
situations (the CRII and CRII+ regulations were adopted in March and April 2020, respectively, and the 
CARE and CARE+ regulations in April 2022); second, the introduction of easing in the use of the 
Cohesion Policy funds and retrospective eligibility (1 February 2020 in the case of CRII and 24 February 
2022 in the case of CARE). In particular, the flexibility to apply a 100% co-financing rate feature in both 
packages, but additional instruments were also differentiated in light of the differing tasks and needs. 
CRII for instance put its focus on supporting the working capital for SMEs and the facilitation of 
investments in response capacities in health services, while CARE focused on refugee assistance. This 
differentiation is also reflected in the fact that both packages cover the ERDF, ESF and Cohesion Fund, 
but CRII also covered the European Maritime and Fisheries Fund (EMFF) while CARE covers the FEAD. 

CRII introduced the possibility to transfer fund to different priorities, however these were limited to a 
maximum of 8% of the allocations of a priority and no more than 4% of the programme budget. CRII+ 
then allowed for, among other aspects, an (increased) 100% co-financing rate for the ERDF, ESF and 
Cohesion Fund and the transfer between categories of regions, and eased reporting procedures and 
requirements for the 2020-2021 accounting year. Similarly, CARE allows extending the 100% co-
financing rate for Cohesion Policy funds (and FEAD) for all types of operations and introduced 
simplified reporting procedures. Besides a widening of the eligibility criteria and the increase of the 
unit cost option, FAST-CARE expands some flexibility mechanisms to the 2021-2027 programming 
period, such as the creation of a dedicated priority axis for the socioeconomic integration of third 
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country nationals associated with a dedicated earmarking for local authorities or civil society 
organisations operating in local communities.  

The earmarking of funds for local authorities and communities addresses a concern raised over the CRII 
and CRII+ regulations, namely the strengthening of national authorities and weakening of regional 
players, which could  potentially weaken the place-based approach and increase regional disparities 
(Böhme and Lüer, 2020). One important aspect that the assessment of the CRII and CRII+ regulations 
already addressed is the issue of administrative workload for authorities. The response to the Covid-19 
pandemic reduced human resources for programme planning given the start of the 2021-2027 
programming period, which may impede an effective use of available resources (Böhme et al., 2022) - 
an issue that was also mentioned by MAs with regard to the use of the CARE-based flexibility 
mechanisms (see Chapter 4). A further concern raised in the context of the Cohesion Policy response 
to the Covid-19 pandemic and the RRF refers to the creation of new administrative parallel structures 
which could be administered through existing instruments (Böhme et al., 2022). Finally, the risk that 
the reallocation of funds to short-term measures and priorities could weaken the support for long-term 
strategic and structural investments and also weaken the place-based approach in this regard was 
mentioned in the CRII/CRII+ context (Böhme et al., 2022). Indeed, the experience of CRII/CRII+ show 
that additional flexibility in the policy implementation was undisputedly welcomed in the context of 
the Covid-19 pandemic, but many also pointed that ‘Cohesion Policy responses [to crises] should be 
exceptional and temporary to ensure that the long-term structural objectives and spending priorities 
of Cohesion Policy are not undermined’ (Bachtler, Mendez and Wishlade 2020). This observation was 
echoed by several surveyed Managing Authorities commenting on the Cohesion Policy as a tool to 
support refugees from Ukraine. 

Responses from Managing Authorities to the survey question: ‘What do you think of the 
Cohesion Policy, and the Cohesion’s Action for Refugees in Europe in particular, as a tool to 
support refugees from Ukraine?’ 

“The Cohesion Policy is meaningful in order to ensure the equalisation of living conditions in all countries 
and regions through appropriate investments. These are investments and subsidies that are generally 
aimed at medium to long-term effects through the improvement of regional structures. The flexible use 
of Cohesion Policy funds for the benefit of refugees in Europe is welcomed, but sometimes the 
implementation procedures and systems in the structural fund policy of our country are a bit slow in order 
to be able to react quickly to new challenges, especially if the funds are to be spent by a short-term 
deadline”. 

“All activities for refugees from Ukraine under the cohesion policy were financed from savings in the 
operational program at the expense of the lack of funding for other activities.” 

“As a tool Cohesion Policy works well for this challenge, but it would have needed extra finances to be 
added to the Cohesion Policy framework”. 

“Cohesion policy is not a tool to respond to problems in the short-term. In order to adequately address the 
issue of ‘refugees in Europe’, specific instruments must be established and implemented.” 

“This is a useful instrument which, through the flexibilities offered, makes it possible/has made it possible 
to mobilise Cohesion Policy funds quickly and without too many constraints. However, it should be an 
exceptional instrument as the Cohesion Policy is supposed to target the medium and long term. Rather, 
it would be useful to have a permanent instrument (fund), which would also make it possible to respond 
quickly and flexibly to crises. This could be fed by unallocated/undistributed resources from the Cohesion 
Policy funds without running the risk of somehow "undermining" the initial regulatory framework.” 
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Source: authors’ own elaboration based on survey responses 

5.3. Potential further revisions to Cohesion Policy in view of the current 
and future crises  

The findings from the analysis of the CARE framework therefore point to the need for streamlining the 
revisions to Cohesion Policy adopted in the context of the Covid-19 pandemic and migratory crisis, 
rather than adding further revisions to it. Indeed, the large number of flexibility mechanisms 
introduced in the 2014-2020 and 2021-2027 Cohesion Policy frameworks threaten both the 
effectiveness and efficiency of the revision packages and the achievement of the policy’s long-term 
goal, namely that of structural improvements contributing to socio-economic convergence. 

More specifically, introducing more flexibility in the policy could lead to ‘a less stringent application or 
sheer exemption from principles that form [its] backbone, [such as] territorial earmarking, partnership 
principle, thematic concentration, national co-financing, and ultimately the programming method’ 
(Molica, 2022). It could also simply divert Cohesion Policy funds away from their structural investment 
nature towards crisis response tools partly or fully duplicating other funds like the FEAD or AMIF, 
whereas a large number of EU regions rely on these major structural investments to avoid falling (even 
further) behind more developed, more competitive regions in the perspective of the green and digital 
transition (Maucorps et al., 2022).  
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6. POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS  

This chapter aims to draw the main lessons learnt from one year of experience using the CARE 
framework and lays out key policy recommendations for the future of EU Cohesion Policy. It mainly 
builds on the analysis set forth in the previous chapters of this study. 

6.1. Lessons learnt from the implementation of the CARE, CARE+ and 
FAST-CARE regulations  

The application of the CARE framework to Cohesion Policy programmes (i.e., the use of its flexibility 
mechanisms) as a means to mobilise funding to support refugees from Ukraine and alleviate the 
financial pressure on local, regional and national authorities has produced positive, though mostly 
moderate results. In particular, it appears that only a minority of Managing Authorities have used these 
flexibility mechanisms in the year following the adoption of the CARE and CARE+ regulations and the 
five months following the adoption of the FAST-CARE regulation. Among all CARE-based flexibility 
mechanisms, the increase in the co-financing rate for an additional accounting year emerged as the 
most commonly used flexibility – actually a prolongation of the flexibility introduced in the Coronavirus 
Response Investment Initiative package -, followed by the application of retrospective eligibility for 
operations addressing the war-induced migratory challenges as of 24 February 2022. 

The timeliness and purpose of the CARE framework were largely valued by Managing Authorities who 
mobilised available funds remaining from the 2014-2020 budget allocations to finance actions 
addressing the basic needs of refugees, actions supporting the social integration of refugees, actions 
fostering the labour market integration of refugees, actions focusing on education and children’s 
schooling, or a combination thereof. Nevertheless, the high absorption rate of Cohesion Policy funds 
at the end of the 2014-2020 programming period and the incipient launch of the 2021-2027 
programmes led most Managing Authorities to try to include, whenever possible and relevant, 
Ukrainian refugees as additional target groups of ‘business-as-usual’ operations. This latter solution 
would also help reduce the administrative burden and exempt Managing Authorities from the 
(somewhat constraining) implementation requirements linked to programme revisions (as provided 
for by the CARE framework), despite simplification efforts. 

KEY FINDINGS 

• Cohesion Policy funds – whose mobilisation was expedited by the CARE framework – 
have been used across the EU to reduce the co-financing share of Cohesion Policy 
beneficiaries and to finance a range of actions supporting Ukrainian refugees, especially 
in more exposed parts of Europe. 

• Yet, the overall limited use of CARE-based flexibility mechanisms by Managing 
Authorities indicate that such flexibility came with a certain degree of complexity and 
constraints that could further complicate the implementation of operational 
programmes and/or jeopardise the achievement of their core priorities.  

• More generally, the accumulation of Cohesion Policy revisions runs the risk of 
complicating Cohesion Policy implementation and/or leaving too little resources for 
tackling structural disparities between and within EU Member States, so that streamlining 
those changes appears to be an important factor for the smooth implementation of the 
2021-2027 programming period. 
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6.2. Policy conclusions and recommendations  
The analysis of primary and secondary data on the experience of using Cohesion Policy and the CARE 
framework in particular as a tool to support refugees from Ukraine convey two key findings: 

• First, Cohesion Policy funds – whose mobilisation was expedited by the CARE framework – were 
indeed used, to some extent, to finance a range of actions supporting Ukrainian refugees both 
in the short- and medium-to-long-term, especially in those countries and regions where fiscal 
capacity is lower and the inflow of refugees is higher. The examples of such fund mobilisation 
reported in the case studies and online survey are all testimonies of the utility – and potentially 
added value - of EU sources of financial support at national but also at lower governance levels 
to address the challenges stemming from the sudden influx of refugees. 

• At the same time, the limitations and reservations expressed by Managing Authorities to 
effectively use the CARE-based flexibility mechanisms indicate that such flexibility came with a 
certain degree of complexity and constraints that could further complicate the implementation 
of operational programmes and/or jeopardise the achievement of their core priorities. More 
generally, the recent changes to Cohesion Policy programming and implementation adopted 
in the context of the Covid-19 pandemic and the war in Ukraine run the risk of deflecting 
Cohesion Policy funds from structural investments to crisis response tools, leaving too little 
resources for tackling structural disparities between and within EU Member States. 

Hence, the main recommendation for improving EU Cohesion Policy is to streamline the revisions 
adopted so far in order to smoothen its implementation in the 2021-2027 period, by e.g. keeping only 
those flexibility mechanisms that are well-known to and well-handled by Managing Authorities (such 
as the possibility to apply a 100% co-financing rate) and harmonising their application across types of 
programmes, funds, categories of regions, etc. to minimise differentiation and reduce the number of 
exceptions. Anticipating the probability of future external shocks and crises, the rules and conditions 
for using Cohesion Policy funds as a crisis response tool should be laid out as soon as the beginning of 
the programming period, through e.g. a dedicated priority axis following the model of REACT-EU 
(‘Fostering crisis repair and resilience’). Alternatively, and possibly for the post-2027 programming 
period, a separate instrument with a high level of territorialisation could be created (as was the Just 
Transition Fund in the 2021-2027 period) specifically for the purpose of responding to crises.  
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ANNEX 1: TECHNICAL DETAILS OF THE ONLINE SURVEY 
An online survey addressed to all Managing Authorities of EU Cohesion Policy programmes covering 
both the 2014-2020 and 2021-2027 programming periods was conducted between mid-February and 
end-March 2023 with the aim of collecting primary data on their CARE experience. This survey 
consisted of a short list of closed (yes/no) and open text questions translated in 10 European languages 
and covering: 

• Knowledge of the CARE, CARE+ and FAST-CARE regulations, 

• Use of the CARE-related flexibility mechanisms, 

• Fund mobilisation, 

• Actions supported by the funds, and 

• General opinion on the use of Cohesion Policy as a tool to support refugees from Ukraine. 

Managing Authorities were contacted via email. The survey gathered 66 individual responses85 from 
22 EU Member States, distributed as follows: 

Figure 20: Number of survey respondents by EU Member State 

 
Source: authors’ own elaboration 

Logically, large Member States with regional operational programmes such as Germany, Italy and 
France feature more prominently among the respondents. Still, the responses collected offer a wide 
territorial coverage and the countries most exposed to the inflow of refugees (in particular Poland, 
Czechia and Germany) are well represented in the sample of responses. 

  

                                                             
85 The uniqueness of survey responses was cross-checked based on country and operational programme (CCI code) information. 
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ANNEX 2: CASE STUDIES 

LUBELSKIE 

a. Short profile of the region 

Lubelskie voivodship is located in southeast Poland. It has an area of 25,155 square kilometres (the 3rd 
largest of Poland’s 16 administrative NUTS2 regions), and a population (2021) of 2,030,000 (the 7th 
largest in the country). The urbanisation rate is equal to 46.3% (compared to the national average of 
59.9%) and the population density is 82 persons per square km (the national average is 122). Its capital, 
Lublin, has a population of 332,000 and is the largest city in eastern Poland, hosting several scientific 
and higher education institutions (there are approximately 60,000 students in the city, of which 10,000 
are Ukrainian). In addition, it has several institutions of highly specialised social services (medical, 
cultural, sport, etc.). The city has recently become one of the country’s fastest growing business service 
hubs. Other towns in the region are much smaller – Biała Podlaska (55,000), Chełm (58,000), Zamość 
(59,000), and Puławy (45,000). The region has the highest share of agricultural employment in the 
country (in 2021 19.5%, compared to the national average of 7.5%86), and the lowest GDP per 
inhabitant (in 2021 68% of the national average or 31% of the EU average87). 

The population is relatively older than in other Polish regions, due both to a negative natural increase 
(minus 0.5-0.6 per 1,000 inhabitants) and strong outmigration. During the last 20 years the region has 
lost some 150,000 inhabitants. 59.4% of the inhabitants of Lubelskie are in the productive age (18-59 
women, 18-64 men), 17.5% in the pre-productive age, and 23.1% are in the post-post-productive age. 
Almost 24% of the adult population has completed higher (university level) education, against the 
national average of 25%.  

The region is relatively poorly industrialised with a low share of foreign direct investment: it is not 
attractive for greenfield projects, nor for the acquisition of scarce industrial plants.  However, the region 
has aviation and automobile industries, and the food-processing industry based on local agricultural 
production is a leading branch in the industry sector. In the eastern part of the region a coal mine is in 
operation, providing 8.2 million tons of coal yearly. 

The region – as the rest of the country - has been rapidly developing its transport infrastructure and its 
connections with the rest of the country have recently improved with a new high quality expressway 
connecting it with Warsaw and Rzeszów – another important city in the south. The rail network is 
weaker, although in the southern part of Lubelskie there is a wide-gauge connection with Ukraine and 
further west to central Poland. An airport was recently constructed, albeit with limited connections to 
European cities. There are seven road border crossings (four with Ukraine: Dorohusk – Jagodzin, Zosin 
– Uściług, Dołhobyczów – Uhrynów, Hrebenne – Rawa Ruska, and three with Belarus) and four rail 
crossings (three with Ukraine and one with Belarus). The border infrastructure is relatively modern and 
efficient. 

The inhabitants of eastern Poland have generally been sceptical about COVID vaccinations, which 
resulted in higher mortality caused by this disease in these regions. For example, in autumn 2021 
Lubelskie noted much higher death rates caused by COVID than in any other region in Poland88. 

                                                             
86 https://stat.gov.pl/obszary-tematyczne/rynek-pracy/pracujacy-zatrudnieni-wynagrodzenia-koszty-pracy/pracujacy-w-gospodarce-

narodowej-w-2021-roku,7,19.html 
87 Source: Eurostat, Gross domestic product (GDP) at current market prices by NUTS 2 regions, online data code: NAMA_10R_2GDP 
88 https://konkret24.tvn24.pl/zdrowie/zgony-z-covid-19-a-szczepienia-co-pokazuja-mapy-z-wojewodztwami-ra1081621 
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b. Cohesion Policy in the region 

EU policies have enabled – as elsewhere in the country - the development of major infrastructure, as 
well as the improvement of the local transport network, environmental protection facilities and the 
support of several cultural, social and business establishments and institutions. Lubelskie benefitted 
from a special Cohesion Policy programme called “Eastern Poland” that embraced four eastern regions 
and one central Polish region. Besides Cohesion Policy funding, Lubelskie’s farmers are benefiting from 
the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) which supports its relatively efficient farms operating on fertile 
soil. 

In the 2007-2013 programming period, the total value of EU co-financed Cohesion Policy programmes 
implemented in Lubelskie reached 16 billion Polish zloty (PLN) (ca. 4 billion EUR), out of which one third 
came from the Regional Operational Programme (ROP, financed by ERDF and ESF), and one fourth from 
the sectoral Infrastructure and Environment Operational Programme (I&E OP). 27% was spent on 
transport, and 23% on agriculture. Additionally, 6.4 billion PLN (ca 1.7 billion EUR) was directed to the 
region from the CAP for direct payments (i.e. income support) to farmers, and 5.1 billion PLN (1.3 billion 
EUR) for the development of rural areas. The 2007-2013 Poland-Belarus-Ukraine ENI cross-border 
cooperation programme (worth 190 million EUR) was also operational in the region, embracing 
Lubelskie together with bordering parts of Belarus and Ukraine. 

In the 2014-2020 programming period Lubelskie obtained from Cohesion Policy 21 billion PLN (ca 4.8 
billion EUR), out of which 40% within the ROP, and 34% within the I&E OP. Additionally, 11 billion PLN 
(2.6 billion EUR) was spent on CAP direct payments and 3.6 billion PLN (0.9 billion EUR) for rural 
development. In the 2021-2027 programming period Lubelskie should benefit from 1.7 billion EUR of 
ERDF funding and 704 million EUR of ESF+ funding as part of the ‘European Funds for Lubelskie 2021-
2027’ progamme. 

The 2014-2020 Poland-Belarus-Ukraine ENI cross-border cooperation programme (worth 183 million 
EUR) was once again implemented in the region, however after the Russian aggression on Ukraine the 
Belarusian part was cancelled and all remaining funds were channelled to cooperation with Ukraine. 
The programme’s main priorities covered the promotion of local culture and historic preservation, 
improving the accessibility of regions, developing sustainable and climate-resilient transport and 
communication networks and systems; and common challenges in the area of safety and security and 
promotion of border management and security, mobility and migration management. The new 
Interreg NEXT Poland-Ukraine 2021-2027 programme entails support of joint Polish-Ukrainian projects 
regarding, among others, healthcare, the operation of which in Ukraine is hampered by the war. The 
purchase of medical supplies and improved access to healthcare, including emergency medical 
services, will be financed. The final recipients of joint actions will be Polish and Ukrainian borderland 
residents, including internal and external refugees. The programme also includes the development and 
implementation of systemic solutions and activities in the field of education, which will facilitate the 
participation of refugee children in the Polish education system. 

As research shows (Gorzelak, 2022), in this region – similarly to the entire country – the EU-financed 
programmes have had mostly a general, civil and social impact, and have contributed to a lesser extent 
to the overall business development. The EU funds have been responsible for circa one sixth of Poland’s 
GDP growth rate (Orłowski 2021), and one may assume that this share for the Lubelskie region was 
lower due to its relatively less modern economic structure. 

c. Exposure of the region to the migration crisis 

Lubelskie was by far the most exposed region in Europe to the Ukrainian migration crisis. This was due 
to several factors: the border with Ukraine with several border crossings; its location on the important 
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Lviv-Lublin-Warsaw road (from the beginning of the war till the end of 2022 1.6 million people passed 
from Ukraine to Poland through this connection and 1 million went back to Ukraine) and on two 
passenger railways. Only the Podkarpackie voivodship south of Lubelskie may have received a 
comparable number of refugees. 

According to Border Guard Headquarters data, in 2022 13.7 million foreigners crossed Polish state 
borders countrywide, including 9.8 million refugees from Ukraine who crossed the border after the 
outbreak of the war launched by Russia. A significant part of them - 3.7 million people - entered Poland 
through the border crossings in the Lubelskie voivodship. At the same time, almost 11.7 million 
foreigners left Poland, of which 7.9 million were citizens of Ukraine, including over 2.9 million refugees 
returning to their country through border crossings in the Lubelskie voivodship. 

Most of them arrived during the first stage of the war, i.e. in March-April 2022, during which about 1 
million refugees arrived in Poland. 70% of the people who came to Poland from Ukraine were female, 
and 30% male. More specifically, women aged 18-65 accounted for 47%, children and adolescents 
under 18 years of age accounted for another 40%, and the elderly over 65 years of age for 4% (PIE 2023). 

In March 2022 over 900,000 refugees crossed the border in Lubelskie, equalling a daily rate of 30,000 
refugees. It must be stressed that the first initiatives to cope with the refugee crisis came from local 
governments, NGOs, and individuals, and that the state agencies joined in with some delay. 

Figure 21 presents the overall border crossings between Ukraine and Poland from February 2022 to 
January 2023, and Figure 22 shows the dynamics of the Lubelskie border crossings from and to Ukraine 
in 2022. 

Figure 21: Border crossings between Poland and Ukraine, February 2002-January 2003, 
thousands 
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Figure 22: Border traffic from and to Ukraine through Lubelskie voivodship border crossings, 
February-December 2022 

 
Source: Department of Strategy and Development, Marshal Office of the Lubelskie Voivodeship in Lublin, 2023 
 
There are at least three statistical sources which report the numbers of Ukrainian refugees staying at 
some moment in time in a given territory. It has to be stressed that these numbers obviously report 
different phenomena and that none of them may be considered a firm number of Ukrainian refugees 
actually present at a given time in a given territory: 

• number of applications for refugee status and the number of persons who received this status 
(which has been changing due to returns to Ukraine for a period longer than 1 month). Out of 
965,500 persons who were granted refugee status, 36,000 were in Lubelskie, two thirds of them 
women and 40% young persons under 18 years of age. Altogether in Poland up until the end 
of 2022 over 1.5 million applications were forwarded to the respective authorities, of which 
almost 70,000 were in Lubelskie; 

• number of personal identification numbers granted (PESEL) entitling refugees to several social 
cash benefits and services. By the end of September 2022 1.4 million Ukrainian refugees 
received their PESEL numbers, most of them in big urban centres (over 100,000 in Warsaw 
itself); 

• number of allowances granted to those who host Ukrainian refugees in their dwellings (PLN 40 
daily per person for a period of 2 months). There were almost 28,000 positively considered 
applications for allowances to those hosting Ukrainian refugees in the region. Their territorial 
distribution across Lubelskie voivodship is presented in Figure 23. 
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Figure 23: Number of Ukrainian citizens covered in Lubelskie by positively considered 
applications for a cash benefit for the provision of accommodation and meals, by county 

 

Overall, it is estimated that at the beginning of 2023 there were 1 – 1.1 million Ukrainians living in 
Poland (more details on their characteristics are provided in the CMR report (2023). 

Most of the refugees who arrived in Lubelskie went further westwards – to major cities in Poland and 
to western Europe. At the beginning of 2023 the number of those presently staying in Lubelskie 
voivodship can  be roughly estimated at 60,000, i.e. those in the region who have a PESEL number, and 
another 50,000-60,000 who do not have it (official statistics reported 35,000 refugees in the region at 
the end of 2022). Approximately one quarter of them are staying in the city of Lublin. It is further 
assumed that around half (estimates vary from 35% to 70%) of them would leave the region in the 
future, provided the war is over. In general, refugees from eastern Ukraine choose to migrate further, 
while those from its western regions stay closer to the border. 

d. Sensitivity to the migration crisis: structural capacity to host and integrate refugees 

A relatively less economically developed region with poor urban infrastructure was in no way prepared 
to accommodate such a vast, sudden, and totally unexpected inflow of refugees. The unprecedented 
mobilisation of all available internal and external resources made it possible to cope with the refugee 
crisis in an efficient and sensitive manner. Since no one could have expected the magnitude of flows of 
people, all actions were taken ad hoc, and improvisation was the main way of coping with the emerging 
problems. 
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Legislation has been adopted on the national level declaring the means and ways of assisting Ukrainian 
refugees, and procedures aimed at formalising their stay in Poland89. Regional and local authorities 
responded with appropriate motions specifying the responses of the regional authorities to the inflow 
of refugees. The collaboration of all agencies – state representatives of voivodships (“wojewoda” - 
voivode), border services, police, territorial military forces, medical services, public transport services, 
regional, county and local authorities, religious bodies, NGOs, volunteer organisations, etc - was 
immediately established and smooth cooperation was set in practice. 

The Lublin Coordination Group (LGK) was set up in the region, coordinated by the Lublin Voivodship 
Office and the Office of the United Nations (UN) High Commissioner for Refugees in Lublin. LGK is a 
platform that manages activities aimed at accommodating and assisting refugees residing in the 
region. The LGK consists of key non-governmental organisations, international organisations and UN 
agencies, regional state and self-governmental administration, local governments and institutions 
dealing with the support of refugees. 

e. Response(s) to the migration crisis 

Accommodation and information centres were immediately organised in several localities of the 
region. Refugees were provided with basic supplies of food, clothing, medical treatment, sanitary 
facilities, and later on, psychological assistance, etc. Some 3,000 tons of humanitarian aid were 
collected and distributed. Local authorities, NGOs, and governmental offered their employees for 24 
hours 7 days a week to assist the refugees. Call centres with multiple telephone lines were established 
for Ukrainian refugees, providing necessary information. Ukrainian students joined in as facilitators and 
interpreters. Many volunteers arrived from outside the region at the border crossings, railway stations 
and accommodation points to help the local people. People opened up their homes to refugees, not 
counting on cash allowances which were announced later on (it is estimated that in Lubelskie 13,000 
families hosted over 50,000 refugees). Several enterprises collaborated, both in kind and in cash. For 
example the city of Lublin, in cooperation with the Biedronka chain of food stores (Jeronimo Martins), 
organised sandwiches for refugees. According to the report published by the Department of Strategy 
and Development, the Marshal Office of the Lubelskie Voivodship in Lublin (2023) with some 40 
organisations – mostly NGOs – were active in helping Ukrainian refugees in the city of Lublin itself. In 
other towns and municipalities of the region a similar wide-ranging social, economic and 
organisational mobilisation took place. 

504 facilities with collective accommodation were opened, with a total of almost 10,000 beds. In 2022, 
almost 90,000 people temporarily used these facilities. At the end of 2022, 237 such facilities were still 
in operation, with a total of over 7,000 beds, of which approximately 4,700 were occupied. Tourist 
establishments were also made available to the refugees (315,000 nights were spent by Ukrainians in 
such places in the Lubelskie region). 

At the same time, activities have been undertaken to normalise the everyday life of those who stayed, 
and to ease further journeys for those who decided to move to other locations. The refugees also began 
to organise their lives in the new circumstances, some of them establishing businesses in the region 
(mostly of a similar profile to the ones they had left behind in Ukraine). 

                                                             
89 As early as 18 February 2022 (a week before the war broke out) an Inter-ministerial team for accepting incoming persons by the Republic 

of Poland from the territory of Ukraine was established by the ordinance of the Prime Minister of Poland. The term “war” is used in this 
ordinance. On 12 May 2022, a bill was passed in Parliament entitled “On assistance to Ukrainian citizens in connection with the armed 
conflict on the territory of the state”. 



The use of Cohesion Policy funds to support refugees from Ukraine 
 

91 

In 2022, the total funds from the Lubelskie voivodship allocated and guaranteed for various forms of 
assistance to Ukraine amounted to over 570.9 million PLN (circa 120 million EUR), out of which: 

• from the voivode - PLN 322.2 million, 

• allocated and guaranteed by the regional authorities of the Lubelskie Voivodship - PLN 31.7 
million, 

• from county (powiat) budgets - PLN 759,000, 

• from municipal budgets - PLN 4 million, 

• from public collections for humanitarian aid for Ukraine - PLN 212.2 million. 

Ukrainian children were immediately accepted in kindergartens, primary and secondary schools (6,200 
in the region, 2,200 in the city of Lublin, and at its peak 188,000 in the whole country), and Ukrainian 
teachers were employed in Lublin to conduct after-school activities and educational project 
coordination. Ukrainian doctors and nurses were employed in hospitals with accelerated procedures 
of diploma recognition. Professional training and retraining activities were organised by employment 
agencies. Assistance was provided to newly established companies set up by Ukrainians. 

Local and regional media (radio, TV, press, internet) have been active in providing necessary 
information to the refugees. On the websites of Lublin and some other cities (e.g. Zamość) and 
municipalities, web pages in Ukrainian language were set up. Intercity networks between Polish and 
Ukrainian cities were established (e.g. City 4 City in Chełm). The twinning networks have been very 
active, with valuable material assistance provided by sister cities and regions.  

International agencies (UNICEF, UNHCR) have been active in coping with the refugee crisis in the 
region. Equipment was delivered to accommodation centres by the UNHCR (tents, blankets, sleeping 
bags). Blue Dot unit (Safe Space) was established in Chełm in January 2023, in cooperation with the 
Polish Scout Association. UNICEF allocated 19 million PLN to co-organise, along with the local NGO 
”Spilno Lublin” (“spilno” in Ukrainian means “together”) - a common urban space to facilitate 
integration between Polish and Ukrainian young people. The Italian AVSI Foundation (The Association 
of Volunteers in International Service) is operational in providing information on job opportunities for 
Ukrainians, as well as providing services for the social integration of young refugees. The Norwegian 
Refugee Council established one of its three Polish centres in Lublin. ADRA Polska (Adventist 
Development and Relief Agency) is also active in the region. Many other initiatives of a similar kind 
have been undertaken in different localities within the region. 

However, even in the light of this manifold assistance, opinions have been expressed that the 
international organisations have become involved too late and have not been sufficiently flexible 
(Jarosz and Klaus, 2023). 

f. Focus on the CARE regulatory framework 

On April 5, 2022 the regional authority of Lubelskie voivodship approved the “Concept of support for 
people fleeing to Poland from Ukraine in connection with the Russian Federation's attack on Ukraine under 
the Regional Operational Program of the Lubelskie voivodship for 2014-2020 (funds from the European 
Social Fund)”. Funds guaranteed under the projects financed from the ROP Lubelskie Voivodship (that 
remained available from the 2014-2020 period), for a total amount of 12.6 million PLN, according to the 
European Commission’s decision, allowed the unused funds to be used to assist Ukrainian refugees (i.e. 
through the CARE framework). These funds were allocated within the framework of three measures:  



IPOL | Policy Department for Structural and Cohesion Policies 
 

92 

• Measure 11.2 Lubelskie helps Ukraine. Social and health services - the value of the project is 
PLN 4.7 million. 849 thousand PLN spent in 2022; 

• Measure 12.3 Lubelskie helps Ukraine. Learning Polish - the value of the project is PLN 2.9 
million. 523,000 PLN spent in 2022; 

• Measure 13.2 Infrastructure of social services. Creation of a temporary place of residence in 
Zamość - the value of the project is 5 million PLN. 1 million PLN spent in 2022. 

Under Measure 11.2 the following activities, aimed at people who are excluded or at risk of poverty 
and social exclusion, including the elderly, people with disabilities, people in need of support in 
everyday functioning, are being conducted from May 2022 to the end of April 2023:  

• Task 1. Basic social and living support: purchasing clothing and footwear, basic hygiene 
products, basic cleaning products, basic household equipment; 

• Task 2. Social integration through the provision of social services, i.e. advice on dealing with 
everyday matters, interpreter services, psychological support, legal consultation, and 
assistance services/day support. 

Altogether, by the end of January 2023, 2.4 million PLN (circa 520,000 EUR) has been spent (i.e. 20% of 
the ROP funds earmarked for support of Ukrainian refugees). 

In addition, Ukrainian citizens could benefit from support under Measure 9.2 “Professional activation - 
projects of County (Powiat) Labour Offices”, as well as participating in other projects financed from the 
ROP on similar terms as Polish citizens. It is however difficult to indicate the exact figures of this 
spending. 

Support for refugees has also been included in the aforementioned 2014-2020 Poland-Belarus-Ukraine 
ENI cross-border cooperation programme (with the latter now excluded from the programme), which 
covers Ukraine’s western regions and Poland’s eastern regions. Additional projects were selected under 
the programme as part of a direct, non-competitive grant procedure. EU funds in the amount of 0.5 
million EUR (i.e. PLN 2.4 million) will be allocated to each Polish region covered by the programme to 
support Ukrainian migrants. As part of this dedicated support, the Lubelskie voivodship will purchase 
and transfer the necessary equipment, including 4 ambulances, power generators and medical 
products to the Volyn, Lviv, Rivne and Transcarpathian oblasts. Further activities for 4.6 million EUR are 
under preparation. From this money, among other expenditures, 4 ambulances, necessary medical 
equipment, 100 power generators and warm clothing and footwear will be purchased. The main 
objective of the project is to respond to the needs of the western regions of Ukraine related to the influx 
of internally displaced people from the southern and eastern parts of the country. 

g. Assessment of the advantages and drawbacks of using Cohesion Policy and FEAD funding 
(within the CARE framework) to respond to the migration crisis 

FEAD activities conducted before the war have also been made available to Ukrainian refugees, 
although the migratory crisis has not changed the main profile of these activities. Moreover, they 
constitute a small fraction of all other efforts and initiatives undertaken in the region.  

The EU funds used to support Ukrainian refugees and help Ukraine, mobilised under CARE – in 
comparison to other funds used for these purposes – were scarce, even marginal. Activities financed 
with this money were important, but did not have any specific impact in improving the overall 
situation. 
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No agency, institution, organisation or direct activity from the EU that would have been active in coping 
with the outcomes of the war in Ukraine had actually been noticed in the region.  

h. Assessment of the future needs of the region vis-à-vis Cohesion Policy 

There are several plans in the region for how EU funds can be used for the future needs of Ukrainian 
refugees and the integration of those who would stay in the region. 

As part of the 2021-2027 programming period, EU funding worth PLN 622.3 million (EUR 131 million) 
has been earmarked for Lubelskie voivodship to finance projects in which migrants from Ukraine may 
participate (this is however not solely for Ukrainian refugees and citizens). The regional authorities of 
Lubelskie voivodship plan to finance the creation of an Integration Centre for third-country nationals, 
including migrants to the region, with its headquarters in Lublin and branches in Chełm, Zamość and 
Biała Podlaska. The estimated cost of the investment is EUR 2.99 million (PLN 14.2 million). 

As part of the 2021-2027 Interreg NEXT Poland-Ukraine programme support is planned for joint Polish-
Ukrainian projects regarding, among other areas, healthcare. The final recipients of joint actions will be 
Polish and Ukrainian borderland residents, including refugees coming from Ukraine to Poland, and also 
to western Ukrainian regions from other parts of Ukraine. The programme should also foster systemic 
solutions and activities in the field of education, to facilitate the participation of refugee children in the 
Polish education system. 

Since future development on the war fronts are not known, it is difficult to estimate how many refugees 
there will be and the length of their eventual stays in Poland and in the Lubelskie region itself. Previous 
experience demonstrates that Ukrainian refugees prefer to locate  in larger urban centres where job 
opportunities are more plentiful and where social services are more widely available. Also, the eastern 
regions of Poland have hosted relatively more refugees from the western regions of Ukraine, where the 
difficulties and dangers of war are relatively less, thus encouraging more of them to return to their 
homes. 

Nevertheless, the following activities are recommended to be conducted in the future, and many of 
them can be supported by EU funds: 

• social, economic and business integration of Ukrainians living in the region; 

• making use of the skills and experience of Ukrainian refugees and integrating them into the 
regional/local labour markets; 

• juridical and psychological assistance; 

• teaching Polish language; 

• providing financial support to the neediest. 

Importantly, one should be prepared for a possible second wave of large-scale migration, if the 
situation at the war front becomes even more dramatic.  

It has to be stated here that due to unsolved disputes between the Polish government and the 
European Commission, as of February 2023 no funds from either the Cohesion Policy or the Recovery 
and Resilience Plan have been received by Poland, and it is unclear  when they will become available, 
depending on developments in Polish politics. Therefore any future considerations related to the use 
of EU funds for Ukraine and Ukrainian refugees that would be spent within the Polish EU co-financed 
programmes and projects of the 2021-2027 period are totally uncertain. 
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i. Main findings and conclusions of the case study 

Taking into account the involvement as well as the scale and scope of assistance provided to Ukrainian 
refugees, it should be stated that public institutions, socio-economic entities, and above all, the 
inhabitants of the Lubelskie voivodship – as in the entire country - have met the difficult challenges 
resulting from the crisis situation caused by the war in Ukraine, and have demonstrated a responsible 
attitude by caring for those refugees in need. Indeed, a very large majority of Poles agree that Poland 
should accept Ukrainian refugees from the areas affected by the conflict (CBOS, 2023). As the European 
Social Survey demonstrates, (ESS, 2023) the inflow of Ukrainian refugees has actually positively 
changed Poles’ attitudes towards (some profiles of) immigrants. 90% of city dwellers believe that 
Poland should allow people of the same race or ethnic group to settle in the country (this value 
decreases to 77% for ‘other races’).  

However, it should be noted that during recent months Poles’ attitudes towards Ukrainian immigrants 
have slightly deteriorated due to worries about them competing for access to social services and social 
support.  
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ESTONIA 

a. Short profile of the region 

Estonia is geographically located in the Baltic region of Northern Europe, bordered to the north by the 
Gulf of Finland, to the west by the Baltic Sea, to the south by Latvia and to the east by Russia.  Since 
joining the EU in 2004, Estonia has made significant progress towards greater economic prosperity. The 
economic growth rate of Estonia in 2020 was -0.55% compared t0 2019, although in 2021 the economy 
grew by 8% and in 2022, in light of the Ukraine crisis, this indicator declined to 4.1%90. Estonia has well-
established political institutions, strong and credible financial policies, and a well-functioning financial 
sector. Estonia is also a leader in digital governance and innovation. Stable and secure digital services 
are one of the factors that allowed Estonia to mitigate the sanitary and economic shock of the Covid-
19 pandemic better than others, including timely and effective policy responses to alleviate the 
resulting crisis.  

Table 4: Key demographic and socio-economic indicators of Estonia 
Indicator name Value Ranking (if applicable) 

Population 1.36 mln people (2023) n/a 

GDP per capita 27,100 EUR (2023) 73% of EU27 average (2021) 

Regional Competitiveness Index  54 (2019) 159 (out of 268) 

Social Progress Index 87 (2021) 21 (out of 168) 

PISA 523 (2018) 1st in Europe 

Unemployment Rate 5.4% (2022) n/a 

Source: European Commission, “Inforegio - European Regional Competitiveness Index,” ec.europa.eu, 2019, 
https://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/information-sources/maps/regional-competitiveness_en; European Commission, 
“Inforegio - European Social Progress Index,” ec.europa.eu, 2020, https://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/information-
sources/maps/social-progress/2020_en; Statistics Department of Estonia, “Main Indicators | Statistikaamet,” www.stat.ee, 
2022, https://www.stat.ee/en/find-statistics/main-indicators. 
 
Estonian GDP per capita is the highest among the Baltic states (Lithuania, Latvia, Estonia). Based on 
recent data from the Swiss IMD Institute's World Competitiveness Ranking, Estonia ranks 22nd (out of 
63 countries). The country's strong sides are an entrepreneur-friendly tax system, an open and liberal 
business environment, and high-quality education (ERR news, 2023). 

However, due to the shock to the country's economy from the war in Ukraine and the migration crisis, 
the economy is predicted to weaken considerably in 2023. Real GDP growth is projected to slow to 
0.5% in 2023 (OECD, 2022) due to weaker domestic demand and a deteriorating external environment, 
despite support from fiscal policy. However, most of these effects are not directly related to the 
refugees who have arrived in Estonia but mainly because of high inflation. 

Inflation should remain elevated in 2023 and decrease only as spare capacity in the economy increases 
(OECD, 2022). So far, Estonia's year-on-year inflation rates by month have fluctuated between 20-25% 
since June 2022. Energy prices have risen considerably as well. Prices for electricity and gas were more 
than 94% higher in December 2022 than a year earlier, while heating prices were up 49% as a 

                                                             
90 Statistics Department of Estonia, “National accounts”, www.stat.ee, 2023, https://www.stat.ee/en/find-statistics/statistics-

theme/finance/national-accounts 

https://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/information-sources/maps/regional-competitiveness_en
https://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/information-sources/maps/social-progress/2020_en
https://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/information-sources/maps/social-progress/2020_en
http://www.stat.ee/
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consequence (Statistics Department of Estonia, 2023). The unemployment rate in 2022 was 5.6% (6.2% 
in 2021, 6.8% in 2020, and 4.4% in 2019).91 

b. Cohesion Policy in the region 

Estonia has one single multi-fund operational programme entitled “Operational Programme for 
Cohesion Policy Funds”. The Managing Authority for the 2014-2020 and 2021-2027 programming 
period is the State Shared Service Centre (SSSC, in Est. Riigi Tugiteenuste Keskus). Implementation of 
Cohesion Policy funds is monitored and controlled by the Ministry of Finance. 

For the 2014-2020 programming period, total EU funding allocated to Estonia was 3.7 billion EUR, 
complemented by 1.2 billion EUR92 of national funding. According to the data on the implementation 
of the funds allocated, Estonia has spent 4.9 billion EUR93, i.e. the whole amount that was allocated at 
the beginning of the programming period of 2014-2020.  

The funding was distributed as follows between the European Structural and Investment Funds (ESI 
funds): 

• CF – 1.44 billion EUR 

• ESF – 0.57 billion EUR 

• ERDF – 2.14 billion EUR 

The Operational Programme contributed to achieving the central objectives of the 'Estonia 2020' 
National Reform Programme, which were: 1) increase productivity per employee to 73% of the EU 
average by 2015 and to 80% by 2020 (from 68.7% in 2012); 2) increase the employment rate of the 20–
64 age group to 72% by 2015 and to 76% by 2020 (from 71.7% in 2012). 

In 2014-2020, 13 thematic objectives were targeted by the Operational Programme, with the following 
fund allocation. 

Table 5: Thematic objectives and fund allocation of Estonia's 2014-2020 Cohesion Policy 
operational programme 

Thematic objective Funds engaged Amount of funding (million 
EUR) 

1. Research and innovation ERDF 558.7 
 

2. Education and vocational training ERDF, ESF 485.7 
3. Network infrastructure in transport and energy CF 471.6 
4. Social inclusion ERDF, ESF 395.1 
5. Sustainable and quality employment ERDF, ESF 376.4 
6. Low-Carbon Economy ERDF, CF 305.4 
7. Competitiveness of SMEs ERDF 274.7 
8. Environment protection and Resource efficiency CF 233.2 
9. Fostering crisis repair and resilience ERDF, ESF 199.2 
10. Efficient Public Administration ERDF, ESF 137.8 
11. Technical assistance ERDF, CF 107.06 
12. ICT ERDF 79.2 

                                                             
91 Statistics Department of Estonia, “Töötute Arv Kahanes Teist Aastat Järjest | Statistikaamet,” www.stat.ee, 

2022, https://www.stat.ee/et/uudised/tootute-arv-kahanes-teist-aastat-jarjest. 
92 European Commission, “Open Data Portal for the European Structural Investment Funds - European Commission | Data | European 

Structural and Investment Funds,” 2020, https://cohesiondata.ec.europa.eu/programmes/2014EE16M3OP001. 
93 Ibid. 

https://www.stat.ee/et/uudised/tootute-arv-kahanes-teist-aastat-jarjest
https://cohesiondata.ec.europa.eu/programmes/2014EE16M3OP001
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13. Climate Change Adaptation and Risk Prevention CF 57.7 

Total   3.7 billion EUR 
 

For the 2021-2027 programming period, Estonia will benefit from 3.6 billion EUR94 of EU Cohesion 
Policy funding. The funding is distributed as follows between the ESI funds: 

• ERDF – 1.7 billion EUR 

• CF – 0.78 billion EUR 

• ESF – 0.53 billion EUR 

• JTF – 0.35 billion EUR 

They will be used for six objectives, which are presented in the table below. 

Table 6: Thematic objectives and fund allocation of Estonia's 2021-2027 Cohesion Policy 
operational programme 

Thematic objective Funds 
engaged 

Amount of funding (million 
EUR) 

1. Greener Estonia (PO2 Greener Europe) ERDF, CF 780.79 
2. Smarter Estonia (PO2 Smarter Europe) ERDF 742.22 
3. More Social Estonia (PO4 Social Europe) ERDF, ESF+ 665.6 
4. Just Transition (PO8 JTF specific objective) JTF 521.2 
5. More Connected Estonia (PO3 Connected Europe) CF 340.28 
6. Estonia closer to citizens (PO5 Europe closer to citizens) ERDF 192.9 
Total   3.24 billion EUR 

 

As of early 2023, the 2021-2027 programme had not yet kicked off as the transition between the 
funding periods is ongoing.  

c. Exposure of the region to the migration crisis 

As of 28 February 2023, more than 124,000 refugees from Ukraine have entered Estonia, out of 
which 67,821 have stayed in Estonia, and 56,762 have further transited to other EU and non-EU 
countries (e.g.US, Canada, etc.).95 Those who have been in transit have mostly arrived through the 
occupied Ukrainian territories and entered through the Russian-Estonian border. As of 19 February 
2023, a total of 43,485 applications for temporary protection have been registered, and 3,882 
applications have been withdrawn (it is not known, however, what share of these people have gone 
back to Ukraine and what share has proceeded to other EU countries).  

All in all, as of 28 February 2023, 39,541 Ukrainians reside in Estonia with a residence permit for 
temporary protection.96 However, this number will probably increase in the forthcoming months. 
Thus, approx. 58% out of all Ukrainians who arrived in Estonia after 24 February 2022 have received 
temporary protection –, and all the others have not applied for temporary protection, as there are also 
other legal ways for Ukrainians to stay in Estonia; and applying for temporary protection is not an 

                                                             
94 European Commission, “Open Data Portal for the European Structural Investment Funds - European Commission | Data | European 

Structural and Investment Funds,” Tyler Data & Insights, 2021, https://cohesiondata.ec.europa.eu/programmes/2021EE16FFPR001. 
95 Social Security Department of Estonia, “Statistika | Sotsiaalkindlustusamet,” sotsiaalkindlustusamet.ee, 

2023, https://sotsiaalkindlustusamet.ee/asutus-uudised-ja-kontakt/praktiline-teave/statistika#sotsiaalkaitse-stati. 
96 Ministry of Internal Affairs of Estonia, “Statistika Ukraina Sõjapõgenike Kohta | Siseministeerium,” www.siseministeerium.ee, 

2023, https://www.siseministeerium.ee/statistika-ukraina-sojapogenike-kohta. 

https://cohesiondata.ec.europa.eu/programmes/2021EE16FFPR001
https://sotsiaalkindlustusamet.ee/asutus-uudised-ja-kontakt/praktiline-teave/statistika#sotsiaalkaitse-stati
https://www.siseministeerium.ee/statistika-ukraina-sojapogenike-kohta
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obligation. In addition, 3,620 refugees who had left Ukraine prior to 24 February 2022 and were not 
eligible for temporary protection under Estonian law have been granted subsidiary protection under 
fast-tracked asylum procedures.97 

Geographically, in absolute numbers, almost half of the refugees from Ukraine are living in Tallinn; 
however, proportionally (as the share of the local population) they are distributed relatively evenly all 
around Estonia. The top 10 regions with the highest number of refugees are presented in the table 
below and in the map of Estonia in Figure 24. 

Table 7: Territorial distribution of Ukrainian refugees in Estonia 
Municipality/city Number of refugees 

from Ukraine per 
county 

Share of the total 
number of refugees 

Share (proportion) of the 
local population 

Tallinn (capital of Estonia) 15,144 47.8% 3.4% 
City of Tartu 2,697 8.5% 2.9% 
Pärnu City 1,529 4.8% 3.0% 
City of Kohtla-Järve 777 2.5% 2.4% 
Saaremaa municipality 633 2.0% 2.0% 
City of Maardu 618 2.0% 4.0% 
City of Rakvere 586 1.9% 4.0% 
City of Narva 574 1.8% 1.1% 
Jõhvi municipality 535 1.7% 4.8% 
Lääne-Harju parish 455 1.4% 3.5% 
Valga municipality 412 1.3% 2.7% 
City of Viljandi 363 1.1% 2.2% 
City of Keila 360 1.1% 3.6% 
City of Haapsalu 338 1.1% 2.6% 
Saue municipality 338 1.1% 1.4% 

Source: Ministry of Social Affairs of Estonia, 2023 

                                                             
97 Police and Boarderguard Board of Estonia, “Ajutise Ja Rahvusvahelise Kaitse Taotlejate Arv,” Politsei- ja Piirivalveamet, 

2023, https://www.politsei.ee/et/ajutise-ja-rahvusvahelise-kaitse-taotlejate-arv. 

https://www.politsei.ee/et/ajutise-ja-rahvusvahelise-kaitse-taotlejate-arv
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Figure 24: Territorial distribution of Ukrainian refugees in Estonia 

 
Source: Ministry of Social Affairs of Estonia, 2023 

On average, around 100 refugees from Ukraine come to Estonia daily. The highest inflow was observed 
in March 2022. The evolution of the monthly inflow of refugees since 24 February 2022 is presented 
below (Figure 25). 

Figure 25: Inflow of arrivals of refugees from Ukraine to Estonia (March 2022 - February 2023) 

 

 

Source: Ministry of Social Affairs of Estonia, 2023 
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Refugees from Ukraine in Estonia have been grouped in the statistics according to their age and 
employment status (Figure 26) by the Ministry of Internal Affairs98. Around 48% of refugees from 
Ukraine are women above 18 years old, and around 70% of all refugees from Ukraine (including minors) 
are female. Out of all refugee children from Ukraine who are at the age of compulsory school 
attendance (between 7-17 years of age), approximately 70% are attending school in Estonia (ERR, 
2022a). 

Figure 26: Socio-demographic profiles of Ukrainian refugees in Estonia 

 
Source: Ministry of Internal Affairs of Estonia, 2023. 

The primary needs of Ukrainian refugees in Estonia have been: access to immediate basic services (food 
aid and accommodation), employment opportunities and effective access to decent work (e.g. due to 
challenges in finding childcare options), access to education and healthcare, psycho-social assistance, 
language-learning opportunities, and socio-cultural integration (ERR, 2022a). 

According to the studies conducted on the national and regional level, such as the study of Ukrainian 
war refugees in Estonia (CASS, 2023) and of displaced people’s experiences in the EU (FRA, 2023), the 
refugees’ needs have been effectively met by the Estonian state, but there are still several challenges 
remaining. Based on a recent survey of Ukrainian war refugees in Estonia, 63% expect to return to 
Ukraine in three years at the latest, indicating that the majority wants to return to Ukraine (Ministry of 
Internal Affairs of Estonia, 2023).  Nevertheless, it must be stressed that one-third of the war refugees 
who have arrived in Estonia come from areas in Ukraine where active hostilities are still taking place (or 
where the infrastructure has been severely damaged or destroyed), and one-third come from areas 
inside Ukraine that are bordering those with the ongoing hostilities. 

d. Sensitivity to the migration crisis: structural capacity to host and integrate refugees 

Overall, Estonia had already been paying close attention to the situation at its border with Russia before 
the Ukrainian crisis. Attention was already raised during the so-called Mediterranean migration crisis 
but also as recently as in 2021 with the sudden increase of asylum seekers and irregulars on the Belarus-
Lithuanian border, which was considered to be a politically motivated and facilitated action by the 
Belarus government to pressure the Lithuanian government (ERR, 2021). In relation to these events, 
Estonia further developed its crisis preparedness plans regarding a possible sudden increase in 
refugees in Estonia. However, the country did not expect such a high inflow of refugees to arrive in 
such a short time, and according to some opinions, the country was not ready to host such a large 
number of refugees arriving in such a short period of time: for example in terms of accommodation 
and social assistance as well as cooperation and partnership between public sector institutions and 
private sector organisations (Delfi News, 2022a). The existing plans for dealing with mass migration to 
Estonia had previously estimated a significantly lower number of arrivals. For example, in 2018, the 

                                                             
98 Ministry of Internal Affairs of Estonia, “Statistika Ukraina Sõjapõgenike Kohta | Siseministeerium,” www.siseministeerium.ee, 

2023, https://www.siseministeerium.ee/statistika-ukraina-sojapogenike-kohta. 
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Estonian Police and Border Guard Board's risk analysis defined as an extraordinary situation caused by 
mass immigration one in which at least 3,000 foreigners arrived in Estonia in small groups in a short 
time (Postimees, 2018). It should also be noted that the previous crisis plans foresaw people 
immigrating to Estonia as irregulars (i.e. arriving illegally) and not legal migrants, as happened to be 
the case with refugees from Ukraine (Delfi News, 2022a). 

Before the conflict, the general assumption regarding the number of refugees was that those refugees 
who would arrive in Estonia would already have a network there, because of the relatively sizeable 
Ukrainian diaspora living in Estonia (around 3% of the total population of Estonia before the war). 
However, Estonia has received a large number of people who had no connection with Estonia before 
the war.  

What essentially helped to overcome many challenges linked to the migratory crisis was the solidarity 
of local Estonians and organisations (NGOs and many private companies) that helped to assist the 
refugees. The total national budget of Estonia for 2022 was 13.1 billion EUR, out of which 220 million 
EUR was allocated for the needs of refugees from Ukraine. The regular capacity of the Estonian 
reception service is 150 beds, and in 2021 the country was looking for additional possible reception 
places for accommodation purposes based on hypothetical refugee inflow scenarios. 

With regard to the integration of minor refugees from Ukraine into the Estonian educational system, 
the main challenges encountered include the lack of preparedness among Estonian teachers and 
school personnel to teach children with a migration background (including minors with war trauma) 
and in a multilingual and multicultural environment, curriculum-related challenges, and a lack of 
support personnel (Institute of Baltic Studies, 2021; Arenguseirekeskus, 2023). 

In the fourth quarter of 2021, the labour force of Estonia was estimated at 696,000 people, out of which 
659,700 were employed people. The unemployment rate was 5.5% in the 1st quarter of 2022 and 5.4% 
in the 4th quarter of 2022.99 Estonia’s existing labour market situation was in good shape at the start of 
the war and the arrival of refugees has not changed that significantly. Slightly more than half (55%) of 
the adults who arrived have found employment in Estonia; and according to some estimates, Estonia 
ranks second in the EU (after the Netherlands) on the indicator of how many refugees from Ukraine 
have entered the local labour market (ERR, 2023).100 One can assume that one factor behind this is the 
general (and historical) structure of the Estonian labour market, where one can find a job and enter the 
labour market with Russian language skills. 

e. Response(s) to the migration crisis 

Compared to other countries, as of January 2023, Estonia has one of the highest number of registered 
refugees from Ukraine per capita (49.4 refugees per 1000 inhabitants). Like many other countries that 
host refugees, Estonia did not expect such large inflows. As of January 2023, more than 40,000 refugees 
from Ukraine have applied for temporary protection in Estonia, which is more than 3% of its population 
(UNHCR, 2023).  

When the influx of refugees began, as much as possible was done from national funding and private 
citizens' contributions (including companies). Some EU funding was also used. Estonia allocated 
around 220 million EUR from its 2022 budget for support and services to refugees from Ukraine, for 
example, in the areas of labour market, social protection, healthcare and education (Ministry of Foreign 

                                                             
99 Statistics Department of Estonia, Labour market Data, 2022, https://andmed.stat.ee/en/stat/sotsiaalelu__tooturg__tooturu-

uldandmed__aastastatistika/TT0151. 
100 Statistic Department of Estonia, Ukrainlased Eesti tööturul, 2022, https://www.stat.ee/et/avasta-statistikat/kiirstatistika/ukrainlased-eesti-

tooturul  

https://andmed.stat.ee/en/stat/sotsiaalelu__tooturg__tooturu-uldandmed__aastastatistika/TT0151
https://andmed.stat.ee/en/stat/sotsiaalelu__tooturg__tooturu-uldandmed__aastastatistika/TT0151
https://www.stat.ee/et/avasta-statistikat/kiirstatistika/ukrainlased-eesti-tooturul
https://www.stat.ee/et/avasta-statistikat/kiirstatistika/ukrainlased-eesti-tooturul
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Affairs of Estonia, 2023). The Estonian public sector has also given humanitarian aid worth 4.1 million 
EUR to Ukraine via international organisations (UNHCR, OCHA, ICRC, the Red Cross and others), and for 
development cooperation and reconstruction in Ukraine, another 6 million EUR.101 

Besides the national budget, over 5.4 million EUR have been accumulated in donations for the Refugee 
Council, 5.2 million EUR for the Estonian Red Cross, and 2.3 million EUR for the NGO Mondo –, all of 
which include both targeted donations made for organising evacuations and donations for activities 
in Estonia (Estonian Refugee Council, 2022; Delfi News, 2022b). There are also many crowdsourcing 
campaigns taking place to organise equipment, cars, clothes, food, digital devices (e.g. computers) etc., 
to Ukraine, including assistance from state organisations (e.g. the Estonian Rescue Board). Most of these 
started in the first months following the Russian invasion, and the majority are still ongoing as of 
February 2023.102 Also, at the end of April 2022, the European Commission had approved 9 million EUR 
in funding to cover Ukraine refugee-related costs in Estonia. Part of this sum came from the easing of 
AMIF regulations and the release of its reserves; the other part came from the Cohesion’s Action for 
Refugees in Europe (CARE) flexibility (ERR News, 2022).   

The reception of refugees was carried out under the Social Welfare Act, where the responsibility for 
providing accommodation and other basic refugee needs was assigned to local municipalities, while 
the Social Insurance Board helps the municipalities and provides emergency, i.e. temporary and short-
term accommodation. To take the pressure off the capital city, Tallinn, four additional refugee 
reception centres were opened in other cities besides the Tallinn reception centre: Tartu, Pärnu and 
Narva. These reception centres have served as one-stop shops: refugees from Ukraine could register in 
Estonia, apply for temporary protection, get counselling and psychological support, be referred to an 
accommodation centre and be provided with first needs/assistance.  

The Social Insurance Board carried out public tenders under the exceptional circumstances clause, 
which allowed them to sign contracts with successful bidders within a week. This allowed for the use 
of hotels, hostels and tourist bases to accommodate the refugees short-term (up to 4 months). In total, 
Estonia signed contracts with 90 short-term accommodation facilities, the largest of which was the 
shipping company Tallink's ferry "Isabelle", which has the capacity to host 2,100 refugees (ERR, 2022b). 
Also, there have been regular meetings with the primary migrant and refugee-focused NGOs and 
governmental bodies to coordinate the initiatives targeting various refugee needs. However, the 
engagement of volunteers was not thought through carefully, which sometimes resulted in a lack of 
coordination and influenced the speed, i.e. delayed, the provision of support. 

As for the support and benefits the refugees from Ukraine received, on the grounds of temporary 
protection status and when receiving a temporary residence permit (TRP) in Estonia, refugees from 
Ukraine are entitled to the same access to services provided by the local municipalities as Estonian 
citizens. Labour market services (for example, services provided by the Estonian Employment Fund, e.g. 
training, job mediation etc.), healthcare services, subsistence benefits, one-time rent subsidy (1,200 
EUR per family), language learning classes, the welcoming adaptation programme and psycho-social 
support are all equally open to refugees from Ukraine as they are to Estonian citizens or long-term 
Estonian residents. In addition, NGOs provide various initiatives (labour market, cultural, and language 
integration). 

                                                             
101 ibid 
102 See for example: the list of different support actions in https://kriis.ee/aita-ukrainat; and other activities e.g. in 

https://www.ukrainaheaks.ee/, https://employers.ee/ukraina-toetuseks-kutsume-ules-ettevotteid-liituma-toetuskampaaniaga/, 
https://www.ulemistecity.ee/uudised-teated/heategevuslik-kampaania-annetame-nutiseadmed-ukrainale/, https://lootus.slava.ee/ and 
many others.  

https://kriis.ee/aita-ukrainat
https://www.ukrainaheaks.ee/
https://employers.ee/ukraina-toetuseks-kutsume-ules-ettevotteid-liituma-toetuskampaaniaga/
https://www.ulemistecity.ee/uudised-teated/heategevuslik-kampaania-annetame-nutiseadmed-ukrainale/
https://lootus.slava.ee/
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The planning of long-term solutions to integrate Ukrainian refugees was done by the governmental 
bodies. For example, in August 2022, a special school was established in Tallinn for 570 Ukrainian 
students – the Freedom School. The school mostly follows Estonia's national curriculum but continues 
to teach the Ukrainian language and culture. One-third of the teachers are Ukrainians who are also 
refugees themselves (Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Estonia, 2023). 

The main concerns as of February 2023 are related to education – in terms of the shortage of teachers, 
the skills and knowledge of teachers and schools to support refugee children, or pupils with migrant 
backgrounds in general; but also in terms of the services provided by the local municipalities (including 
education, since this is the local government’s area of responsibility), especially municipalities which 
are small and/or have less past experience with supporting refugees. 

f. Focus on the CARE regulatory framework 

In Estonia, CARE-based flexibility mechanisms were not used. The main reason for this was that by the 
time the flexibility mechanisms were activated by the EU, Estonia had used up almost all the funds of 
the previous period and had also allocated – as approved by the European Commission - funding for 
the period 2021-2017. The only solution for Estonia was to include refugees from Ukraine in the 
measures that had already begun and use EU funding there, but there were no reallocations between 
the funds or Operational Programme amendments.  

In the first half of the year, after the war started, interventions to assist refugees from Ukraine were 
carried out with national funding. After that, in the autumn of 2022, the refugees were included in the 
measures that were funded by the Cohesion Policy funds of the Operational Programme 2014-2020. 
These funds were thus used for that purpose only from autumn 2022 onwards as first the legislation 
had to be amended. These were government-level legal acts that were approved at the beginning of 
the 2014-2020 funding period to launch the measures, and as the measures were already functional, 
the legal acts needed to be amended. Actions in support of refugees from Ukraine, for which the 
funding was used, addressed the labour market (upskilling and reskilling), food aid and assistance, 
education (language learning and integration), and some social services. When it came to educational 
needs, the funds were allocated for training schoolteachers; and in the case of labour market measures, 
the Estonian Unemployment Fund (Töötukassa) received funding to implement actions to help 
refugees from Ukraine to enter the labour market. Another measure targeted local governments and 
counselling/support units that were giving the initial, first phase help to the refugees arriving in Estonia 
– local governments were given training by the Ministry of Social Affairs. The refugees were also 
included in long-term care services, especially in the case of services targeting children and food needs. 

Another reason for using national funding first was because of its flexibility in providing immediate 
support. It took some time to analyse the situation, understand better what the refugees’ needs were, 
and decide which measures were most effective for the refugees. 

As for the Cohesion Policy funds of the 2021-2027 period, the Operational Programme of Estonia was 
approved in October 2021, and some measures have already been launched. It was decided not to 
amend the Operational Programme now, nor to create special measures or interventions for refugees 
from Ukraine in terms of the existing services, but rather to include them in the same activities available 
to Estonian citizens. Redirecting funds to support refugees within the framework of the EU CARE 
flexibility mechanisms would mean paying less attention to the longer-term needs of Estonia and 
allocating less investment to the priority areas of EU funding like green transition, digitalisation, social 
transition, etc., which is its main purpose (ERR News, 2023). 

The expected expenditure on Ukrainian refugees in 2023 is estimated at 1.1% of Estonia’s gross national 
income. Still, this will depend on the situation in Ukraine and the number of refugees in Estonia. It is 
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difficult to evaluate the actual expenditure for the actions aimed at Ukrainian refugees in 2022, because 
in the Estonian budgeting system, there is no special code for ‘refugees from Ukraine' actions; the 
funding is distributed according to national priorities. In 2023 some changes might be implemented, 
but there are no definite plans. If there are significant changes in terms of the number of refugees, 
Cohesion Policy funds could be used to a larger extent, and the Operational Programme would be 
amended accordingly.  

g. Assessment of the advantages and drawbacks of using Cohesion Policy funding (within the 
CARE framework) to respond to the migration crisis 

The swift reaction of EU institutions to the war in Ukraine that materialised in the form of the CARE 
framework was deemed helpful to those Member States that had unused funding available. But in 
Estonia’s case, the country did not make use of these additional flexibility mechanisms. 

The main drawback linked to the use of Cohesion Policy funding for Estonia in responding to the 
migratory crisis is that such funding applies to certain types of costs which should be classified as 
investments in the projects that contribute to fulfilling the goals set out in the Operational Programme 
and agreed with the EU.  The main costs that Estonia incurs when assisting the refugees from Ukraine 
are recurring everyday costs like accommodation support or social services. Therefore, Estonia must 
cover these costs with national funding.  

Another drawback is the time it takes to make and approve amendments to use Cohesion Policy 
funding for actions aimed at refugees. In Estonia’s case, some national legal acts would need to be 
passed and the Operational Programme would need to be amended to use these funds. The priority 
has been to launch support actions as quickly as possible, which was not feasible in the framework of 
EU Cohesion Policy.  

h. Assessment of the region’s future needs vis-à-vis Cohesion Policy 

The analysis of Estonia's response to the migration crisis has shown that Cohesion Policy funds would 
be more useful with a more tailor-made approach, in the sense of giving Estonia more room for 
decision-making as to in which proportions to use the money and for which objectives, as well as more 
flexibility in designing the measures and deciding on different financial allocations to the sub-
objectives.  

Also, the crisis has shown that the Operational Programmes that have been agreed upon with the 
European Commission need amendments from time to time – this is the case with the refugee crisis, 
and it was the case with the Covid-19 pandemic. The procedure of amending the Operational 
Programme is lengthy and was one of the main reasons why Estonia has not started this procedure, as 
immediate action was needed. Therefore, there is a need for a quicker procedure for making 
amendments. 

i. Longer-term plans for refugee integration 

Building on a realistic assessment of the ongoing situation and possibly prolonged war in Ukraine, the 
focus now is on integrating refugees into Estonian society, and working on public opinion and public 
awareness - part of this reasoning is that Estonians would be willing to see refugees from Ukraine as 
part of the society. The situation is monitored daily (including gathering statistics)103, and more 
possibilities for providing funding to local authorities and NGOs are being explored. 

                                                             
103 See for example the overview of registry data available on Ukrainian refugees: https://kriis.ee/eestisse-saabunud-sojapogenike-statistika  

https://kriis.ee/eestisse-saabunud-sojapogenike-statistika
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Work is being done on coordinating with volunteers, volunteer organisations and other NGOs to use 
their resources meaningfully and wisely. However, for 2023, the national budget allocation is not yet 
fully established or confirmed, which slows down the planning of further actions regarding integrating 
refugees from Ukraine. 

j. Main findings and conclusions of the case study 

Estonia has welcomed one of the highest numbers of registered refugees per capita in the EU as of 
January 2023 (49.4 refugees per 1,000 inhabitants). Currently, around 40,000 refugees from Ukraine 
have received temporary protection status. Despite the unexpected volume of refugees, Estonia has 
managed to provide enough places for temporary accommodation, services of both first aid as well as 
access to general healthcare, and subsistence support. Refugees with temporary protection status have 
access to all the services (except for voting rights) that Estonian citizens or long-term residents have, 
which includes access to the labour market, healthcare, education, social support, language training, 
etc. 

The CARE-based flexibility mechanisms were not used in Estonia because of two main reasons: 1) 
Estonia had used up almost all the funds from the previous funding period; and 2) the flexibility and 
speed of implementation that national funding offered was considered more suitable under the crisis 
conditions. The national budget was used along with contributions from private donors to finance the 
actions that support refugees. In total, (as of February 2023) more than 220 million EUR for refugee 
support was disbursed in Estonia. The main drawback for Estonia in using Cohesion Policy funding to 
support refugees is that such funding is applicable only to a certain type of costs which, according to 
the funding conditions, should be classified as investments in the projects that contribute to reaching 
the EU objectives targeted by Cohesion Policy funding, while the main costs that Estonia incurs when 
assisting the refugees from Ukraine are recurring costs. Also, it is important to speed up the amending 
procedures regarding Cohesion Policy operational programmes, to allow the crisis response to be more 
effective.  
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VIENNA 

a. Short profile of the region 

Vienna is both a city, Austria’s capital, and a NUTS 2 region, one of the nine constituting ‘bundesländer’ 
of the country. It is located in the very eastern part of the country (Ukraine’s western border is actually 
closer to Vienna than Austria’s most western provincial capital Bregenz) and is an important Austrian 
and European transit hub, in particular for the Central and Eastern European (CEE) area. Three out of 
nine designated TEN core network corridors (Baltic- Adriatic, Orient/Est-Med and Rhine- Danube) 
intersect in Vienna. It also hosts several international organisations such as the UN, OSCE, OPEC and the 
Energy Community and is regional headquarters for businesses operating in the CEE area. 

Vienna is the fifth biggest city in the EU and has seen strong population growth (+23%) in the last two 
decades, which was primarily driven by external migration.104 Vienna’s GDP per inhabitant was 63% 
above the EU average in 2021.105 The European Regional Competitiveness Index places Vienna in the 
second highest out of eight categories. As Vienna is under Austrian law both province and municipality, 
this enables the city administration to streamline its public services to a higher degree compared to 
the rest of Austria. 

The Viennese economy saw a swift recovery from the Covid-19 pandemic. Its GDP per capita in 2021 
already exceeded its 2019 level. Its healthcare system came under stress during the pandemic, but 
never reached its limits. The tourism sector was hit hard and has not yet fully recovered. Prior to the 
pandemic, tourism contributed almost 4% of Viennese GDP and employed almost 5% of Viennese 
employees (Bachtrögler et al., 2020). 

Labour supply shortages are observed across many sectors, including healthcare, education, transport, 
manufacturing, IT and tourism, despite the tourism sector not having rebounded to pre-pandemic 
levels. Given the dominant services sector which accounts for 85% of the Viennese GDP, supply-chain 
constraints have been a lesser direct impediment for the Viennese economy. Surging energy prices are 
a concern for both the economy and households. Low-income households were eligible for one-off 
payments of 200 EUR per household in addition to existing federal measures in 2022 and 2023. The 
high dependence of the municipally owned energy operator (Wien Energie) on gas caused political 
concern but did not lead to any kind of fiscal crisis. 

b. Cohesion Policy in the region 

Cohesion Policy resources in Austria stem from the European Regional Development Fund (ERDF) and 
the European Social Fund (ESF), Austria not being eligible for the Cohesion Fund. The ERDF and 
ESF/ESF+ funds are administered through two different Managing Authorities (MAs), the Austrian 
Conference on Spatial Planning (ÖROK) for the ERDF and the Ministry for Social Affairs, Health, Care and 
Consumer Protection (BMSGPK) for the ESF/ESF+. In line with the focus of the Cohesion Policy, the focus 
of the ERDF is regional, which is also shown in the clear earmarking of funds for each region. The 
national contributions are covered by the provinces (‘Länder’), which creates some complexity. For 
instance, in the case of the ERDF 16 different authorities are in charge.106 ERDF funding priorities for the 
2014-2020 period were: enhancing regional competitiveness through research, technological 
development  and innovation, enhancing the regional competitiveness of SMEs, supporting the shift 
towards a low-carbon economy in all sectors, sustainable urban development and integrated 

                                                             
104 Statistik Austria, own calculations 
105 Source : Eurostat, Gross domestic product (GDP) at current market prices by NUTS 2 regions, online data code: NAMA_10R_2GDP 
106 For ERDF see for instance: https://2014-2020.efre.gv.at/foerderungen/foerderstellen 
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development of urban and surrounding areas and CLLD/LEADER.107 ESF priorities were: equality of men 
and women, active and healthy ageing, active inclusion, reduction of early school leaving, access to 
lifelong learning, employment for jobseekers, adaptation to change and technical assistance.108 

The ESF is more targeted towards vulnerable groups, though regional administrations also play a role 
here as in the Austrian executive branch the administrative competences for social affairs, health care 
and youth are split among the federal, provincial and municipal level.  

For the 2014-2020 programming period, Austria received 978 million EUR from the ERDF and ESF 
combined. Under the ERDF Vienna received in this period 24.75 million EUR.109 In addition, Vienna 
participated in three INTERREG programmes: Austria – Czechia, Austria – Hungary and Austria – 
Slovakia for which 40.9 million EUR went to Vienna. To put these funds into perspective, Viennese 
municipal spending mounted to 17.3 billion EUR in 2021.110 

For the 2021-2027 period Austria is to receive 521.3 million EUR under the ERDF, 76 million EUR under 
the JTF (for which Vienna is not eligible) and 409.7 million EUR under the ESF+. Austria’s ERDF 
programme has 26.9 million EUR earmarked for Vienna. ERDF funding priorities in the 2021-2027 
programming period are: productivity, sustainability and quality of life.111 The priorities of the ESF+ are: 
gender equality, active ageing, labour market inclusion, youth’s transition to the labour market, life-
long learning and social innovation.112 

c. Exposure of the region to the migration crisis 

Since the war began, half a million Ukrainian refugees are estimated to have transited through Austria. 
In 2022 the number of Ukrainians residing in Austria increased from 12,673 to 79,572.113 In Vienna 
assistance has been given to more than 130,000 Ukrainian refugees since the outbreak of the war. 
Popular destinations for Ukrainian refugees who transit are Germany, Italy, Spain and Canada. Austria 
is primarily a destination for persons with existing ties through family or other personal connections. 
While initial arrivals were predominantly young, urban and affluent, in the course of the war more older 
people and people with existing health conditions arrived. 

                                                             
107 ERDF website, https://2014-2020.efre.gv.at/en 
108 ESF website, https://www.esf.at/en/esf-in-oesterreich-2/priorities/ 
109 ERDF website, ÖROK, https://2014-2020.efre.gv.at/allgemeines/iwbefre_oesterreich 
110 Stadt Wien, Rechnungsabschluss der Stadt Wien 2021,  https://www.wien.gv.at/finanzen/budget/rechnungsabschluss.html 
111 ERDF website, https://www.efre.gv.at/programm/ibw-efre-jtf 
112 ESF+ website, https://www.esf.at/esf-2021-2027/ 
113 Statistik Austria, 2023 
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Figure 27: Net Ukrainian born migration to Vienna in 2022 

 
Source: Municipal Department 23 - Economic Affairs, Labour and Statistics (MA 23), own compilation 

Net Ukrainian migration peaked in March 2022 (Figure 27) and then eased off towards June, which is 
in line with the general dynamics.114 By the end of February 2023 Vienna was home to approximately 
28,000 Ukrainians, 22,700 of whom received basic assistance for refugees and asylum seekers 
(Grundversorgung). Within a year the number of Ukrainian residents in Vienna almost quadrupled. 
Within Austria Vienna is chosen for its greater geographic proximity to Ukraine (as some also 
commute), existing community and for its urban nature, as many Ukrainian refugees also come from 
urban areas. Ukrainian refugees live all across the city and are not concentrated in certain 
neighbourhoods, also because they have the financial means to afford private accommodation. 
Compared to the 2015 migrant crisis, a high number of refugees with existing health conditions who 
had already been in treatment in Ukraine such as cancer, diabetes or mental illness and who therefore 
needed immediate and continued care were observed.  

Net Ukrainian migration led to population growth of around 1% in Vienna. Initially, Vienna set up 5,000 
emergency shelters for refugees, which never reached their full capacity as Ukrainian refugees were 
predominantly accommodated in private accommodations, rented rooms/apartments or with families 
(Kohlenberger et al., 2022). In light of the current situation the capacity in emergency shelters has now 
been scaled back to 800 beds. As of March 2023 new arrivals are now predominantly accommodated 
in official shelters, while the provision of private accommodation effectively ceased. Approximately one 
third of the Ukrainian refugees who came to Vienna are from Kyiv. Educational attainment of Ukrainian 
refugees in Vienna is very high, as 83% of Ukrainian refugees aged 25+ reported to have at least a 
bachelor’s degree or higher, which is above both Ukrainian and Austrian averages. 91% of those aged 
between 18 and 64 had prior work experience, especially in IT, finance, education and the health and 
social sector (Kohlenberger et al., 2022).  

d. Sensitivity to the migration crisis: structural capacity to host and integrate refugees 

Vienna has both the financial resources and political will to support Ukrainian refugees and has a long 
tradition of receiving refugees, the most recent inflows being linked to the refugee and migrant crisis 
in 2015 or the Bosnian War in the 1990s. Overall, 32.2% of Vienna’s population were foreign nationals 

                                                             
114 It should be noted that there may be a time lag of several days to weeks between a person’s arrival and registering a residence. 
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as of 1 January 2022. Legal procedures for asylum seekers are well-established (though the work of 
some authorities is regularly criticised by NGOs) and there is a variety of programmes and offers from 
different levels of the public administration and NGOs that cater to asylum seekers and refugees.  

As Vienna initially did not have the capacity to place all Ukrainian pupils into existing classes, new 
classes were created. The New in Vienna (‘Neu in Wien’) classes were solely for Ukrainian students and 
also have native Ukrainian speaking teachers. The aim of these classes is to facilitate, for pupils who do 
not speak sufficient German yet, the transition into the Austrian school system, a concept already 
practiced in the past. In February 2023 approximately 4,500 Ukrainian pupils were going to school in 
Vienna.115 

The Viennese labour market can absorb the Ukrainian refugees. Labour shortages are reported across 
many sectors, yet Ukrainian refugees are only gradually entering it. 2,296 persons under temporary 
protection were registered job-seekers in Vienna, compared to 15,523 open positions in February 
2023.116,117 

e. Response(s) to the migration crisis 

This is not the first humanitarian crisis in Austria’s vicinity. Compared to 2015, the response was 
considered much more swift, coordinated, and coherent. The response of Austrian authorities, NGOs, 
civil society organisations and the private sector was multifaceted and overall, well organised, although 
the situation was challenging and complex, in light of the scope and sudden nature described. For 
instance, Ukrainian refugees were allowed to use public transit for free (at national level and in Vienna), 
and around the Vienna Main train station (a key hub for Ukrainian refugees arriving in and transiting 
through Austria) an info-point, a day-care centre and transit accommodation for refugees were 
opened. The roaming fees to and from Ukraine were temporarily dropped by phone operators and a 
cash donation platform which operates as an umbrella platform for key Austrian NGOs (‘Nachbar in 
Not’) in humanitarian crisis was activated.  

Among key actors in civil society there was a high degree of coordination and specialisation. Several 
inter-institutional crisis units were set up to coordinate the assistance. Responsibilities among NGOs 
were designated: Caritas Austria being responsible for running the humanitarian reception centre 
(‘Ankunftszentrum’), Diakonie for coordinating private accommodation offers and Volkshilfe for transit 
accommodation (‘Transitquartier’). The city of Vienna set up an inter-institutional crisis unit comprising 
representatives of all relevant departments for coordinating aid and refugee assistance which initially 
met three times a week to facilitate quick decision making but has been scaled back in the meantime. 

Vienna took the approach of creating dedicated centres for assisting Ukrainian refugees, where 
different authorities and NGOs could be accessed under the one-stop-shop principle. Within days a 
humanitarian reception centre (‘Ankunftszentrum’) for Ukrainian refugees was set up, where refugees 
could go upon their arrival in Vienna. There they would receive immediate aid and could be directed 
to shelters (overall capacity 5,000) if needed. However, this full capacity was never attained and has 
been scaled back as a majority of Ukrainian refugees found accommodation in private apartments or 
households. As of February 2023, more than 75% of Ukrainian recipients of basic assistance were living 
in their own apartment or with families. This has provided both relief to the response of the public 
sector but also created new challenges, as private homeowners also need assistance in their efforts to 

                                                             
115 Ukrainische Schüler in Wien – Schleichendes Ende der rein ukrainischen Klassen in Der Standard, 

http:\\derstandard.at%2Fstory%2F2000143656462%2Fukrainische-schueler-in-wien-schleichendes-ende-der-rein-ukrainischen-
klassen&usg=AOvVaw0Z_kBd62AKFKZ89KVgQ_GG 

116 Bundesministerium für Arbeit und Wirtschaft, AMIS Database AMS 
117 AMS (2023) Daten und Fakten zur Arbeitsmarktsituation von Vertriebenen aus der Ukraine, Spezialthema zum Arbeitsmarkt, Februar 2023. 
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host refugees, since the ‘Grundversorgung’ in fact does not suffice to cover all living expenses and has 
effectively lost real value, because of high inflation.118  

For further assistance a consulting centre (‘Beratungszentrum’) was set up, to help on issues related to 
access to welfare benefits, health insurance, immigration law, labour market access or German courses. 
It should be noted though that access to this centre was only possible upon registration which at some 
point was even suspended. Administrative complexities for refugees were also eased, like for 
registering a residence or free street-level parking. 

Refugee assistance by NGOs was almost entirely financed by the municipality. The city effectively 
procured certain services (such as shelters) from NGOs. In the early phase when the number of arrivals 
peaked, the short response time did pose a challenge for all actors, even though the initial estimate of 
200,000 refugees potentially coming to Austria was not reached. 

f. Focus on the CARE regulatory framework 

With regard to the flexibility mechanisms introduced by the CARE, CARE+ and FAST-CARE regulations, 
one MA adopted an increased co-financing rate, but this was not used for refugee aid. FEAD funds were 
not mobilised under the CARE framework as they were already earmarked for other programmes (see 
below). 

Therefore, none of the MAs took advantage of the CARE regulations for refugee aid per se, as all funds 
provided for in the 2014-2020 programming period under the ERDF and ESF programmes had already 
been earmarked.  

From an administrative perspective, EU funds in Austria could have been reallocated to refugee aid 
under the CARE framework, in the sense of fulfilling an administrative policy goal, but this would have 
been effectively a reshuffling of who pays what and not in providing additional funding through funds 
that had not yet been accessed. Therefore mobilising funds for refugee support would have been easier 
earlier on in the programming period or even for refugee assistance during the 2015 refugee and 
migrant crisis.  

Furthermore, Cohesion Policy programmes are considered administratively complex, from the initial 
call to their final closure and evaluation. Hence, the need to act timely in a crisis situation could not 
have been met with the existing timeframes. As a matter of fact, the swift agreement on the CARE 
framework has both positive (prompt reaction of EU institutions) and negative aspects, as this fast pace 
could in fact complicate the programme administration as the legislative process for the MFF usually 
gives MAs downstream sufficient time to prepare for what is to come, as opposed to this crisis situation. 
Besides, additional changes to Cohesion Policy such as REACT-EU or CARE increase the already high 
workload for MAs. The administrative complexity also disincentives innovation to some extent, and any 
deviation from a programme is “like putting sand in the gearbox”. 

Finally, the timing of the CARE framework, which is intrinsically linked to that of the war in Ukraine, is 
unfortunate, as ERDF and ESF programmes are currently in transition from the 2014-2020 to the 2021-
2027 funding period. The CARE framework therefore comes at a point in time where capacities of MAs 
are generally lower. 

                                                             
118 HCPI in January 2023: +11.5% year-on-year 
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g. Assessment of the advantages and drawbacks of using Cohesion Policy funding (within the 
CARE framework) to respond to the migration crisis 

The analysis of Vienna’s situation shows that Cohesion Policy is not a useful instrument to respond to 
the migration crisis within existing administrative structures. First, the MAs prove short of 
administrative capacity to carry out additional tasks in relation to programme modifications. Secondly, 
they also lack administrative know-how to efficiently carry out the responsibilities arising from such 
modifications. As a matter of fact, other existing structures and authorities already have the respective 
knowledge and taking advantage of that is much more viable than creating new structures for assisting 
refugees within the ERDF and ESF programmes, which would run parallel to existing national 
administrative structures. For instance, the labour market integration of Ukrainian refugees could be 
better executed by the Austrian unemployment office (Austrian Labour Market Service (AMS)), which 
already has considerable experience in helping migrants and refugees of different backgrounds enter 
the labour market. Overall, Cohesion Policy funding could be more effectively mobilised for refugee 
assistance if funds for such crisis situations were clearly earmarked for that purpose under the MFF 
framework. 

h. Assessment of the advantages and drawbacks of using the FEAD under the CARE framework 
to respond to the migration crisis 

In Austria, FEAD was not used under the CARE framework, as all funds were already spent on the initially 
planned programme. For the 2014-2020 programming period the operational programme was granted 
18 million EUR, complemented with 6 million EUR from REACT-EU, which was used to prolong the 
budget period by another year (BMSGPK, 2021). With these FEAD funds pupils from low-income 
households were supported with an offer of packages of basic school equipment. The distribution was 
carried out by the Austrian Red Cross. In the following programming period the packages were 
replaced by vouchers under the ESF+ programme. Cuts from packages worth 100 EUR under the 2014-
2020 period to vouchers amounting to 80 EUR under the 2021-2027 have earned the government 
fervent criticism from advocacy groups. In short, none of the FEAD funds were reallocated under the 
CARE framework, but Ukrainian refugees can benefit from the programme like any other Austrian 
resident meeting the same eligibility criteria. 

i. Assessment of the future needs of the region vis-à-vis Cohesion Policy 

Given the administrative complexity inherent to EU-funded programmes, fewer programme 
alterations such as REACT-EU or now CARE brought within a single programming period would 
facilitate the planning and execution tasks of the MAs. 

The simplifications made under the 2021-2027 funding period as well as the Financing Not Linked to 
Cost (FNLC) system, expected to be rolled out in the next period, are positive developments in that 
regard, where lessons from the RRF - which has a mechanism similar to FNLC - can be applied for the 
new MFF. 

The use of Cohesion Policy funds for refugee assistance can in some cases prove particularly useful 
considering the differentiated regional impact of the migratory crisis. At the same time, such use should 
remain optional and/or funds should be explicitly earmarked for emergencies early on in the 
programming, with clearly outlined scenarios in which they should be mobilised. 

j. Longer-term plans for refugee integration 

Vienna has considerable experience with migration and hosting refugees. There is general political 
awareness that basic German skills and a swift labour market integration fosters integration. The 
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platform “StartWien” gives a first guidance for new arrivals in more than ten languages and also has a 
dedicated section for Ukrainian refugees. It offers start coaching, info modules on different topics such 
as residence law or education and an overview of German course providers. Access to basic German 
courses is free and there are dedicated offers for vulnerable groups like mothers (“Mama lernt Deutsch”) 
or the youth. The courses are funded from different EU funds such as the ESF or AMIF, depending on 
which title they were accessed under. 

In the future the focus will be on better labour market access, childcare provision and tailored German 
courses. Labour market access for Ukrainian refugees is still subject to some restrictions as potential 
employers still have to apply for an employment permit, should they want to employ a Ukrainian 
refugee. In light of the high share of women with children among Ukrainian refugees, particular 
attention will be given to that issue and the provision of tailored German courses. In general, the 
accessibility of childcare facilities in Vienna is comparatively good by Austrian standards.  

At the same time, the nature of the temporary protection scheme hampers refugee integration and 
causes continued uncertainty for refugees leading to situations like pupils being signed off from school 
before summer by their parents who expected to return, but then did not, meaning pupils had to be 
signed up again, or work permits that expire after a year. There is also an on-going debate as to the title 
under which Ukrainian refugees should receive social benefits and to what extent income restrictions 
should apply while receiving benefits. Overall, the split political competences between the federal and 
provincial levels and political divisions between authorities complicate finding and implementing 
efficient concepts on a variety of issues related to refugee assistance like legal status, financial support, 
or labour market access. The currently different legal title for Ukrainian refugees (temporary protection 
instead of asylum) and resulting different treatment such as easier access to the labour market or 
German courses is not well perceived by asylum seekers, and is criticised by NGOs and parts of the 
administration working in that field. 

k. Main findings and conclusions of the case study 

Between 24 February 2022 and 24 February 2023 500,000 Ukrainian refugees are estimated to have 
transited through Austria. More than 130,000 have received assistance in Vienna and 22,700 Ukrainians 
are, as of 24 February 2023, under temporary protection in Vienna, leading the Ukrainian population in 
Vienna to almost quadruple in the twelve months between February 2022 and February 2023. The 
Viennese labour market is expected to be in the capacity to absorb Ukrainian refugees. What stands 
out beyond demographic factors is the high educational attainment of adult refugees who established 
a residence in Vienna. 

In Austria, CARE-based flexibility mechanisms were not used to support refugees directly, though the 
MA of the ERDF programme applied an increased co-financing rate. Indeed, EU funds had already been 
earmarked for regular projects and/or there already exists a pipeline for new projects. Actually, existing 
government institutions other than the MAs of Cohesion Policy programmes are more specialised and 
have more experience in providing assistance to refugees.  

Focusing on Vienna, the city / region has long-standing experience in hosting refugees, which it also 
built on during the past year so that the inflow of refugees from Ukraine did not constitute a crisis. The 
response of the city administration was swift and included cooperation with other societal stakeholders 
such as NGOs and the private sector. More generally, the city has the administrative and financial 
capacity to assist Ukrainian refugees. 
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VÝCHODNÉ SLOVENSKO 

a. Short profile of the region  

Východné Slovensko is the easternmost region of Slovakia, sharing an external EU border with Ukraine. 
There are five official border crossing points between Východné Slovensko and Ukraine: two of these 
are railway crossings (Čierna nad Tisou – Čop for both personal and cargo transport, and Maťovské 
Vojkovce – Pavlovo for cargo transport), and the remaining three are road crossings (Vyšné Nemecké – 
Užhorod; Ubľa - Malyj Bereznyj, as well as Veľké Slemence - Mali Slemenci for pedestrians and cyclists 
only) (Ministry of Interior of the Slovak Republic, 2023a).  

The region takes up around 32% of Slovakia’s surface area, and as of 2021, is home to a population of 
around 1.63 million people (29.8% of the country’s population). The second largest city of the country 
-Košice, is located in the region, and acts as the regional epicenter of economic activity. Still, the region 
overall belongs to the less urbanised parts of Slovakia, and the municipalities that lie on the external 
border record the lowest population density in all of Slovakia. Demographically, the region is 
characterised by a relatively young population (median age of 39.1 years, against the national median 
of 41.4 years). Slovaks are in the majority from an ethnic standpoint (about 84% of the population), but 
there are also different ethnicities represented in the region: Hungarian, Roma, Rusyn, and Ukrainian 
minorities can be found.  

The region’s hitherto development experience has been quite troublesome. Východné Slovensko 
belongs to one of the least developed regions of the EU with a GDP per inhabitant of just 41% of the 
EU average in 2021119. Of the 20 least developed districts in Slovakia (as defined by the Slovak 
Government), 15 are found in the region of Východné Slovensko. These districts have struggled to 
socio-economically develop, and tend to have unemployment rates significantly above the national 
average (12-15% in the least developed districts of Východné Slovensko, against the national 
unemployment rate of 6.1% in 2022). Natural barriers formed by mountain ranges, underdeveloped 
infrastructure, the lack of an industrial tradition, as well as the challenge of integrating ethnic minorities 
all contribute to the underdevelopment of the region. As a result, with the exception of the city of 
Košice (which is gradually profiling as an IT-hub and has experienced relatively dynamic growth in 
recent times), the region lacks a sound industrial base. In multiple municipalities within the region, the 
state acts as the main employer. With difficulty finding employment in the region, many choose to 
emigrate from the region, either to more developed regions of the country or abroad. As a result, the 
region has consistently recorded a negative migration balance each year for over two decades.   

b. Cohesion Policy in the region  

European Structural and Investment Funds (ESIF) are coordinated and managed for the whole country 
by the central government authority at the Ministry of Investments, Regional Development and 
Informatisation of the Slovak Republic. As stipulated in the Partnership Agreement of the Slovak 
Republic for 2021-2027, Slovakia is entitled to 12.8 billion EUR of financing for Cohesion Policy 
investments in the 2021-2027 programming period, covering ERDF, ESF+, the Cohesion Fund, the Just 
Transition Fund and the European Maritime Fisheries and Aquaculture Fund (EMFAF) (European 
Commission, 2022). The 2021-2027 funding period is guided predominantly by the national 
programme ‘Programme Slovakia’, along with smaller allocations for the Border Management and Visa 
Instrument (BMVI), Internal Security Fund (ISF), Asylum, Migration and Integration Fund (AMIF), and the 
EMFAF. In the 2021-2027 period, Slovakia is also a part of 5 Interreg cross-border programmes 

                                                             
119 Source: Eurostat, Gross domestic product (GDP) at current market prices by NUTS 2 regions, online data code: NAMA_10R_2GDP 



The use of Cohesion Policy funds to support refugees from Ukraine 
 

117 

(including the Interreg NEXT Hungary-Slovakia-Romania-Ukraine), and two Interreg transnational 
programmes120. ERDF represents the largest fund within the budget, accounting for 60.5% of the 
planned allocation. Greener Europe is the largest priority theme (5.6 billion EUR), along with Social 
Europe (3.85 billion EUR) and Smarter Europe (2.5 billion EUR), as depicted in Figure 28. 

Figure 28: 2021-2027 total Cohesion Policy allocations by Policy Objective in Slovakia, billion 
EUR 

 
Source: Cohesion Open Data Platform 

In the previous period of 2014-2020, the country was a beneficiary of 14.3 billion EUR of Cohesion Policy 
financing (European Commission, 2023). There were 9 national programmes (Effective Public 
Administration, Integrated Infrastructure, Maritime and Fisheries, Research and Innovation121, 
Technical Assistance, Human Resources, Integrated Regional Programme, Quality of Environment, 
National Rural Development), along with four Interreg cross-border and two Interreg transnational 
programmes. Slovakia is one of the countries with the lowest absorption rates of EU funds. The 
implementation progress for the 2014-2020 period shows that as of 2022, 59% of ESIF has been 
spent122, ranging from 99% in the case of YEI, 75% in the case of ESF, to 50% in the case of ERDF and 
52% in the case of EMFF.   

c. Exposure of the region to the migration crisis  

Given the geographical location of Východné Slovensko, sharing a border with the Zakarpattia Oblast 
in Ukraine, the region is widely exposed to migration inflows resulting from the Russian invasion of 
Ukraine. Data from the Bureau of Border and Foreign Police (2023) record 2,132,480 people entering 
by land in 2022 through the above-listed Slovak-Ukraine border crossings located in the region of 
Východné Slovensko, along with 350,898 people entering by air through Košice airport (the only airport 
in the region). This makes for a total of 2,483,378 border crossings recorded over the year 2022 in the 
region of Východné Slovensko. While it is not possible to break the data down into border crossings 
and nationalities, the impact of the migration crisis can be discerned quite starkly by comparing the 
values from the previous year. In 2021, these land crossings recorded 851,718 people entering 
Východné Slovensko along with 104,621 entering through Košice airport. This represents an increase 

                                                             
120 Based on Cohesion Open Data Platform 
121 Merged in 2019 with Integrated Infrastructure 
122 Based on the Cohesion Open Data Platform 
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of 160% on a year-by-year basis. However, it is important to note that these values do not represent 
unique entries, meaning that when refugees return to Ukraine and then again enter Slovakia (which 
has become quite a common practice among the refugees), they will be counted repeatedly in the 
statistics. The highest number of incoming refugees in one day was recorded on 27 February 2022, 
when 15,968 refugees entered Slovakia (Ministry of Interior of the Slovak Republic, 2022).  

For the whole country, there have been 156,881 residence permits issued for Ukrainian passport 
holders in 2022, up from 56,480 the year before. 94,821 of the permits issued in 2022 fell under 
temporary protection (‘tolerated residence’), with the remaining being permanent and temporary 
residences. 20,567 of the tolerated residences (36%) have been registered in the region of Východné 
Slovensko. By far the strongest migratory inflow was recorded at the beginning of the Russian invasion 
of Ukraine until April 2022 (Figure 2). With requests for temporary protection stabilising below 200 
applications per day, daily reporting also ceased in the summer of 2022. The refugee wave has been 
gradually weakening since then and presently represents only a minor inflow (Figure 29). As of 20 
February 2023, 109,623 residence permits had been issued to Ukrainian refugees by Slovak authorities 
in the whole country (Ministry of Interior of the Slovak Republic, 2023b).  

Figure 29: Cumulative number of temporary 
protection permits for Ukrainian refugees 
issued by Slovak authorities since 1 March 
2022 

 
Note: Data covers all of Slovakia 
Source: Based on Ministry of Interior of the Slovak Republic 
(2022) 

Figure 30: New temporary protection permits 
for Ukrainian refugees issued by Slovak 
authorities, by periods 

 
Note: Data covers all of Slovakia 
Source: Based on Ministry of Interior of the Slovak Republic 
(2022; 2023b) 

Most refugees who come to Východné Slovensko tend to use it as an entry point into the EU, and head 
to either the largest cities within the country (Bratislava, Žilina, but also the city of Košice in Východné 
Slovensko), or to other EU countries (Czechia and Poland are often refugee destinations). Hence, the 
eastern Slovak city of Michalovce, which stood on the frontline of the migration crisis and was the first 
point of contact for many Ukrainians, retains only a minor share of the refugees. 

Consistent with the overall migratory wave, the refugees entering Východné Slovensko are generally 
females, children and the elderly. In the first months, many incoming refugees made use of existing 
networks of Ukrainians in the region, though the need for housing represented (and continues to 
represent) the most pressing challenge. Access to information and basic material needs (food and 
hygiene) was generally fairly available and did not represent the same problem as housing.  
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d. Sensitivity to the migration crisis: structural capacity to host and integrate refugees  

Being one of the less developed regions of the EU, and at the same time a direct border region with 
Ukraine, the region of Východné Slovensko faced notable structural constraints in its ability to cope 
with the large inflow of refugees. While NGOs could draw on existing experiences and support 
infrastructure already established in the region (as one of the major recipient regions of material and 
financial support for materially deprived persons within Slovakia), the demand for assistance far 
exceeded the available supply. Hence, not all refugees needing assistance could be tended to, resulting 
in what could be called a crisis situation. The largest issue was the availability of housing. At the same 
time, because refugees tended to concentrate in a few urban areas within the region, these 
municipalities did not have a sufficient number of doctors (particularly pediatricians and other 
specialists). The scarcity of these medical professionals is a problem the region faced even prior to the 
refugee crisis, and the influx of additional people really strained the medical system. This resulted in a 
reluctance of some doctors to take in new, refugee patients, which was further exacerbated by the 
requirement enacted for certain medical procedures whereby non-Slovak speakers need to be 
accompanied by translators to receive medical care. Another capacity-related issue was in the 
availability of places in pre-schools and schools, which are also generally over-burdened even without 
an inflow of migrants. Because the refugees have full freedom to choose where to settle within the 
country, the strain was concentrated in certain ‘preferred’ geographic areas (mainly large cities), 
making it challenging to integrate the children into the school system. Consequently, many refugees 
gave preference instead to online education in the Ukrainian language, which makes the task of 
integrating children into local communities all the more difficult. Likewise, the limited number of pre-
school and school places hinders the potential for their caretakers to take part in the labour market, 
and aggravates their financial situation.   

On the other hand, the region of Východné Slovensko also offered numerous strengths in hosting and 
integrating the refugees. Firstly, there is already a network formed by the Ukrainian diaspora, which 
smoothed the information sharing process from the first instance. Secondly, the region of Východné 
Slovensko could draw on its linguistic proximity and historical ties with Ukraine, which eased the 
integration process. It is also because of these shared characteristics that the local population of the 
region was particularly willing to help out with managing the inflow of refugees, and many people 
stepped in with their own time and resources. In this way, one could say that the structural 
disadvantages of the economically lagging Východné Slovensko region were offset by the generally 
welcoming attitudes of its residents. Likewise, Východné Slovensko benefited from Slovakia’s small size 
in the first place: because it is such a small country, it was relatively easy to mobilise resources from the 
whole country in a short timeframe from a purely logistical point of view.  

e. Response(s) to the migration crisis  

Because the region found itself on the frontline of the refugee wave, it necessitated an urgent and 
immediate response. The federal government responded by mobilising large-capacity registration 
centres through the Ministry of Interior in the cities of Humenné and Michalovce, where incoming 
refugees could register and seek assistance, along with ‘points of first contact’ in the border towns of 
Ubľa, Vyšné Nemecké, Veľké Slemence and Čierna nad Tisou. At the same time, the Ministry of Interior 
mobilised housing support, by subsidising the costs private persons faced with accommodating 
refugees, as well as for legal persons whose main trade is not hospitality. Material assistance was also 
mobilised by international organisations such as the International Organization for Migration (which 
also significantly increased its human resources in Slovakia in the last year). NGOs are also active in 
helping the refugees in the region, offering a multitude of services (integration activities like language 
courses, free-time activities for seniors and children, accompanying refugees when they need 



IPOL | Policy Department for Structural and Cohesion Policies 
 

120 

translation, etc.) as well as material assistance. The concentration of activities on Ukrainian refugees 
also deepened cooperation between different NGOs operating in Východné Slovensko. Moreover, 
municipalities enacted their own programmes. For instance, the city of Košice established its own task 
force, and set up a call centre, as well as a centre for first contact. Likewise, it helped with finding 
accommodation for those in urgent need. Finally, refugees were eligible to apply for support when in 
material need through the FEAD, under the same conditions as the native population. Hence, while not 
directly a targeted refugee support, this stream of assistance offered through the Ministry of Labour, 
Social Affairs and Family was also utilised by refugees.  

Various sources of financing were and continue to be mobilised for these support activities. NGOs often 
tend to have umbrella contracts for the whole country when cooperating with FEAD, hence some of 
their material assistance activities were financed through this end. Charities in addition made use of 
their own funding sources and donations. Regional finances were also utilised in the case of local actors 
(i.e., self-governing regions and municipalities), though these are planned to be at least partially 
reimbursed through the retrospective eligibility of EU-funded operations addressing the migratory 
challenges as a result of the military aggression by Russia. Municipalities will hence be able to claim the 
costs they incurred in supporting refugees materially, psychologically and administratively (see section 
below). Finally, multiple national programmes (such as housing support) are planned to be financed 
through EU funding, but the flexibility mechanisms have yet to be utilised (see below).  

f. Focus on the CARE regulatory framework  

The Slovak Republic plans to make use of the FAST-CARE flexibility mechanisms under three of the OPs 
of the 2014-2020 period, but has yet to do so due to some administrative hindrances. The revision of 
the OP Human Resources (OPHR) has already been approved by the European Commission. The 
revisions of the Integrated Regional Programme (IROP) and OP Integrated Infrastructure (OPII) are still 
in the approval process (the revision of OPII was internally approved by the Ministry of Interior on 7 
February 2023 and the revision of IROP was scheduled to undergo a review as of 17 February 2023). 
Separate FAST-CARE priority axes have been created in all three revised OPs. 

Under IROP, OPHR and OPII, expenses already incurred for activities carried out will be reimbursed, i.e. 
retroactive eligibility of expenses will also apply. At the same time, cross-financing will also be used, 
e.g. in IROP, the ERDF source will finance activities of cities, municipalities and the state in assisting 
refugees (e.g. basic material assistance, provision of food). 

A total of 315.2 million EUR (of which 304 million EUR comes from ERDF and 11.2 million EUR from ESF) 
has been earmarked for FAST-CARE measures under the 2014-2020 programming period. The 
breakdown of this fund mobilisation between the three OPs for the whole country is as follows:  

• OPHR - 11.2 million EUR from ESF + 30 million EUR from ERDF 

•  IROP - 244 million EUR from ERDF 

• OPII - 30 million EUR from ERDF 

The Managing Authorities (MAs) of these three OPs are still preparing the launch of calls in the FAST-
CARE priority axes. In the framework of the forthcoming revision of the IROP, Slovakia will also make 
use of the unit cost per refugee (EUR 100/26 weeks). The Ministry of Investments, Regional 
Development and Informatisation of the Slovak Republic - as the centralised MA in Slovakia for the 
2021-2027 period (Programme Slovakia- ERDF/CF/JTF/ESF+) and the MA of OPs Technical Assistance, 
IROP and Interreg in 2014-2020 - will launch a call aimed at 1,447 municipalities for an amount of 127 
million EUR. Individual municipalities will be able to receive a subsidy based on the number of 
registered refugees on their territory. Based on the refugee register, municipalities within the Košice 
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Region of Východné Slovensko account for 13.38% of the call allocation and the Prešov Region of 
Východné Slovensko for 8%. 

Furthermore, the Ministry of Investments, Regional Development and Informatisation is also preparing 
a national project with a budget of 117 million EUR for the reimbursement/financing of public sector 
expenditure related to the provision of assistance to refugees. Specifically, municipalities and cities can 
apply for a contribution as compensation for having provided assistance to refugees from Ukraine in 
the following areas:  

• basic material assistance  

• material assistance for children and the disabled  

• provision of food and nutrition  

• transport   

• medical and psychological assistance  

• provision of necessary administration and information  

• interpretation and translation services  

The OPHR entails support for activities aimed at the integration of refugees, their inclusion in the labour 
market and the provision of social services. Within the framework of the OPHR, national project plans 
have already been prepared to support NGOs as well as cities and municipalities providing assistance 
to refugees. Specifically, these will include:  

• the provision of general information and advice, in particular in the areas of employment, 
education, healthcare, housing, social security, or the exercise of legal rights in general,  

• providing activities and programmes designed to increase the effectiveness of integration 
support, in particular in the fields of employment, education, healthcare, housing, social 
security, culture, sport or the exercise of legal rights in general,  

• community-based activities and programmes,  

• information and awareness-raising activities aimed at the general public,  

• the provision of mentoring, supervision and methodological support activities. 

A national project is being prepared in the OPII to support the Ministry of the Interior staff deployed at 
the frontline to help mitigate the impact of the migration crisis. At the same time, the provision of a 
digital allowance for Ukrainian pupils in the form of vouchers for pupils to purchase IT equipment will 
be funded. 

The FAST-CARE revisions envisage the following groups of beneficiaries under the three OPs: 

Table 8: Potential beneficiaries of the revised OPs in Slovakia under the CARE framework 
OPHR OPII IROP 

Central government  central government authorities  

Central Office for Labour, Social 
Affairs and Family 

Ministry of the Interior of the 
Slovak Republic 

towns and municipalities 
providing temporary shelter for 
refugees from Ukraine 
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Implementing Agency of the 
Ministry of Labour, Social Affairs 
and Family of the Slovak Republic 

Ministry of Investments, Regional 
Development and Informatisation 
of the Slovak Republic 

 

entities implementing measures in 
the field of social protection of 
children and social guardianship 

Digital Coalition - National 
Coalition for Digital Skills and 
Professions of the Slovak Republic 

 

municipalities and towns and a 
legal entity of which the 
municipality or town is the founder 
or founders 

Central government authorities 
and entities that contribute to the 
implementation and fulfilment of 
the objectives of the OPII through 
their activities 

 

local authorities and the office of a 
self-governing region and a legal 
entity of which a local authority is 
the founder or founders 

  

regional and local government; 
associations of towns and 
municipalities  

  

social economy entities; social 
service providers; health care 
providers 

  

civic associations; local action 
groups; foundations; interest 
associations of legal persons; non-
profit organisations providing 
services of general utility and non-
profit organisations established by 
a special law 

  

non-investment funds   

a registered church or religious 
society established in the Slovak 
Republic or a legal person deriving 
its legal personality from such 
registered church or religious 
society 

  

other legal persons   

Source: Author’s own elaboration based on collected data 

g. Assessment of the advantages and drawbacks of using Cohesion Policy funding (within the 
CARE framework) to respond to the migration crisis  

Slovakia is still in the process of approving the revisions of the OPs (in addition to the already approved 
OPHR) and preparing the calls for proposals, so it will only be possible to assess the effectiveness of 
Cohesion Policy in relation to refugee support in the implementation phase of the projects. Moreover, 
it is not possible to determine in advance the amount of support the region of Východné Slovensko 
will actually receive, as this is contingent upon their submission of proposals in the calls administered 
centrally by the state.  
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However, at the present stage, the following observations regarding the advantages and drawbacks 
can be made. Firstly, the advantage is that the country can partially compensate for high and 
unplanned expenditures from the state budget or the budget of local governments. This allows for the 
meaningful use of the unspent resources of the ESIF, which traditionally face absorption issues in the 
country. Therefore, the European Commission's CARE initiatives are appreciated for the opportunity 
they offer to use the available ESIF resources to tackle the migration crisis.  

However, there are some structural challenges associated with the implementation of the regulations. 
The FAST-CARE regulations stipulate that at least 30% of the dedicated priority axis funding will be 
allocated to operations whose beneficiaries are local authorities and civil society organisations. This 
rule severely limits the potential of FAST-CARE. Specifically, Slovakia planned to assign a significant 
share of the FAST-CARE allocation to municipalities and NGOs, but through umbrella organisations. In 
negotiations with the European Commission, the MA sought a more flexible interpretation of the FAST 
CARE legislation, i.e. to be able to implement FAST-CARE resources through an umbrella organisation. 
Under this FAST-CARE model, the implementation of large national projects with a ministry or other 
central body as the recipient of the non-repayable financial contribution was envisaged, which would 
pass on the resources to municipalities and NGOs as the final beneficiaries. In this model, municipalities 
and NGOs would not act as direct beneficiaries, but would receive the FAST CARE grant as end-users. 
This proposed option was motivated by the fact that it is crucial to implement quick projects without 
complex administration now that the end of the programming period is approaching. The European 
Commission disagreed with the proposed model and insisted that 30% must go directly to cities, 
municipalities and NGOs in their role as grant recipients. This results in lengthy proposal calls and 
administrative burdens, and makes the quick mobilisation of resources unattainable.  

Moreover, because the eligibilities as defined by the Slovak government are calculated based on the 
number of refugees staying in the region (rather than those who have passed through or registered in 
that region first when arriving), the region of Východné Slovensko will be only compensated for those 
refugees who have chosen to stay. As mentioned earlier, however, many refugees choose to travel 
onwards. Therefore, cities like Michalovce, which acted as a first point of contact for the refugees, will 
likely receive substantially lower allocations as compared to taking another benchmark for 
compensation.   

h. Assessment of the advantages and drawbacks of using the FEAD under the CARE framework 
to respond to the migration crisis 

In the case of FEAD, there are similar challenges as those described above, as the flexibility offered 
through the CARE framework cannot be directly translated into flexible implementation. Hence, using 
FEAD to respond to the migration crisis can be seen only as partially effective, especially since it was 
not structured for the purpose of migration policy. This makes it hardly applicable to the situation in a 
timely way. FEAD has a strict definition of what it can be used for and is accompanied by a relatively 
rigid structure of contractual agreements. Furthermore, it is constrained by a complex public 
procurement procedure, which takes a very long time to coordinate. This is especially a challenge for 
smaller municipalities and entities which lack the technical capacities to take part in the public 
procurement process. Given the institutional and economic shortcomings of the region of Východné 
Slovensko, this is a particularly important point to note. The actual implementation of FEAD under 
Slovak operating conditions, especially in the analysed region, is therefore quite difficult. In reality, it 
materialises as being only used indirectly for refugees, through those that apply for material assistance 
in the same way as the majority of the population. At the same time, it is challenging to define and 
clearly stipulate the refugee population which would be eligible for the assistance, and therefore it 
makes it difficult to reach the group of refugees that would perhaps be most in need.  
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On the other hand, the main contribution of FEAD is to help individuals to get out of deprivation. 
Therefore, it can be regarded as a valuable first help in the migration crisis. Monitoring visits have 
repeatedly shown that recipients of FEAD assistance express deep gratitude for the help offered, and 
hence materially deprived refugees can also be expected to benefit meaningfully from such schemes.  

i. Longer-term plans for refugee integration  

At the national level, the crisis management task force has put forward the ‘Contingency Plan for 
dealing with emergencies in connection with the mass arrival of Ukrainian residents on the territory of 
the Slovak Republic caused by the escalation of the armed conflict on the territory of Ukraine for the 
period October 2022 - March 2023’, which was approved by the national government in October 2022 
(Government Office of the Slovak Republic, 2022). While the material briefly touches on the importance 
of integration, the main focus of the plan is rather on effectively handling the pressure arising from an 
acute, large migratory inflow. In turn, there was also an attempt by the crisis management task force to 
have a guiding document on integration - an integration plan for refugees. However, for it to be a 
publicly accessible and binding document, it would also need to be approved by the government, 
which has likely put it on hold given the dissolution of the incumbent government. At the same time, 
it is relatively difficult to speak of integration in the context of Východné Slovensko, since as we 
observed in the region, most refugees make use of the region as a transitory location and a first point 
of contact, without the intention to stay for a longer time period. Many of the refugees who choose to 
stay in the region also anticipate returning to Ukraine after some time, or in certain cases, tend to 
migrate back and forth between the region and Ukraine. However, in recent times, there has been an 
increasing interest on the side of the refugees to learn the national language as observed by NGOs 
offering such courses, hinting at possible changes in attitudes. Without a strategic approach to 
integration, however, the aforementioned challenges (shortage of medical specialists, school and pre-
school slots, difficulty integrating into the labour market and skills mismatches) are likely to remain 
pressing issues.  

j. Main findings and conclusions of the case study 

The experience of Východné Slovensko shows that while the flexibility mechanisms offered by the 
CARE, CARE+ and FAST-CARE regulations can in theory provide a valuable financial stimulus for 
relatively underdeveloped regions (especially those that were on the frontline of the crisis) which 
would greatly benefit from such support, in reality, there are numerous obstacles associated with their 
implementation.  

Specifically, the flexibility offered at the level of the EU does not translate directly into flexibility at the 
national or regional level. Therefore, the rigidities that exist in relation to coordinating and 
implementing EU funds remain in force, and make it difficult to promptly respond to the changes in EU 
regulations. As a result, there are significant time lags in the mobilisation of resources. The complex 
public procurement procedures, along with the need to set up calls for proposals make timely 
responses extremely challenging. Slovakia has tried to adapt to the requirements of the CARE 
regulations to be able to tackle these challenges, yet was unable to reach an agreement with the 
European Commission in this regard. Hence, changes in national legislation could be an alternative 
solution, but one which would be even more lengthy given the timeframe of political negotiations.  

Moreover, for less developed regions such as Východné Slovensko, the technical capacities to partake 
in such public procurement and proposal calls are often lacking. Furthermore, given that some of the 
support is likely to be distributed on the basis of where the refugees end up settling rather than where 
the first point of contact was, the regions on the border are likely to be compensated relatively less 
than the final destination regions within the country.  
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At the same time, the study shows that one year after the start of the full-scale war in Ukraine, it appears 
that the most acute phase of the refugee crisis has passed, hence the most important needs and 
challenges are gradually changing. The priority will now likely shift from the provision of first aid to 
integration, which requires a strategic approach and coordination of financing with a wider policy 
framework.  
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ABRUZZO 

a. Short profile of the region 

Abruzzo is an Italian region located in the central-eastern part of the country that is divided into a 
mountainous area in the west, covered by the Apennines, and a coastal area in the east, facing the 
Adriatic Sea. The main connection with the neighbouring regions is a highway system that runs from 
the northern to the southern coast, as well as from the western inland area to the eastern coast, where 
a dense network of sea links connects it to the main Italian and international ports on the Adriatic Sea. 
However, in the context of this analysis, it should be noted that this geographical position does not 
place Abruzzo among the easiest destinations for Ukrainian refugees, as neither the region (nor Italy) 
shares direct or indirect borders with Ukraine. 

The region’s population has witnessed a constant decline over recent decades, contributing to a 
relatively low population density (118 inhabitants/km²) compared to the rest of the country (195 
inhabitants/km²).123 Nevertheless, a strong demographic imbalance exists between the mountainous 
interior and the coastline. For example, despite being the regional capital, the inland city of L'Aquila 
has a population density of only 146 inhabitants/km² compared with the coastal and hilly cities of 
Pescara and Chieti, which have 3,466 and 817 inhabitants/km², respectively.124 This process of 
migration towards the east of the region has led to a marked socio-economic disparity between the 
two areas, with strong demographic ageing, impoverishment and urban degradation of public 
infrastructure in the inner part of the region, offset by the complete urbanisation of the coastal and 
hilly areas (e.g. in the provinces of Pescara, Teramo and Chieti), which have become the economic 
centres of the region. 

The main economic activities in the region are based on manufacturing (e.g. mechanical engineering, 
transport equipment and telecommunications), applied research in public and private institutions 
(especially in the fields of pharmaceuticals, computer science and nuclear physics) and tourism. Despite 
the high specialisation of the industrial sector, the region’s aggregate performance is slightly below 
the national average. Indeed, by taking the value of GDP per capita as a reference indicator, Abruzzo 
ranked 8th (out of 21 Italian regions) in the 2021 regional distribution,125 which corresponds to the 
same position recorded ten years earlier, in 2011.  

Furthermore, the pandemic left a significant impact on the regional economic system. The main 
contraction was recorded in private investment (-9.9% change from 2019 to 2020 levels) and private 
consumption (-7.1%), followed by total economic output (i.e. GDP, -8.3%).126 In addition, the sharp rise 
in the price of raw materials and energy products, fuelled by the Russian invasion of Ukraine, has 
contributed to further slowing down the activity of some strategic sectors for the regional economy, 
such as the automotive industry (Bank of Italy, 2022). 

b. Cohesion Policy in the region  

Of the several programmes belonging to the Cohesion Policy framework, the two major EU funding 
resources available in Abruzzo during the programming periods of 2014-2020 and 2021-2027 were the 
European Regional Development Fund (ERDF) and the European Social Fund (ESF).127 The Managing 

                                                             
123 Data refers to year 2021, sources: Istat, population and territorial surface data 
124 Data refers to year 2021, sources: Istat, population and territorial surface data 
125 Specifically, the region registered a value of €26,300 compared to the national average of €30,390 in 2021. Source: Eurostat Data  
126 Estimates refers to the ERDF documentation for the 2021-2027 period produced by the regional government (Regione Abruzzo, 2021) 
127 Since 2021, the ESF has evolved into the European Social Fund Plus (i.e. ESF+) 
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Authority (MA) for both funds in the region is the Department for the Presidency of the Regional 
Government, based in L'Aquila. 

For the 2014-2020 period, the ERDF programme in Abruzzo (‘ROP Abruzzo ERDF’) aimed to boost 
economic growth in the region by increasing investment in R&D and promoting employment in SMEs, 
which represent the majority of businesses in the region. Investment in ICT was also planned to reduce 
the digital divide with other national and European regions as well as to improve public sector services. 
Another pillar of the programme was to encourage energy efficiency in the region by supporting 
projects aimed at reducing emissions and promoting the development and implementation of 
renewable technologies. These same policy objectives have been confirmed for the subsequent 
programme (‘RP Abruzzo ERDF 2021-2027’), with the additional goal of reducing the long-term 
demographic decline affecting several internal areas of the region by investing in the creation of 
metropolitan networks with local urbanised centres. In monetary terms, a total of 137.7 million EUR 
was allocated during the 2014-2020 period (which represented 0.50% of the Italian quota) and 
increased to 272.4 million EUR for the 2021-2027 period (i.e. 1.09% of the Italian quota).128 

In the context of ESF funding, the operational programme of the region for the 2014-2020 period (‘ROP 
Abruzzo ESF’) focused on improving access to employment for vulnerable groups, especially young 
people and women, and on helping job seekers and the inactive to remain in the labour market, 
especially those who have been unemployed for a long time or live far from employment centres. 
Additional measures for social inclusion and education were aimed at developing the digital skills most 
required in modern labour markets, while investment in vocational training and apprenticeships was 
planned to prepare school leavers for available work, thus strengthening the local economy. These 
priorities were also confirmed in the 2021-2027 programme (‘RP Abruzzo ESF+ 2021-2027’), with an 
additional focus on promoting young and female entrepreneurship, and supporting the higher 
education of talented students by providing scholarships in science and technology degrees, as well 
as in visual arts, especially cinema and video production. In monetary terms, a total of 69.3 million EUR 
was allocated during the 2014-2020 period (i.e. 0.38% of Italy’s total ESF funding) and this substantially 
increased to 162.6million EUR for the 2021-2027 period (i.e.1.2% of Italy’s total ESF+ funding). 

Furthermore, in response to the severe socio-economic crisis caused by the COVID-19 pandemic, 
additional funds were brought under the umbrella of Cohesion Policy through the REACT-EU plan, 
although these resources are managed directly by the national authorities whereby funds are 
distributed to the regions through a proposal process.  

c. Exposure of the region to the migration crisis 

As of January 2023, 173,645 Ukrainian refugees have entered Italy since the beginning of the Russian 
invasion.129  

Upon arrival in the country, people fleeing the war are entitled to apply for temporary protection in the 
form of a residence permit by registering at local immigration offices. According to the data update of 
February 2023,130 the total number of applicants is close to 172,000,131 which closely corresponds to the 
total number of arrivals. 

Although this figure may not represent a specific indicator of refugees' intention to stay in the country 
for a long time, it clearly shows that Italy is perceived to be a final destination, rather than an 

                                                             
128 Values for the 2021-2027 programme refer to granted funds. 
129 Data provided by the Italian Department of Civil Protection.For more information, please consult the detailed dashboards at the following 
link.  
130 Latest data update on 24/02/2023.  Source 
131  And, more precisely, 171,739 total number of application (value updated at the 24/02/2023).  

https://mappe.protezionecivile.gov.it/en/emergencies-dashboards/ukraine-maps-and-dashboards/temporary-protection-applications
https://mappe.protezionecivile.gov.it/en/emergencies-dashboards/ukraine-maps-and-dashboards/temporary-protection-applications
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intermediate stop, for the majority of those entering the country. Consequently, this tendency may 
highlight the intention of refugees to stay for a rather long period of time before deciding whether to 
return to Ukraine, despite the ongoing conflict. 

However, one year after the beginning of the Russian invasion, the desire to return home is growing 
among the refugee population, as confirmed by various national and international sources, which 
estimate a current return rate of 25-30% of the total number of refugees who arrived in Italy so far, 
whereas the initial value was estimated to be around 5%.132 

Within the national context, refugee inflows were quite heterogeneous across regions. Densely 
populated regions such as Lombardy and Emilia Romagna recorded the highest number of 
applications for temporary protection, with more than 30,000 and 20,000 submissions, respectively. In 
Abruzzo, the total number of applications for temporary protection registered up to the end of 
February 2023 was 7,626, namely 4.44% of the national figure. The majority of these were women (51%) 
and minors (37%), while only a small percentage (12%) were men. Among adults, most were in the 30-
39 (20%) and 40-49 (13%) age groups, while only 4% were over 70 years old. This demographic 
structure is similar to that observed at the national level.133  

In addition, according to the direct experience of local NGOs assisting refugees, there has often been a 
preponderance of Ukrainian citizens from rural and peripheral areas who faced significant language 
and cultural difficulties in accessing volunteers and local social services compared to those from more 
urbanised areas, who also tended to have a higher educational level. 

In terms of needs, the short- and long-term perspectives seem to cover different relevant aspects to be 
considered when providing material and non-material assistance. In terms of short-term needs, basic 
necessities such as the provision of food, clothing or finding suitable accommodation seem to be the 
most important, together with guidance through administrative, healthcare, vaccinations and school 
placement paperwork. In the longer term, the organisation of recreational and educational activities 
for minors and language courses for adults, together with the provision of psychological support to 
deal with post-traumatic disorders (e.g. depression, anxiety and emotional distress) were highlighted 
by many local volunteer organisations as the most important priorities. 

d. Sensitivity to the migration crisis: structural capacity to host and integrate refugees 

Looking at the spatial distribution of refugees within the region, most of them were hosted in the hilly 
and coastal areas, with Teramo (54%) and Pescara (19%) being the two most frequent host provinces,134 
followed by L'Aquila (14%) and Chieti (12%). The reasons for this distribution pattern lie in the 
availability of reliable infrastructure in these areas. In particular, the motorway linking the main urban 
centres on the northern coast with those in the southern part of the region, as well as the presence of 
several hotels and other tourist facilities, have favoured the concentration of refugee accommodation 
in these areas. 

Furthermore, despite some peaks in the number of arrivals during the last summer period, the influx of 
refugees did not seem to have put too much pressure on existing public services, as both schools and 
healthcare facilities seemed to have been able to cope with the increased number of people assisted. 
This rapid response was also supported by the availability of several volunteer associations, which 

                                                             
132 Sources: UNHCR Report(2022), local newspaper La luce (2022)   
133 Indeed, also at the aggregate country level refugees were mainly adult females (53%), followed by minors (29%) and adult men (18%). 
Among adults, most of them were aged 30-39 (20%) and 40-49 (13%) years old. 
134 i.e., NUTS 3 administrative units. 
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provided additional staff with specific skills (e.g. volunteer language translators, cultural mediators, 
paramedics and nurses) able to properly address the specific needs of refugees. 

However, the lack of specialised professionals and streamlined regulations able to deal with sensitive 
situations (e.g. the long-term healthcare needs of refugees with mental or physical disabilities or the 
timely extension of Italian public healthcare insurance to refugees) has been reported on several 
occasions by local NGOs, thus highlighting the general tendency of Italian and regional public 
authorities to treat this crisis as a temporary emergency, whereas longer-term initiatives aimed at the 
full integration of Ukrainian refugees into local communities should now be part of the political 
agenda. 

A similar situation seems to emerge in terms of integration into the local labour market. Indeed, while 
on the one hand several professionals are still able to work for Ukrainian companies thanks to remote 
working arrangements, on the other hand many other qualified workers may have difficulty finding a 
job in the regional market due to the lack of an official translation system able to convert Ukrainian 
diplomas into Italian ones, if not originally issued in English.  

e. Response(s) to the migration crisis 

Since the beginning of the migration crisis, the organisation and coordination of assistance to refugees 
between local authorities, NGOs and other relevant stakeholders has been carried out by the provincial 
divisions of the Italian Department of Civil Protection and the local healthcare authorities (i.e. Aziende 
Sanitarie Locali or ASL), under the supervision of the corresponding regional offices. In particular, the 
Department of Civil Protection was mainly responsible for coordinating the logistics of goods 
(especially food, clothing and basic medical equipment) as well as inter- and intra-regional transfers of 
refugees and their accommodation, while all medical services (e.g. vaccinations, medical checks, 
ambulance transfer services) as well as the initial administrative paperwork were overseen by the local 
healthcare authorities.  

In this context, local NGOs supported public authorities by providing additional accommodation, 
transport and logistical services, healthcare assistance and administrative support. In the longer time 
perspective, integration of the refugees into the host communities was promoted particularly through 
the organisation of Italian language courses provided by local NGOs and private job seeking companies 
(the latter financed by national funding and the ESF). Other initiatives were implemented individually 
by other institutions, such as the provision of 20 scholarships for Afghan and Ukrainian students issued 
by the University of Studies Gabriele D'Annunzio in Chieti-Pescara. 

In terms of financial resources, most of the expenditure related to the reception and hospitality of 
refugees was covered by national funds managed by the Department of Civil Protection. Additional 
national funds, such as those of the National Agency for Active Labour Policies (whose resources are 
co-financed by the ESF), were used in specific initiatives (e.g. the provision of language courses). At a 
lower governance level, some municipalities set up specific social service helpdesks using their own 
municipal funds (in some cases co-financed by the European Asylum, Migration and Integration Fund 
or AMIF, but only through national funds). However, according to the regional Managing Authorities, 
there was no direct involvement of regional European funds in the region, as the financial distribution 
of resources was mainly centralised at the national level.135 

                                                             
135 Furthermore, starting from March 2022 the Italian authorities have introduced an allowance to sustain all Ukrainian citizens who applied 
for a residence permit for temporary protection in Italy. The contribution is granted in monthly quotas of 300 EUR for up to three months from 
the date of the application receipt for the permit.  
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In this context, NGOs and local stakeholders supported their activities by reporting their expenses 
directly to the Department of Civil Protection, as well as with their own funds (e.g. donations and bank 
grants) whenever they experienced delays in the centralised reimbursement procedure. 

f. Focus on the CARE regulatory framework  

CARE flexibility mechanisms have not been used to support operations addressing the inflow of 
Ukrainian refugees because all available EU funds were already allocated to other projects during the 
2014-2020 period (more specifically, both Cohesion Policy funds and the FEAD). However, although 
there are no specific measures foreseen in the upcoming 2021-2027 period for direct support to 
refugees, the MA has prioritised projects related to refugee assistance in the evaluation of proposals. 

g. Assessment of the advantages and drawbacks of using Cohesion Policy funding (within the 
CARE framework) to respond to the migration crisis  

Although not directly used in this migratory crisis for the purpose of supporting refugees from Ukraine, 
Cohesion Policy funds have been used significantly over time to promote social inclusion, economic 
development and technological change in Abruzzo. On the one hand, the financial mechanism for the 
application and approval of European funds is clear and efficient. On the other hand, the frequent 
changes initiated by the Italian regional authorities during the progress of ongoing projects can be 
considered a weakness in the timely achievement of the initial projects’ objectives. With regard to the 
CARE framework more specifically, no fund could be mobilised because all 2014-2020 funds were 
already earmarked or allocated. 

h. Longer-term plans for refugee integration   

No structural plan dealing with refugees’ long-term integration has so far appeared on the political 
agenda in Abruzzo, although it is not possible to exclude the possibility that provinces, cities or other 
independent institutions may launch their own independent initiatives.  

In fact, some examples of independent interventions with a long-term integration perspective include 
the organisation of Italian language courses offered by both public and private associations in several 
cities, as well as the availability of dedicated scholarships for refugees offered by the University of 
Studies Gabriele D'Annunzio in Chieti-Pescara. 

i. Main findings and conclusions of the case study   

Since the beginning of the Ukrainian conflict in February 2022, Abruzzo has received more than 7,500 
refugees,136 representing 4.44% of the total national inflow. In relative terms, the region has a higher 
concentration of refugees, with almost 6 refugees per 1,000 inhabitants,137 compared to the national 
average of 3 refugees per 1,000 inhabitants.  

This significant inflow can be explained, at least in part, by the high accommodation capacity of the 
region, due to the availability of several hotels and other tourist facilities located along the eastern 
coastline area, which offer cheaper accommodation arrangements compared to other regions of 
central Italy with a strong tourist vocation (e.g. Tuscany or Emilia-Romagna). 

In the majority of cases, the financial burden related to the reception, hospitality and assistance of the 
refugees was directly taken over by national funds managed by the Department of Civil Protection, 
even though additional private funding from local NGOs and civil society associations were sometimes 

                                                             
136 Taking as reference the value of the total number of temporary protection applications. 
137 Values are computed referring to the regional population in 2022 (Source: ISTAT, the Italian Institute of National Statistics) 
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required in order to cover immediate expenses. Other national and local public funds were also 
mobilised for specific initiatives related to social services. Nevertheless, there was no direct 
involvement of Cohesion Policy funds, whether ERDF or ESF, nor FEAD, as all available resources had 
already been allocated to other projects during the reference period.  

In general, assistance to refugees was mainly coordinated by the provincial offices of the Civil 
Protection Department for all activities related to the provision of food, clothing and accommodation, 
while the local healthcare authorities were responsible for the organisation of medical and healthcare 
services as well as administrative entry procedures. Nonetheless, local NGOs and civil society 
associations provided significant support to the public authorities by providing additional 
accommodation and transport services, healthcare and administrative support, as well as volunteer 
language translators, cultural mediators, paramedics and nurses, which were often lacking in the public 
assistance system. 

In fact, this lack of specialised social and medical professionals, as well as the absence of regional and 
national regulations to facilitate the rapid integration of Ukrainian refugees into local communities and 
labour markets, shows a general tendency of the Italian public authorities to treat this crisis as a 
temporary situation, rather than a structural emergency requiring forward-looking responses. 
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LUXEMBOURG 

a. Short profile of the region 

The NUTS 2 region of Luxembourg (LU00) encompasses the whole national territory of Luxembourg. It 
also coincides with the only NUTS 3 region of the country which is classified as an intermediate region 
according to the urban-rural typology of the European Commission138. It is located in Western Europe, 
neighbouring Belgium, Germany and France. The region is well-connected to European transportation 
networks and demonstrates road and rail accessibility levels above the respective EU averages139.  

The region is home to some 635,000 inhabitants140 (i.e., the total country’s population) and has 
experienced a 24% population increase over the last decade. It boasts a GDP (in current prices) of 
112,780 EUR per capita (or 87,056 in purchasing power standards)141, that is 348% of the EU average. 
The region is thus the richest NUTS 2 region in the EU as measured in GDP per capita levels and has 
followed a steady growth path since the economic crisis of 2009. More generally, the region is ranked 
seventh (out of 268 EU regions) in terms of regional competitiveness, with high scores on all three 
(basic, efficiency and innovation) pillars of the Regional Competitiveness Index 2019142. Likewise, the 
region scores very highly on the regionalised EU Social Progress Index 2020 (ranked 42nd out of 240 
EU regions)143 as well as the European Quality of Government Index 2021 (ranked 23rd out of 208 EU 
regions)144. Nonetheless, close to 21% of the country’s population was considered at risk of poverty or 
social exclusion in 2020, that is 3.8 percentage points above the 2010 level145. 

In 2020, the region was, like the vast majority of the EU, heavily impacted by the Covid-19 pandemic. 
With 474 Covid-19 related deaths recorded in 2020 (0.076% of the total population), the impact of the 
disease was in a similar range as in neighbouring Germany (0.048%) and France (0.10%)146. Public 
spending to overcome the Covid-19 crisis in Luxembourg was estimated at 3.57 billion EUR over 2021-
2021, including 2.85 billion EUR for businesses and households (OECD, 2022). This latter figure 
corresponds to almost 4% of the country’s GDP (2021) and was used to finance a wide range of support 
schemes, in particular short-time working (in March 2020, more than 79,000 jobs were on short-time 
work supported by government measures147), repayable advances and direct aid. This range of 
measures was deemed adequate to meet the needs of most economic sectors and maintain 
employment in the country (OECD, 2022 and Banque Centrale du Luxembourg, 2022). As a result, the 
general government’s consolidated gross debt amounted to 24.5% of the country’s GDP in both 2020 
and 2021, up from 18.5% in 2011148. However, it is noteworthy that this debt-to-GDP ratio remained the 
lowest of all EU Member States after Estonia. In order to foster crisis repair and resilience, Luxembourg 
was granted 142.6 million EUR of REACT-EU resources distributed quite evenly between the ERDF (69.4 
million EUR of additional funding) and the ESF (73.2 million EUR of additional funding) and to be used 
until end 2023. 

                                                             
138 Typology developed by Eurostat, JRC and DG REGIO. More information in Eurostat’s Methodological manual on territorial typologies, 2018 

edition. 
139 Source: European Regional Competitiveness Index 2019. Data on road accessibility (2016) and rail accessibility (2014) from DG REGIO. EU-

27 averages excluding the UK. 
140 Source: Eurostat, population on 1 January 2021 (indicator DEMO_R_D2JAN)  
141 Source: Eurostat, Gross Domestic Product aggregates, year 2021 (indicator NAMA_10_PC) 
142 Source: European Regional Competitiveness Index 2019. 
143 Source: European Social Progress Index 2020, from Annoni and Bolsi (2020). 
144 Source: European Quality of Government Index 2020, from Charron et al. (2022). 
145 Source: Eurostat, persons at risk of poverty or social exclusion by age and sex (indicator ILC_PEPS01) 
146 Source: Eurostat (indicator HLTH_CD_ARO) 
147 Source: Eurostat, Administrative-based data on the number/proportion of jobs benefiting from governmental measures 
148 Source: Eurostat, Government deficit/surplus, debt and associated data (indicator GOV_10DD_EDPT1) 
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More recently, Luxembourg has experienced a strong rise in inflation, in line with the trend observed 
in the Euro area and the EU more generally. While the annual rate of change of its harmonised index of 
consumer prices (HICP) was larger than that of the Euro area between February and June 2022 (when 
it reached 10.3%), it significantly decreased in the second half of 2022 to reach 5.8% in January 2023. 
Energy prices have likewise increased in Luxembourg, hence the introduction and continuation of 
temporary subsidies for gas, electricity, pellets and liquified petroleum gas prices for households in 
2023. Finally, the latest developments on the national labour market have been favourable, as 
employment has grown continuously since the beginning of 2021 and surpassed the mark of 500,000 
persons employed in the second quarter of 2022149. Labour market slack (i.e., the total sum of all unmet 
needs for employment, measured as a share of extended labour force) was still close to 13% at the end 
of 2022, similarly to the EU and Euro area averages150. 

b. Cohesion Policy in the region 

In the 2014-2020 programming period, Luxembourg had two Cohesion Policy programmes, one for 
the European Regional Development Fund (ERDF) and one for the European Social Fund (ESF).  

The ERDF programme was managed by the Ministry of the Economy and had an ERDF budget of 89.1 
million EUR (incl. REACT-EU resources), allocated across the following priorities: 

• Research and Innovation: 9.1 million EUR 

• Low-carbon economy: 9.1 million EUR 

• Fostering crisis repair and resilience (REACT-EU): 69.4 million EUR 

• Technical assistance: 1.4 million EUR 

As of March 2023, EU payments in relation to the ERDF (i.e. initial pre-financing, annual pre-financing 
and interim payments) reached 50.7 million EUR, i.e. 57% of the total allocation151. 

The ESF programme was managed by the Ministry of Labour, Employment and the Social and Solidarity 
Economy and had an ESF budget of 93.3 million EUR (incl. REACT-EU resources), allocated across the 
following priorities: 

• Sustainable and quality employment: 10.1 million EUR 

• Social inclusion: 5.5 million EUR 

• Educational and vocational training: 3.6 million EUR 

• Fostering crisis repair and resilience (REACT-EU): 73.2 million EUR 

• Technical assistance: 903,000 EUR 

As of March 2023, EU payments in relation to the ESF (i.e. initial pre-financing, annual pre-financing and 
interim payments) reached 92.6 million EUR, i.e. 99% of the total allocation152. 

In the 2021-2027 programming period, Luxembourg will benefit from 14.1 million EUR of ERDF funding 
and 5.6 million EUR from the Just Transition Fund combined in a new operational programme called 
‘Investing in a smarter and greener Europe’. This programme aims to foster a just transition as well as 

                                                             
149 Source: Eurostat, Employment A*10 industry breakdowns, Total employment domestic concept, seasonally and calendar adjusted data 
(indicator NAMQ_10_A10_E) 
150 Source: Eurostat, Labour market slack by sex and age - quarterly data, seasonally adjusted, not calendar adjusted data, 15-74 age class 
(indicator LFSI_SLA_Q) 
151 Source: Cohesion Open Data Platform 
152 Source: Cohesion Open Data Platform 
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enhance research and innovation, reap the benefits of digitisation, sustain growth and competitiveness 
of SMEs (Smarter Europe), and support energy efficiency and renewable energies (Greener Europe). In 
addition, Luxembourg will receive 15.5 million EUR of ESF+ funding and 3.7 million EUR from the Just 
Transition Fund combined in a new operational programme called ‘Investing in the future’. 

c. Exposure of the region to the migration crisis 

Luxembourg faced an unprecedented inflow of refugees from Ukraine that peaked in April 2022 (Figure 
31). In a one year period (from March 2022 until February 2023), the country granted 5,075 Ukrainian 
nationals temporary protection, a number equalling 0.8% of its total population.  

Figure 31: Number of decisions granting temporary protection to Ukrainian nationals in 
Luxembourg, March 2022-February 2023 

 
Source: Eurostat, indicator MIGR_ASYTPFM__custom_5588601 

Following this massive influx (relative to the size of the country), a one-stop shop was set up in the 
centre of Luxembourg-city in order to optimise and accelerate the decision-making process and 
administrative procedures related to the temporary protection mechanism (Luxemburgish Ministry of 
Foreign and European Affairs, 2023). This one-stop shop gathers on a single site the Directorate for 
Migration of the Ministry of Foreign and European Affairs, the National Reception Office (Office 
National de l’Accueil, or ONA), the Police, the Ministry of Health, the Ministry of Education, Children and 
Youth and the post (for banking) and is solely dealing with refugees from Ukraine. 

In line with the observations made at the EU level, the vast majority of Ukrainian refugees are women 
and children. In this first month following the full-scale invasion of Ukraine by Russia, 52% of the 
temporary protection decisions granted to Ukrainian refugees went to adult women, 38% to children 
and only 10% to adult men. It is also noteworthy that most Ukrainian refugees in Luxembourg are 
relatively wealthy and have either pre-existing ties with the country or professional prospects in the 
country, as the low level of financial support granted by the authorities to temporary protection 
beneficiaries (only 28 EUR per month in addition to hygiene and clothing allowances, as compared to 
1,600 EUR in neighbouring Belgium) combined with the high living costs does not allow for low-income 
refugees to comfortably settle in the country. 

In the absence of reliable statistics, it is estimated that a small share of refugees regularly move from 
Luxembourg to other EU countries (in particular Germany, Poland and France), and back to the country. 
More specifically, around 5% of the Ukrainian refugees living in private accommodation are assumed 
to relocate to a different EU country every 2 to 3 months, which is problematic for children’s schooling. 
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d. Sensitivity to the migration crisis: structural capacity to host and integrate refugees 

Even though Luxembourg is a rich country with well-developed infrastructure, it was not prepared to 
receive and host such a large number of refugees within a short period of time. In particular, 
accommodation proved to be a mounting challenge, as a housing crisis was already looming in the 
country before the migratory crisis. The largest reception centre for refugees encompasses 1,000 places 
and is located in Luxembourg-city, whereas smaller centres with 100-200 places each are located in the 
North and South of the country. Therefore, the Luxemburgish Red Cross manages a total of 
approximately 2,000 places in collective reception centres located across the country. Since this 
capacity is not sufficient to accommodate all refugees, the mobilisation of hotels and the solidarity of 
the local population to host refugees proved essential. Among the refugees opting for independent 
(private) accommodation, the vast majority preferred to locate in urban areas, but as options remained 
limited, many eventually settled in villages. 

Employment also proved to some extent challenging. On the one hand, access to the labour market 
was facilitated by the temporary protection scheme, but on the other hand, language and work culture 
differences hindered the long-term integration of Ukrainian refugees. Access to the national healthcare 
system is also permitted by the temporary protection scheme, with a coverage rate of 80% of the 
medicine costs. The Red Cross also provides for social and administrative support, including support 
for job-seeking, language courses, psychological assistance and the provision of information on 
refugee rights. The costs of this support were only partly covered by national funding and the Asylum, 
Migration and Integration Fund (AMIF). 

e. Response(s) to the migration crisis 

Among the different sources of EU funding, the AMIF was the main one used in support of Ukrainian 
refugees because it offered the most suitable and flexible framework to respond to the aforementioned 
accommodation challenge. In particular, two projects aimed at providing private accommodation to 
refugees (e.g. through hosting families) in collaboration with Caritas and the Red Cross, respectively, 
and one project focusing on volunteering and the establishment of a dedicated hotline were financed 
in part with AMIF funding. More specifically, these projects were co-financed with residual AMIF budget 
from the 2014-2020 programming period (in the range of 500,000 – 1 million EUR) and are expected to 
be continued using part of the 2021-2027 AMIF budget. Still, the question of whether this source of 
funding could be mobilised and under which conditions (in view of the eligibility criteria and 
implementation requirements of AMIF programmes) necessitated some discussion and coordination 
between Ministries and MAs of EU funds, as well as coordination between these projects to ensure their 
complementarity. As a result, the response from the national authorities to the pressing needs of 
support organisations facing the influx of refugees – in particular in terms of accommodation - proved 
insufficient and quite lengthy, especially with regard to the financing of operations. In some cases, 
contracts for the reimbursement of the costs incurred were signed in December 2022 while support 
activities were launched as soon as March 2022. The administrative burden linked to the involvement 
of AMIF is also deemed very high, even more so as it does not cover all the costs of support operations 
(40% of the costs are indeed left for support organisations to cover with their own funds and/or 
donations). More generally, the effectiveness of EU funding to support refugees from Ukraine was 
limited by several factors, in particular the non-eligibility of integrated projects, the lengthy approval 
processes and the mismatch between the principle of retrospective eligibility and the accounting 
system of support organisations. National funding is, in many cases, easier and quicker to mobilise, and 
is generally better known by support organisations.  



IPOL | Policy Department for Structural and Cohesion Policies 
 

136 

f. Focus on the CARE regulatory framework 

CARE-based mechanisms have so far barely been used in Luxembourg. Indeed, the absorption rate of 
ERDF funds was evaluated in January 2023 at 92% by the corresponding Managing Authority153, leaving 
only between 1 and 1.5 million EUR of unspent but already earmarked funding. Given the unavailability 
of funds, the co-financing rate could not be increased, nor could additional operations in support of 
refugees be financed. Likewise, REACT-EU resources added to the 2014-2020 ERDF envelope had 
already been spent on vaccinations and other resilience-focused operations. Even though the 2021-
2027 programming period has not officially kicked off, the total amount of ERDF applications is 
estimated at around 120% of the total ERDF allocation, thereby leaving practically no room for new 
priority axes to be funded, unless at the expense of more traditional ERDF-funded operations. 

Likewise, the high absorption rate of ESF funds from the 2014-2020 programming period limits the 
possibility of applying CARE-based flexibility mechanisms. Nonetheless, the application of several of 
these mechanisms has been envisaged – but not yet finalised - by the respective Managing Authority, 
in particular: 

• the unit cost of 100 EUR per refugee in combination with the AMIF programme, as a means of 
reducing the administrative burden on support organisations, 

• the creation of a dedicated priority axis in the 2014-2020 operational programme with a co-
financing rate of 100%, building on the FAST-CARE based inter-axis flexibility, and 

• the retrospective eligibility of operations as of 24 February 2022. 

This would altogether represent a fund mobilisation in the range of 600,000 EUR to 1 million EUR from 
unspent ESF funding. Besides, the increase of REACT-EU pre-financing proved helpful, but more on a 
technical level (i.e. for the reimbursement of small projects) than on a wider practical level, as this 
increase accounts for a very small share of the country’s financing needs. As regards the 2021-2027 
programming period, the ESF programme does not include direct actions in support of Ukrainian 
refugees, however the priority axes linked to unemployment and social inclusion could indirectly 
benefit to those Ukrainian refugees deciding to stay in the country in the long term. Indeed, around 
1,500 Ukrainian refugees under temporary protection registered as job-seekers in Luxembourg, which 
represents a significant increase relative to the pre-war situation in the country. 

g. Assessment of the advantages and drawbacks of using Cohesion Policy funding (within the 
CARE framework) to respond to the migration crisis 

In the case of small developed regions like Luxembourg, Cohesion Policy funding is limited in scope 
and scale, and is often swiftly absorbed. Therefore, the probability of being able to mobilise funding 
‘spontaneously’ for crisis response operations is extremely limited, even more so when crisis situations 
arise at the end of a programming period. The creation of a new EU instrument for such crisis situations, 
for instance in the form of the EU Solidarity Fund, could thus prove more useful for those regions where 
Cohesion Policy has little room to manoeuver. Furthermore, this would allow for Cohesion Policy 
programmes to stay focused on their primary goal and fundamental requirements, namely the goal of 
socio-economic convergence and the requirements of fund earmarking for e.g. climate change 
mitigation and adaptation. 

                                                             
153 Note : this estimate is significantly higher than the one indicated on the Cohesion Open Data Platform. 
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h. Assessment of the advantages and drawbacks of using the FEAD under the CARE framework 
to respond to the migration crisis 

CARE-based flexibility mechanisms have not been used in the FEAD programme for the purpose of 
supporting refugees, as beneficiaries of temporary protection are taken charge of by another Ministry 
than the one acting as MA for the FEAD. Moreover, the strict eligibility criteria and limited budget of 
the FEAD (i.e., around 350,000 EUR per year) do not allow for the programme to meaningfully address 
this migratory crisis. Therefore, if increased pre-financing from REACT-EU resources was indeed used 
by the MA, this was not intended to finance operations for refugee support actions, whether directly 
or indirectly. The co-financing rate was not increased for the 2021-2022 accounting year. 

i. Longer-term plans for refugee integration 

There is no integration plan specifically designed for Ukrainian refugees. The main integration plan for 
refugees in Luxembourg dates back to 2018 and is currently under review. It was elaborated and set up 
jointly by several Ministries, and includes two clear objectives: the reception and the integration of 
refugees, the latter covering a wide range of aspects such as linguistic and school integration, 
integration into the labour market, etc. Each objective is to be achieved through a series of actions (e.g. 
lifelong learning to prevent unemployment) that are financed through calls for projects and for which 
a global budget is decided every year. 

j. Main findings and conclusions of the case study 

Despite its high level of infrastructure development and fiscal capacity, the sudden inflow of refugees 
from Ukraine constituted a migratory crisis for Luxembourg whereby short-term solutions to address 
their most pressing needs (in particular accommodation) had to be swiftly identified and coordinated 
by various governmental and non-governmental stakeholders. The lack of places in reception centres 
was compensated by private accommodation organised through NGO-supported operations that 
were partly financed with AMIF funding. As refugees under temporary protection are likely to stay in 
the longer term, crisis response initiatives need to evolve towards integration strategies. Yet, there is 
no integration plan specifically designed for Ukrainian refugees, as the overarching refugee integration 
plan designed at national level dates back to 2018. 

While access to the labour market is recognised as an important step for integration, ensuring that 
refugees keep their jobs in the long run remains crucial. Language courses and more generally cultural 
integration activities such as museum visits (some of which were already financed through AMIF 
funding) are therefore very important. Even though the flexibility introduced by the CARE, CARE+ and 
FAST-CARE regulations is relevant in light of the needs and challenges stemming from the migratory 
crisis, its effectiveness was severely constrained by both the timing of the crisis in relation to the wider 
programming framework and the limited budget of Cohesion Policy programmes in Luxembourg. The 
creation of a new dedicated instrument appears therefore more meaningful for those developed 
regions like Luxembourg, as it would also avoid the risk of diluting the primary goal of these 
programmes across more numerous and diverse priorities. 
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In 2022, Europe has seen a sudden, huge  influx of refugees fleeing the war in 
Ukraine. This study assesses the use of Cohesion Policy funds to finance actions 
to support those refugees in EU host countries. It pays particular attention to 
the Cohesion’s Action for Refugees in Europe (CARE), and how the flexibility 
mechanisms it introduced have been taken up by the Managing Authorities of 
Cohesion Policy programmes. The study concludes with policy 
recommendations in view of potential future crises. 


	LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS
	List of figures
	List of tables
	EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
	KEY FINDINGS
	INTRODUCTION
	1. OVERVIEW OF RUSSIA’S WAR AGAINST UKRAINE AND THE ENSUING MASSIVE POPULATION DISPLACEMENT
	1.1. Timeline, scale and intensity of the conflict
	1.2. Refugee inflows since the beginning of the war
	1.3. The profile and needs of refugees from Ukraine in Europe

	KEY FINDINGS
	2. OUTLINE OF THE EU’S RESPONSE TO THE MIGRATORY CRISIS
	2.1. The EU’s institutional response
	2.2. The EU’s regulatory response
	2.3. EU citizens and refugees from Ukraine

	KEY FINDINGS
	3.  ANALYSIS OF THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE CARE, CARE+ AND FAST-CARE REGULATIONS
	3.1. Relevance of the CARE, CARE+ and FAST-CARE regulations in addressing the migratory crisis
	3.2. Use of the flexibility mechanisms introduced by these regulations
	3.3. Funding effectively mobilised thanks to these regulations
	3.4. Actions most often financed with this funding

	KEY FINDINGS
	4. CASE STUDIES ON COUNTRIES, REGIONS AND CITIES SUPPORTING REFUGEES FROM UKRAINE
	4.1. Territorial dimension of refugee inflows and case study selection
	4.2. Case studies on refugee support in selected EU NUTS2 regions
	4.2.1. Lubelskie (Lublin Voivodeship) PL81
	a. Short profile of the region
	b. Cohesion Policy in the region
	c. Exposure of the region to the migration crisis
	d. Sensitivity to the migration crisis: structural capacity to host and integrate refugees
	e. Response(s) to the migration crisis
	f. Focus on Cohesion Policy and the CARE regulatory framework
	g. Main findings and conclusions of the case study

	4.2.2. Eesti (Estonia) EE00
	a. Short profile of the region
	b. Cohesion Policy in the region
	c. Exposure of the region to the migration crisis
	d. Sensitivity to the migration crisis: structural capacity to host and integrate refugees
	e. Response(s) to the migration crisis
	f. Focus on Cohesion Policy and the CARE regulatory framework
	g. Main findings and conclusions of the case study

	4.2.3. Wien (Vienna) AT13
	a. Short profile of the region
	b. Cohesion Policy in the region
	c. Exposure of the region to the migration crisis
	d. Sensitivity to the migration crisis: structural capacity to host and integrate refugees
	e. Response(s) to the migration crisis
	f. Focus on Cohesion Policy and the CARE regulatory framework
	g. Main findings and conclusions of the case study

	4.2.4. Východné Slovensko (Eastern Slovakia) SK04
	a. Short profile of the region
	b. Cohesion Policy in the region
	c. Exposure of the region to the migration crisis
	d. Sensitivity to the migration crisis: structural capacity to host and integrate refugees
	e. Response(s) to the migration crisis
	f. Focus on Cohesion Policy and the CARE regulatory framework
	g. Main findings and conclusions of the case study

	4.2.5. Abruzzo ITF1
	a. Short profile of the region
	b. Cohesion Policy in the region
	c. Exposure of the region to the migration crisis
	d. Sensitivity to the migration crisis: structural capacity to host and integrate refugees
	e. Response(s) to the migration crisis
	f. Focus on Cohesion Policy and the CARE regulatory framework
	g. Main findings and conclusions of the case study

	4.2.6. Luxembourg LU00
	a. Short profile of the region
	b. Cohesion Policy in the region
	c. Exposure of the region to the migration crisis
	d. Sensitivity to the migration crisis: structural capacity to host and integrate refugees
	e. Response(s) to the migration crisis
	f. Focus on Cohesion Policy and the CARE regulatory framework
	g. Main findings and conclusions of the case study



	KEY FINDINGS
	5. ASSESSMENT OF COHESION POLICY AS A TOOL TO SUPPORT REFUGEES
	5.1. Relevance and effectiveness of Cohesion Policy to address the needs of regions hosting refugees
	5.2. Experience of previous modifications of Cohesion Policy to respond to external shocks
	5.3. Potential further revisions to Cohesion Policy in view of the current and future crises

	KEY FINDINGS
	6. POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS
	6.1. Lessons learnt from the implementation of the CARE, CARE+ and FAST-CARE regulations
	6.2. Policy conclusions and recommendations

	KEY FINDINGS
	REFERENCES
	ANNEX 1: Technical details of the online survey
	ANNEX 2: Case studies
	Lubelskie
	a. Short profile of the region
	b. Cohesion Policy in the region
	c. Exposure of the region to the migration crisis
	d. Sensitivity to the migration crisis: structural capacity to host and integrate refugees
	e. Response(s) to the migration crisis
	f. Focus on the CARE regulatory framework
	g. Assessment of the advantages and drawbacks of using Cohesion Policy and FEAD funding (within the CARE framework) to respond to the migration crisis
	h. Assessment of the future needs of the region vis-à-vis Cohesion Policy
	i. Main findings and conclusions of the case study

	Estonia
	a. Short profile of the region
	b. Cohesion Policy in the region
	c. Exposure of the region to the migration crisis
	d. Sensitivity to the migration crisis: structural capacity to host and integrate refugees
	e. Response(s) to the migration crisis
	f. Focus on the CARE regulatory framework
	g. Assessment of the advantages and drawbacks of using Cohesion Policy funding (within the CARE framework) to respond to the migration crisis
	h. Assessment of the region’s future needs vis-à-vis Cohesion Policy
	i. Longer-term plans for refugee integration
	j. Main findings and conclusions of the case study

	Vienna
	a. Short profile of the region
	b. Cohesion Policy in the region
	c. Exposure of the region to the migration crisis
	d. Sensitivity to the migration crisis: structural capacity to host and integrate refugees
	e. Response(s) to the migration crisis
	f. Focus on the CARE regulatory framework
	g. Assessment of the advantages and drawbacks of using Cohesion Policy funding (within the CARE framework) to respond to the migration crisis
	h. Assessment of the advantages and drawbacks of using the FEAD under the CARE framework to respond to the migration crisis
	i. Assessment of the future needs of the region vis-à-vis Cohesion Policy
	j. Longer-term plans for refugee integration
	k. Main findings and conclusions of the case study

	Východné Slovensko
	a. Short profile of the region
	b. Cohesion Policy in the region
	c. Exposure of the region to the migration crisis
	d. Sensitivity to the migration crisis: structural capacity to host and integrate refugees
	e. Response(s) to the migration crisis
	f. Focus on the CARE regulatory framework
	g. Assessment of the advantages and drawbacks of using Cohesion Policy funding (within the CARE framework) to respond to the migration crisis
	h. Assessment of the advantages and drawbacks of using the FEAD under the CARE framework to respond to the migration crisis
	i. Longer-term plans for refugee integration
	j. Main findings and conclusions of the case study

	Abruzzo
	a. Short profile of the region
	b. Cohesion Policy in the region
	c. Exposure of the region to the migration crisis
	d. Sensitivity to the migration crisis: structural capacity to host and integrate refugees
	e. Response(s) to the migration crisis
	f. Focus on the CARE regulatory framework
	g. Assessment of the advantages and drawbacks of using Cohesion Policy funding (within the CARE framework) to respond to the migration crisis
	h. Longer-term plans for refugee integration
	i. Main findings and conclusions of the case study

	Luxembourg
	a. Short profile of the region
	b. Cohesion Policy in the region
	c. Exposure of the region to the migration crisis
	d. Sensitivity to the migration crisis: structural capacity to host and integrate refugees
	e. Response(s) to the migration crisis
	f. Focus on the CARE regulatory framework
	g. Assessment of the advantages and drawbacks of using Cohesion Policy funding (within the CARE framework) to respond to the migration crisis
	h. Assessment of the advantages and drawbacks of using the FEAD under the CARE framework to respond to the migration crisis
	i. Longer-term plans for refugee integration
	j. Main findings and conclusions of the case study




