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CALRE Working Group
“Natural disasters” 2018
TECHNICAL REPORT
INTRODUCTION:
The CALRE Plenary Assembly, on October 2017, confirmed the continuation of the working group
on “Natural disasters” for the year 2018 by placing it under the coordination of the President of the
Legislative Assembly of Abruzzo. The group would comprise the following European Legislative
Assemblies: Umbria, Puglia, Calabria, Friuli Venezia Giulia, Molise, Veneto, Andalusia (S),
Wallonia (B), Galicia (S) ed Extremadura (S).
As shown in the programme of activities, for the year 2018 the group aims to continue working on
two objectives:
1. preparing one or more legislative proposals, among those identified in the final report for the
year 2017 or a proposal for a green or white paper concerning the need. To consider an EU
action on one of these themes supporting a resolution of the European Parliament on the most
pressing issues;
2. monitoring of the initiatives put in place by the European Union for the purpose of the possible
presentation of shared observations
As regards the first objective, in order to select and prioritize the issues to be worked on in 2018,
the Legislative Assembly of Abruzzo submitted a questionnaire to the CALRE Assemblies asking
them to indicate one or more points to be developed between ten postures and the accompanying
motivations and also to suggest the formalised medium to be used to present a proposal to the
European institutions. The same questions were submitted to the members of the scientific group.
From this process, for which the main findings have been presented in Annex 1, the best consensus
and the resulting actions to be taken were the following:
1. To use, through concrete actions, both the Structural and Investment Funds and all the EU
beneficiary Funds, to address the issues related to natural disasters;
2. To Invest in research on natural disasters;
3. To introduce the same method for Risk;
4. To provide measures against climate change;
5. To legislate on containment of land consumption.
With regard to the second objective, the Abruzzo Regional Legislative Assembly has submitted to
the European Institutions the final document of the group for the year 2017 participating in the
ascending phase on Communication of the European Commission (COM (2017) 773 final) Strengthening EU Disaster Management: rescEU Solidarity with Responsibility (see Resolution IV
Council Committee 15/2018). The Proposal for a Decision of the European Parliament and of the
Council amending Decision no. 1313/2013 / EU on a Union civil protection mechanism COM
(2017) 772 Final 2 has also been examined too. In particular, the regional observations, later leading
to a resolution of the IV Council Committee (No. 17/2018), were transmitted to the European
regional assemblies participating in the working group. together with a summary of the European
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proposal. On the Com (2017) 772 the Committee of the Regions also expressed its opinion with the
opinion of 16 May 2018.
SECTION 1: URGENT ACTIONS IDENTIFIED IN THE FIELD OF NATURAL
DISASTERS
Section 1 of this report outlines the current legal framework, identifies the matters/ unresolved
issues and suggests possible actions on each of the guidelines for intervention mentioned above for
which a strong consensus was reached both by the CALRE Assemblies and by of the scientific
group.
1. To use, through concrete actions, both the Structural and Investment Funds and the direct
Funds, to address the issues related to natural disasters
AUTHORS: ADV. GIARDINO, ADV. ROSA, ADV. DI GIUSEPPE1
STRUCTURAL FUNDS

In regard to the current programming period, the European Structural and Investment Funds cover
different areas. In the field of climate change, they offer the potential to act as an instrument for:
• ensure that Member States and the EU maintain their mitigation commitments;
• ensure Europe's resilience to climate change;
• provide funding opportunities to business entities engaged in finding effective and efficient
solutions for mitigation and adaptation.
The Commission identifies eleven thematic objectives to which the funds are directed and among
these the fifth deals with "Climate change adaptation, risk prevention and management". This
issue, which traverses all five fund, receives the most attention within the European Regional
Development Fund. Among the investment priorities of this fund there are:
• the support for investments in climate change adaptation, including ecosystem-based approaches;
• the promotion of investments to address specific risks in order to increase resilience and develop
disaster management systems.
In 2017, furthermore, the Regulation (EU) 2017/1199 / of 4 July amended the Art. 120 of the
Regulation (EU) n. 1303/2013 as regards specific measures to provide supplemental assistance to
Member States affected by natural disasters. Whereby, under an operational programme additional
assistance to Member States affected by natural disasters, it should be possible to introduce a
separate priority axis within an operational programme, with a co-financing rate of up to 95 % to
support operations, selected by managing authorities, aimed at reconstruction in response to major
or regional natural disasters and funded under an ERDF investment priority.
The amount allocated to the operations referred to in the first subparagraph shall not exceed 5 % of
the total ERDF allocation in a Member State for the 2014-2020 programming period.
In order to finalize the abovementioned funds in terms of resilience to natural disasters,
however, more effort is required by the European Commission and the Member States in the
framework of the partnership agreements.
As regards future planning, it should first be noted that, on 2 May 2018, the European Commission
adopted the proposal of the Multiannual Financial Framework for the period 2021-2027 with Com
1

Section 1, paragraph 1 and Section 2 of the report written by the authors Adv. G. Giardino, Adv. G. Rosa and Adv. A.
Di Giusepe have been translated into English by Adv. A. Di Giuseppe.
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(2018) 321. The abovementioned proposal plans to make more resources available for crisis
response through the introduction of RescEU (specific reserve of response capacities at EU level)
and the widening of the emergency aid reserve.
However, it should be considered that the proposal to amend decision no. 1313/2013 / EU on a
Union civil protection mechanism (Com (2017) 772 final 2), which provides for the
establishment of RescEU did not expand on the range of actions for prevention and
preparation eligible for European funding.
It should also be noted that the increased incidence of natural disasters in the territories of the
European Union and the inadequacy of the existing prevention instruments at both EU and
national levels lead to a believe that a cohesive intervention policy and related funds are
essential, to support national and regional initiatives aimed at disaster prevention and, in
particular, disasters that are not a direct consequence of climate change.
Finally, the European Commission presented the proposal for a European Regulation for the
European Regional Development Fund and the Cohesion Fund (COM (2018) 372 final) of 29 May,
the proposal for a Regulation on the European Social Fund Plus ( ESF +) COM (2018) 382 and the
proposed Regulation laying down the common provisions applicable to the European Regional
Development Fund, the European Social Fund Plus, the Cohesion Fund, the European Maritime and
Fisheries Fund and the financial rules applicable to these funds and the Asylum and Migration
Fund, the Internal Security Fund and the Border Control System and Visa Management.
In this area efforts are needed from Member States and Regions in relation to the formation of such
acts.
DIRECT FUNDS

Under the European funds, managed directly by the EU Commission, Horizon 2020 and LIFE
finance projects related to the issues examined.
HORIZON 2020: is the European Union research and innovation programme.
Regulation (EU) no. 291/2013 sets out the general objective of Horizon 2020, the priorities and the
broad lines of the specific objectives. Decision (EU) 743/2013 establishes the specific programme
implementing Regulation (EU) no 1291/2013 and determines the specific objectives for Union
support to the research and innovation activities set out in Article 1 of that Regulation as well as the
rules for implementation.
Article 1 of the reg. (EU) no. 291/2013 establishes that the general objective of Horizon 2020 is to
determine the framework governing Union support for research and innovation activities, thereby
strengthening the European scientific and technological base and fostering benefits for society as
well as better exploitation of the economic and industrial potential of policies of innovation,
research and technological development.
This general objective shall be pursued through three mutually reinforcing priorities dedicated to:
1. Excellent science; 2. Industrial leadership; 3. Societal challenges.
Furthermore, according to the art. 5, par. 2, 3 and 4 of the regulation, the specific program consists
of six parts. Under Part III “Societal challenges”, financing is focused on 7 specific objectives
including the one referred in point e) "climate action, environment, resource efficiency and raw
materials”.
As regards combating climate change, the purpose of the programme is to develop and evaluate
innovative measures and strategies for adaptation and mitigation, which are efficient in terms of
sustainable costs for greenhouse gases and aerosols (CO 2 and other than CO 2), underlining the
technological and non-technological solutions, through the production of tests aimed at an
informed, prompt and effective action and networking of the required skills. Activities focus on
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improving the understanding of climate change and the risks associated with extreme events
as well as sudden climate changes in order to provide reliable climate projections. Such
projections will be used in the assessment of impacts and vulnerabilities at global, regional
and local levels, on development measures to adapt and prevent and manage innovative and
cost-effective risks and support for mitigation policies and strategies, including studies
focusing on the impact of other sectorial policies.
In the context of Part III, the letter g) concerns the action " Secure societies - Protecting freedom
and security of Europe and its citizens". The specific objective is to promote secure European
societies in a context of unprecedented transformations and interdependencies and growing global
threats, while strengthening the European culture of freedom and justice. As part of this action,
various activities are envisaged, including those referred to point. e) aimed at "increasing
Europe's resilience to crisis and disasters”.
LIFE: is the EU’s financial instrument supporting environmental, nature conservation and climate
action projects throughout the EU. It was established by Regulation (EU) no. 1293/2013.
The LIFE programme pursues the following general objectives:
a) to contribute to the shift towards a resource-efficient, low-carbon and climate- resilient
economy, to the protection and improvement of the quality of the environment and to halting and
reversing biodiversity loss, including the support of the Natura 2000 network and tackling the
degradation of ecosystems;
b) to improve the development, implementation and enforcement of Union environmental and
climate policy and legislation, and to act as a catalyst for, and promote, the integration and
mainstreaming of environmental and climate objectives into other Union policies and public and
private sector practice, including by increasing the public and private sector's capacity;
c) to support better environmental and climate governance at all levels, including better
involvement of civil society, NGOs and locally involved persons;
d) to support the implementation of the 7th Environment Action Programme.
The general objectives are pursued through sub-programs including the Climate Action subprogramme. Pursuant to art. 13 of the reg. (EU) n. 1293/2013, this sub-programme provides for
three priority areas:
1. Climate Change Mitigation (Article.14)
2. Climate Change Adaptation (Article 15)
3. Climate Governance and Information (Article 16)
HORIZON AND LIFE IN THE NEW MULTIANNUAL FINANCIAL FRAMEWORK

As anticipated, with the Communication n. 321 of 2018, the European Commission presented the
proposals for the multiannual financial framework. As far as we are concerned, the multiannual
financial framework includes the new European horizon research program Horizon Europe which
aims to support Europe in remaining at the forefront of research and innovation worldwide.
Following the success of Horizon 2020, the new programme will continue to promote research
excellence and focus on innovation.
With regard to the environment and climate change, the Communication from the European
Commission states that the new policy will require greater ambition on environmental and climate
issues, strengthening conditionality for direct payments that must be consistent with environmental
policies, allocating a significant part of the funding for rural development in favour of actions
benefiting the climate and the environment and introducing voluntary environmental schemes
into the envelope for direct payments within a strategic and results-based framework.
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The Commission also proposes to continue and strengthen the well-established program for
the environment and climate action (LIFE).
More generally, in line with the Paris agreement and the commitment to promoting the United
Nations' sustainable development goals, the Commission proposes to set a more ambitious goal of
integrating climate aspects into all EU programs. The goal is to arrive at a 25% share of EU
spending related to achieving climate targets.
Finally, the European Commission has recently presented proposals for European regulations
concerning the LIFE and Horizon Europe programs replacing the previous programs. In particular,
COM(2018)385 establishing a Programme for the Environment and Climate Action (LIFE) and
repealing Regulation (EU) No 1293/2013, and COM(2018) 436 Establishing the specific
programme implementing Horizon Europe - the Framework Programme for Research and
Innovation.
Among the objectives of the specific implementation programme of Horizon Europe, the most
ambitious is the integration of climate issues.
In particular, with reference to the European Horizon Program which promotes research
excellence and focuses on innovation, it would be useful to submit to the European institutions
the need for a revision of the Fund to allow research aimed at preventing disasters that are
not a directed consequence of climate changes (such as earthquakes, tidal waves, etc.).
On this front too, an effort is required of the Member States and of the Regions in relation to the
formation of these acts.
2. To Invest in research on natural disasters
AUTHORS: PROF.FAGGIAN, PROF. PITARI, DR. MODICA, DR. URSO
The Communication of the European Commission (COM2018 321) states that the European Union
can quickly mobilize operational assistance to cope with an unforeseen situation, including natural
and man-made disasters. Whether, on the one hand, this can be done from the point of view of the
emergency management phase through, for example, the allocation of European funding of the EU
Solidarity Fund (EUSF) and the European Structural and Investment Funds (ESI), on the other
hand, when looking at the natural disasters’ prevention and mitigation strategies, this must be done
through a greater understanding of the natural risk and the implementation of increasingly accurate
studies relating to: i) the knowledge of territorial vulnerabilities, ii) the evaluation of the
economic damages, such as direct and indirect costs that a region can suffer when affected by
an extreme natural event.
On this regard, the literature is well aware that the socio-economic costs of disasters is generally
underestimated due to the lack of a good estimation system (Marin and Modica, 2017). This
underestimation prevents from fully evaluating the present and future costs of natural risk and,
therefore, the net economic-social value of the investments in prevention and mitigation activities as
well as the assessment of potential insurance schemes following PPP.
We then identify at least five lines of research that can be carried out in the study of the impacts of
natural disasters. These lines of research will aim to improve the knowledge of the actual risk of
extreme events in relationship to the areas studied and to improve the accuracy in the economic
evaluation of damages, both in ex-ante (e.g in order to implement risk prevention and mitigation
measures) and ex-post (e.g. in order to manage the emergency and reconstruction phases). These
lines can be summarized in the following points: 1) the implementation of techniques for the
assessment of the ‘socio-economic cost of natural disasters’; 2) the ex-post evaluation of
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private and public costs of natural disasters through rigorous economic based also on robust
risk quantification methods; 3) the definition and implementation of prevention and
mitigation policies; 4) the creation of natural risk warning and communication systems that
do not create panic in the population but that increase public knowledge on these issues; 5)
the definition of a unique method for the natural risk analysis (see section 3 of the report).
However, it is important to underline that the applicability of the results of the ‘basic research’ of
academic institutions such as universities and research centres is not straightforward to a broader
context, and this evidence calls for the availability of public institutions to fund such works. In fact,
it is very difficult to quantify the immediate economic returns of academic works even though they
have without any doubt a great potential for positive spillovers on society, and especially for the
quality of life of the population, driven by the cultural development that greater knowledge can
bring to the society.
From this point of view, the European Commission is already implementing a large-scale funding
programme such as the H2020 programme that helps EU Member States to stay at the forefront of
research and innovation worldwide, providing for the period 2021-2027, an increase in funds with
respect to the previous period (not yet confirmed). To give some examples, in the current program
(the so-called Horizon2020), the investment in research on natural disasters as well as on the
training of experts on this subject is carried out through the participation of research consortia to
specific calls, such as those relating to "Security" (e.g. SU-DRS) or "Protecting the infrastructure in
Europe" (e.g. SU-INFRA), which are part of the "Secure societies - Protecting freedom and security
of Europe and its citizens" programme.
It should be noted, however, that within this or other programs, a significant amount of research
activities in many fields of human knowledge are subject to competition. While this competition is a
positive stimulus to excellence, on the other hand it makes it difficult to obtain funding in fields
that, by their nature, have less appeal in the eyes of public opinion but are still fundamental. We
believe that these fields can be partly attributed to the activities defined by this working group, that
is to say all those activities of risk prevention deriving from natural disasters, both of hydrogeological (with the related possible accentuation of this risk caused by climate changes on a global
scale) and seismic origins.
For these reasons, this working group proposes to the European Commission the establishment of
a privileged channel for financing the research activities of this and other working groups.
This would allow a clear improvement at European level of the conditions under which such
research takes place. Given that this is desirable, we also believe that this channel must, in any case,
have an as much open and rigorous system for evaluating proposals as possible. To do this, it is
desirable a two-levels review system of the research proposals: i) external, i.e. through an expert
evaluation of the scientific soundness of the proposals (e.g. a system similar to the evaluation of
scientific articles that is the peer-review system), and ii) internal, i.e. through a Commission internal
2
evaluation especially regarding funds allocation to the various thematic research areas.
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Commission of the European Communities (2018). Communication from the Commission to the European Parliament, the Council,
the European Economic and Social Committee and the Committe of the Regions: A new, modern Multiannual Financial Framework
for a European Union that delivers efficiently on its priorities post-2020. The European Commission’s contribution to the Informal
Leaders’ meeting on 23 February 2018. COM(2018) 98 final.
Marin, G., Modica, M. (2017). Socio-economic exposure to natural disasters. Environmental Impact Assessment Review, 64, 57-66.
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3. Introduction of a common method for risk analysis3
AUTHORS: DR. VALENSISE, PROF. BUCCOLINI, PROF. PIACENTINI, PROF. MICCADEI
Due to its physiographic, geologic, and climatic features, the European territory is adversely
affected by natural hazards, often turning into real disasters, whose distribution is different from
country to country but also largely transnational (see Overview of natural and man-made disaster
risks in the EU, European Commission, 2014). For all of these reasons, the definition of a common
method for assessing the risks posed by natural adverse phenomena is a highly significant topic at
European level, that must take properly into account the geographic variability of such phenomena.
Over the past few decades, several universities and research centres, both at national and European
level (the latter include JRC, participating through the Disaster Risk Management Knowledge
Centre DRMKC-JRC, http://drmkc.jrc.ec.europa.eu/), have focused on this topic. As a result, recent
years have brought about important advancements in the development of methods and tools for
hazard and risk assessment.
Any risk analysis is based on a knowledge path formed by different steps, including the
understanding of the potentially adverse natural phenomena, the communication/dissemination of
the associated hazards, and the management of the resulting risks (Science for Disaster Risk
Management, JRC 2017). Proper consideration of these steps yields a real opportunity for effective
risk prevention and for reducing the number of casualties and economic losses induced by natural
disasters.

As it is well known to scientists and practitioners, the risk associated with natural phenomena is due
to the convolution of the probability that a certain event or process will occur, with a certain
intensity and within a specified time frame - referred to as hazard - with the exposure and
vulnerability of the potentially impacted areas (UNISDR, 2009; Risk assessment and mapping
guidelines for disaster management, European Commission, 2010).
3

In this regard JRC is preparing the document "Best practice risk assessment" in the framework of the Disaster Risk Management
Knowledge Center (http://drmkc.jrc.ec.europa.eu/). The document is expected to be released in Fall 2018. Moreover, during the
meeting of the "Community of Users", which took place in Brussels from 4 to 7 June, a special session was dedicated to risk
reduction (https://www.eiseverywhere.com/ehome/333264 ).
Finally, the JRC reports that the CEN Workshop Agreement (CWAs, https://www.cen.eu/work/products/CWA/Pages/default.aspx)
offers a flexible and light platform as a first approach towards the drafting of European Regulations.
A CEN Workshop (CWA) agreement is a document published by CEN in at least one of the three CEN official languages. A CWA is
an agreement developed and approved in a CEN laboratory, which is open to the direct participation of anyone with an interest in the
development of the agreement. There is no geographical limit to participation. Therefore, participants can be also from outside
Europe. The development of a CWA is fast and flexible (on average 10 - 12 months). A CWA does not have the status of an
European standard. It does not involve any obligation at national level. A CWA can not conflict with an European standard; if a
conflicting EN is subsequently published, the CWA will be withdrawn
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For all different types of natural phenomena (earthquakes, volcanic eruptions, tsunamis, landslides,
floods, storms, sea storms, etc.), the hazard assessment must first rely on a detailed understanding of
the processes, particularly in terms of type, magnitude and frequency. Much has already been done
in increasing this knowledge basis at European level (see a summary in JRC, 2017), but there are
still important goals to be achieved in terms of homogenisation and harmonisation of basic data and
of methods for hazard and risk assessment.
With respect to hydrogeological risks, we wish to stress that currently the main need is to adopt a
multidisciplinary approach based on the interaction among different scientific disciplines. The
understanding mechanisms and processes, the ability to issue spatio-temporal forecasts, the
assessment of the vulnerability and the monitoring of the effects (according to what was identified
by the DRMKC-JRC) require a joint effort by all scientists involved. More specifically the main
necessary actions are:
• the harmonisation of the methods for geomorphological mapping and mapping of floods (EU
Directive 2007/60 / EC), of landslides and of soil erosion, currently based on different national
regulations in the absence of a relevant European legislation (see point 5), and of sea storms;
• the harmonisation of hazard assessment methods according to transnational guidelines (see for
examples Fell et alii, 2008; European Commission, 2010; JRC, 2017);
• the creation of a common and shared geomorphological map leading to the definition of an
established, constantly updated and fully transnational scheme for the assessment of the adverse
phenomena (type, magnitude and frequency); this is to be achieved through the revision and
homogenisation of the already available data and their integration following a common
cartographic method shared at European level;
• the definition of scientifically and technologically innovative tools and methods to update
continuously the mapping and understanding of potentially adverse natural phenomena; this is to
be achieved through a network of institutions, research centers, university departments that
systematically operate after every natural disaster to monitor the phenomena and their effects
according to standard transnational procedures;
• moving beyond the assessment of hazard based only on historically documented phenomena,
particularly for landslides; introducing the cartography of susceptibility and probabilistic methods
for landslide hazard and risk assessment;
• the review of the concept of recurrence time, in particular for intense meteorological phenomena,
in the frame of possible changes in the pluvio-thermometric regimes resulting from the ongoing
climate changes;
• the definition of guidelines for the assessment of vulnerability of different types of elements and
different types of natural processes and hazards;
• the inclusion of mapping tools at national and European level in the Geographic Information
Systems, aimed at a better understanding of hydrogeological processes and at improving the
assessment of hazard and risk, according to shared methods and to the INSPIRE Directive.
The situation is rather different as regards the risks associated with endogenous processes:
essentially earthquakes, volcanoes and tsunamis. In most of these cases the problem is potentially
supranational: a strong earthquake in Friuli can cause damage in southern Austria, an eruption in
Iceland can stop air traffic throughout Europe, and a tsunami of Greek origin can sweep all the
coasts of the central and eastern Mediterranean Sea. Also for this reason, probably, a good level of
harmonization at European level already exists, not only for earthquakes but also for volcanoes and
- in recent years - for tsunamis. In terms of integration of data and methods, this harmonization is
guaranteed by EPOS, the European Plate Observing System (https://www.epos-ip.org), an
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infrastructure funded by the European Community that brings together the main research centers of
the continent. There are also European initiatives such as EFEHR, the European Facilities for
Earthquake Hazard and Risk (http://www.efehr.org/), which coordinates, updates and maintains
European models of seismic hazard and risk.
Nevertheless, the existence of an advanced level of harmonization does not fulfill all the needs of
the scientific community, of the local administrations and of the population. Among all topics that
deserve greater consideration at the European level, the following are certainly worth to be
mentioned:
• the improvement of the seismic characterization of the territory, also through the analysis of
industrial seismic reflection data and other subsurface data, to increase the resolution in the
assessment of the most hazardous areas;
• the improvement of the characterization of the territory in a multi-risk perspective; this means to
develop the capacity to deal simultaneously with earthquake-caused ground shaking, with the
possible co-seismic reactivation of surface faults, and with the possible development of landslides
and other seismically induced secondary phenomena;
• the introduction of time-dependent hazard models, particularly for earthquakes, in addition to
conventional time-independent estimations, in order to rank the different areas in terms of their
proneness to significant ground shaking; this is a prerequisite for launching of new risk
mitigation policies by reducing the vulnerability of existing buildings;
• the inception of a systematic mapping of building vulnerability, to be implemented first using
simplified methods at national and regional scale, and then with by adopting more detailed
methods in the highest hazard areas, i.e. in the areas identified as being more prone to severe
earthquakes in the coming decades;
• the launch of an European dissemination program to make people more aware of the natural
hazards and risks that are characteristic of the region they live in; this is to be achieved with
specific programs designed for high schools students, and then extending them to increasingly
large portions of the population, with the aim to create a true "culture of risk" that is currently
deficient or non -existent in Italy but also in many European countries.
It is important to stress that all proposed actions are made more urgent by the great ongoing
economic development and by a rapid increase in population density of many areas characterized by
a high hazard level in various European countries. This growth will inevitably cause an increase in
the exposure to natural disasters, and most likely also in the global vulnerability of the areas
involved. This implies that in these areas for the same hazard level there will often be a tendency of
risk to increase. This is due to the simple reason that many industrial activities and infrastructures
are becoming more and more sensitive to the possible effects of an earthquake, a flood, an eruption
or a complex natural disaster. In other words, the need to mitigate the risks deriving from natural
phenomena also derives from the observation that in the most advanced countries these risks are
constantly increasing through time. In the case of hydrogeological phenomena, it must be
considered that, in addition to the increase in the density of the population and of the industrial
settlements located in areas that may be subject to flooding or landslides, also the hazard may
increase as a result of climate changes, that are making the extreme events more frequent.
In conclusion, the actions identified as necessary for the management of the different types of
hazards and related risks are part of a greater challenge: the development a multi-risk approach
based on a systematic knowledge framework, on scientific methods and on specific research
activities (see point 2). For any given territory this will make it possible to evaluate with a unified
approach the combination of the hazards and effects resulting from different types of risks
(geophysical, hydrogeological and weather-climatic), as well as to explore their mutual correlations
9

and combinations (e.g. landslides or avalanches induced by earthquakes, landslides induced by
floods, floods induced by large landslides and barrier lakes, etc.). This will allow for the definition
of current and future scenarios depending on the combination of several types of risk, for supporting
the European land management policies by incorporating explicitly new risk prevention and
infrastructure planning measures, and for planning civil protection policies for intervention after
natural disasters.
The necessary tool for this change of perspective in the assessment and management of hazards and
risks for an effective prevention policy is the definition of science-based standards and guidelines
and the development of multi-risk methodologies for mapping, preventing and managing risks in
a transnational context (in agreement with European Commission, 2010, JRC, 2017)4.
4. To provide measures against climate change
SCIENTIFIC BACKGROUND OF THE CLIMATE CHANGE
AUTHOR: PROF. PITARI

Climate change is a particularly important topic in these days. By “climate change” the scientific
community refers to all those effects derivating from the anthropic influence on the Earth climate
system, particularly referring to the increase in well-mixed greenhouse gasses: those gases, among
which the most important are carbon dioxide (CO2) and methane (CH4) are mainly produced by
combustion processes and are injected in the atmosphere by humans in always greater quantities.
Unlike other short-lived pollutants (such as the particolates PM10 and PM2.5) that can be easily
removed via rainout and dry deposition, and whose quantities can be easily and rapidly controlled
by removing the sources that produce them, greenhouse gasses are not so easily removed. In
particular, CO2 slowly deposits to the ground (thorugh photosyntesis) and mainly in the oceans, that
then increas in acidity thus decreasing their ability to hold more. For this reason, the lifetime of
greenhouse gasses in the atmosphere is very high and even if production were to be stopped
immediately, their concentration would remain high for decades. These gasses are defined as
“greenhouse gasses” because, just like in a greenhouse, they trap part of the black body radiation
emitted by the surface, that cannot escape to space and thus they produce a warming of the lower
atmosphere, and thus of the surface.
This warming has an amount of perceivable consequences for the population:
1) the increase in surface temperatures (estimated to be 0.8 °C now with respect to the pre-industrial
period, and it risks going over 1.5 or 2 °C in the 21st century) can produce long periods of draught
in the most vulnerable of zones, those closest to the tropical belt (as it has already happened, for
instance, last summer in Spain); 2) the melting of the polar glaciers due to global warming produces
a rise in the sea levels, with high risks for coastal zones; 3) global warming may induce an increase
in the frequency of extreme weather events (hurricanes or storms) with following hydro-geological
4

European Commission, 2014. Overview of natural and man-made disaster risks in the EU. Staff working document, SWD(2014)
134 final of 8.4.2014.
European Commission, 2010. Risk assessment and mapping guidelines for disaster management. Staff Working Paper, SEC(2010)
1626 final of 21.12.2010.
JRC, 2017. Science for Disaster Risk Management Disaster Risk Management Knowledge Centre DRMKC-JRC,
http://drmkc.jrc.ec.europa.eu/
Fell R., Corominas J., Bonnard C., Cascini L, Leroi E. & Savage WZ. 2008. Guidelines for landslide susceptibility, hazard and risk
zoning for land-use planning. Engineering Geology, 102: 99-111.
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risks. These phenomena bring with them also the increase of social problems, such as the increase
of “climate migrations”, people forced to abandon their homes due to the increased desertification.
The long lifetime of the greenhouse gasses and the severity of the dire consequences of their
increase suggest that measures against climate change should be strong.
In one hand it is inevitable, as also defined by the Paris Accord in 2016, a sharp reduction in
emissions; this is possible only modifying the global development systems, decreasing the usage of
hydrocarbons (petrol, natural gasses) and using more renewable sources (solar, eolic). Some shortlived pollutants that still have a strong climatic impact can be reduced in a more direct way, such as
decreasing the production of black carbon from combustion processes, through the decreased usage
of diesel engines and improving the early warning system for wildfires, or by imrpving the design
of naval engines.
These efforts, as we said before, are necessary but it is very likely that they will not be enough in
the short period to reduce the most devastating effects of climate change. It would be advisable for
this reason to keep researching all those mitigation methods that fall under the umbrella term
“climate engineering”. With this term, we mean all those possible interventions (for now only
studied from a teorethical point) that might modify the climate in an opposite way from climate
change. Those methods can be divided in two cathegories: direct removal methods of CO2 (Carbon
Dioxide Removal) and methods that reduce the amount of incoming solar radiation on the surface
of the planet (Solar Radiation Management). For the first, the main problem is the lack, for now, of
proper technologies that might produce such an effect. For the second there is a great need for the
scientific community to understand the main and secondary effects of those solutions in case they
were developed. As an example, take “sulfate geoengineering”. The idea stems from observations
of the climatic effects of explosive volcanic eruptions that release in the stratosphere (above 15 km)
huge quantites of SO2, producing a cloud of sulfuric aerosols that reflect part of the incoming solar
radiation back to space. Many have wondered if a similar effect can be reproduced by artificially
injecting sulfate in the stratosphere: using model simulations with global circulation models many
studies are now ongoing in order to evaluate the effects of this injection both on the atmosphere
(general circulation changes, changes in the atmospheric composition, effect on cirruc ice clouds)
and at the surface /surface sulfate deposition, air quality, effect on fragile cosystem due to changes
in the balance between direct and diffuse radiation).
Even if these might sound as a product of fantasy (or potentially dangerous), a good knowledge of
all these indirect effects night be useful in the future in case a temporary solution becomes
necessary to fight the worst effects of climate change.
AUTHOR: PROF. GARGIULO

THE FIGHT AGAINST CLIMATE CHANGE UNDER INTERNATIONAL LAW AND EUROPEAN
UNION LAW

Introduction. – The issue of climate change and related risks has been worrying the International
Community since the end of the Seventies of the last century. Particularly, within the United
Nations a broader awareness developed about the importance of protecting climate through studies
and analyses. These scientific works show that climate changes are mostly the result of human
activities which have caused the increase of greenhouse gas emissions into the atmosphere.
It is well known that international action in this area has been marked by difficulties and conflicts
over the years and that only recently, with 2015 Paris Agreement, the International Community has
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been able to take on a realistic commitment to face rising temperatures and to keep them within 2°
C by the half of the century.
The first international actions to combat climate change. – The fight against climate change has
assumed a progressive international importance. At the beginning of the Nineties of the twentieth
century the first initiatives have been taken that testify to the emergence of awareness on the close
relationship between increased greenhouse gas emissions and global warming. Two noteworthy
examples can be made in this regard. First of all, the first report, in 1990, of the Intergovernmental
Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), a body established under the auspices of the United Nations in
order to promote the formulation of policies to fight climate change, in which only the hypothesis of
the impact of human activities on the phenomenon of climate change by raising greenhouse gas
emissions was formulated, but, however, served as a basis for the adoption, within the United
Nations at the Earth Summit held in Rio de Janeiro in 1992, of the Framework Convention on
Climate Change (UNFCCC). The Convention is based on the precautionary principle, affirmed in
the Declaration adopted by the Earth Summit itself, and according to which the precautionary
approach must largely guide the action of States in environmental policies and that the lack of
certainty at a scientific level cannot be used to postpone the adoption of effective measures to
prevent environmental degradation in the event of threats of serious or irreversible environmental
damage. The Convention is the first instrument by which the International Community undertakes
to stabilize the greenhouse gases emission. It is based on the principle of common but differentiated
responsibility, i.e. some objectives and obligations are set, differentiated according to the various
socio-economic conditions of the States Parties of the Convention.
There is a greater responsibility for industrialized Countries, precisely because of their greater
socio-economic development, and they are called to take measures to limit greenhouse gases and to
integrate the fight against climate change into their national policies.
The Convention does not set mandatory limits for greenhouse gas emissions to the contracting
parties and it has no mandatory effect. However, it provides for the possibility for the parties to
adopt, through appropriate conferences, protocols that may place mandatory limits on emissions.
The best known of these treaties is the Kyoto Protocol.
The Kyoto Protocol.- The Kyoto Protocol, adopted in 1997, is the first international instrument
that sets binding limits on greenhouse gas emissions exclusively to industrialized Countries due to
the fact that their industrialization process had been the main cause of greenhouse gas emissions
into the atmosphere for almost 150 years. The limits are different for each country on the basis of
the principle of common but differentiated responsibility. Because of this, countries such as China,
Brazil and India are excluded from this regulation, even though they had contributed, in the decades
before the adoption of the Protocol, to increase the rates of gas emissions to guarantee themselves
accelerated development. This is one of the causes that did not allow a quick entry into force of the
Protocol. Indeed, the Protocol came into force only in 2005, introducing the obligation for most
industrialized Countries to reduce their greenhouse gas emissions by 5.2% on average compared to
the 1990s values. This commitment was reformulated in December 2012 through the Doha
Amendment to the Kyoto Protocol which provides for the minimum 18% emission reduction
obligation compared to 1990 levels for the period from 2013 to 2020.
It is a very widespread opinion that the Kyoto Protocol has failed in its regulatory intent because,
today, no significant reductions in gas emissions have been observed nor it has managed to stop the
increase in temperatures. According to some opinions, this would depend largely on the fact that it
reiterates the regulatory approach typical of other international instruments to combat air pollution,
which has proved to be insufficient in the fight against climate change, as it is much more complex
and difficult to solve, raising problems of diversified nature (environmental, economic, social etc.)
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The Paris Agreement of 2015. – The definition of a regulatory framework for the post-Kyoto
Protocol has proceeded, rather slowly, through the Conference of the Parties to the Convention on
Climate Change. COP 21, that took place in Paris in 2015, contrary to the previous ones, registered
a significant participation of leaders of the States parties to the Convention as well as the
institutional representatives of the European Union, the Holy See and Palestine. It is a fundamental
step in the fight against climate change because it has succeeded in defining a new framework for
international cooperation in this matter: the Paris Agreement. The most innovative aspect promoted
by it concerns the change of the strategy to combat climate change that from 2020 onwards will be
based on commitments voluntarily assumed by the States at national level for the reduction of
emissions and various international procedural rules aimed at ensuring transparency and promote
the undertaking of increasingly important commitments from the point of view of reducing
emissions. The Paris Agreement seeks, not without difficulty, to design a global strategy for a new
development model able to avoid the negative effects of climate change through the containment of
global warming and below 2° C.
Finally, in the context of the first meeting between the Parties of the Paris Agreement, held in
Marrakesh in 2016, there was a disappointing outcome both because of the inadequacy of national
measures to reduce emissions and the weight that the election of the new president of the United
States could have on the future of the Agreement.
The EU and the fight against climate change. – After the ratification of the Kyoto Protocol by the
Commission in 1998 and the assumption of the global commitment by the Member States to reduce
European Community emissions by 8%, the first relevant secondary law legislation consists of
Directive 2003/87/EC on the system for greenhouse gas emission allowance trading within the
Community. Under the terms of the Directive, compliance with the Member States’ emission
reduction obligations by issuing emission allowances to each Member State on the basis of the
admission ceilings set in the National Allocation Plans was binding. Each Member State was then
called upon to distribute to the plants covered by the Directive emission allowances whose use was
monitored by the plant operator and certified by a third entity. The shares could also be sold and
bought on the market and through this system the Union has been the driving force behind the
creation of the greenhouse gas emission allowance market.
This was accompanied, in 2007, after the observation that climate change was closely linked to
energy consumption, by the elaboration of An Energy Policy for Europe which specified the
measures to establish a common sustainable energy policy, that is compatible with the objectives of
combating climate change, but also with industrial policies aimed at safeguarding the
competitiveness of the European industry. This led to the Energy and Climate Package presented
by the European Commission in 2008 and in which the European Commission indicated the
measures necessary to make the EU the leading entity in the fight against climate change in the
world and the adoption of measures for the establishment of a low-carbon economy model, that is
based on a low-carbon production and consumption system, i.e. low CO2 emissions into the
atmosphere.
It is easy to understand that the implementation of these measures, the establishment of coherent
objectives and their implementation required the creation of a strong management and governance
structure at the European level and Member State level, able to combine economy and environment
in a sustainable sense, and through the participation of various actors. These measures also include
Directive 2009/29/EC which amended the 2003 Directive by defining the new emission targets for
2020, i.e. the reduction of the same by 21% compared to 2005.
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5. Regulations on the management and protection of the soil/land resource for the prevention
of natural disasters and the resilience of the European regions
AUTHORS: PROF. BUCCOLINI, PROF. PIACENTINI, PROF. MICCADEI, ADV. GIARDINO, ADV. ROSA, ADV. DI
GIUSEPPE, DR. URBANI

PROPOSAL FOR A FRAMEWORK DIRECTIVE ON SOIL AND OTHER EU INTERVENTIONS

In September 2006, the European Commission adopted a thematic strategy for soil protection
(COM / (2006) / 231) and a proposal for a framework directive on soil (COM / (2006) / 232)
aimed at ensuring its sustainable use. In November 2007, the proposed framework directive on soil
was approved by the European Parliament, at first reading, by a majority of about two thirds, but a
minority prevented progress in the Council, despite the support of more than 20 Member States.
The soil protection strategy was articulated in the following pillars: awareness raising, research,
integration and legislation. The proposed directive addressed the following issues: prevention, risk
assessment and operational measures. In addition, in 2012 the European Commission presented a
Report on the implementation of the thematic strategy for soil protection and ongoing
activities (COM (2012) 46 final) to the European Parliament, the Council, the European Economic
and Social Committee and the Committee of the Regions. In this report the EU Commission
highlighted the problems and challenges connected to land consumption, emphasizing that both in
the EU and worldwide, land and soil degradation had increased in the last ten years and how this
trend is likely to continue if the following factors are not addressed: a) land use change; b)
conservation of the organic matter of the soil; c) more efficient use of resources.
The same EU Commission communication states that "The challenges outlined above and the fact
that soil degradation in Europe continues, make it important that the EU improves the way in which
it deals with soil-related issues, particularly in the absence of Union legislation. Whilst the Soil
Thematic Strategy has helped raise the profile of these issues, there is still no systematic monitoring
and protection of soil quality across Europe some five years after its adoption. This means that
knowledge about the status and quality of soils remains fragmented and soil protection is not
undertaken in an effective and coherent way in all Member States".
Again in 2012, the Committee of the Regions, in its opinion on the implementation of the thematic
strategy for soil protection, emphasized that soils must also be protected in order to "contribute to
natural flood management and the mitigation of its effects and those of other natural
disasters", specifying that "soil quality is strongly related to other environmental aspects of EU
relevance (e.g. air, water quality, flooding risk, biodiversity, climate change, renewables etc.)” and
that “future soil policy must recognise its links to other EU environmental goals (e.g. the Water
Framework Directive). There are many existing EU provisions, which have some elements of soil
protection although no overarching soil specific legislation is in place. Existing provisions are
generally restricted to specific land uses or management and do not cover the whole land and soil
cover". Furthermore, in its opinion, the Committee of the Regions highlighted that the gaps in soil
protection measures can be better addressed starting from a common base for the whole EU and
establishing a general framework and common principles to which all countries must adhere,
advocating the adoption of a framework directive on soil protection, which shouldn’t have been,
however, "unnecessarily prescriptive, such as with quantitative provisions and limits". Moreover,
the Committee reiterated that the subsidiarity principle is fundamental in this area because of the
considerable differences between the soils of the various regions of Europe. Soil protection
strategies should therefore depend on different situations and be risk-based and proportionate, as
well as take into account regional specificities. Finally, it clarified that better soil monitoring would
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be needed to help develop, support and evaluate regional soil protection approaches. In 2014, the
European Commission withdrew its proposal for a directive on soil protection (OJ C 153 of 21
May 2014) from its agenda. Thus, it deprived Member States of a regulatory framework that could
have guided national, regional and local policies regarding the protection of the soil resource, in
compliance with the principles of subsidiarity and proportionality and in coordination with the
Floods Directive (reference Directive 2007/60 / EC). This regulatory vacuum created is a highly
critical factor. The persistent and continuous degradation of European land, illustrated in the report
COM (2012) 46 final, shows that the depletion of natural soils is induced by multiple factors
including soil sealing (275 ha / day period 1990-2000), erosion (1.3 million square kilometers of
eroded land), desertification / salinization and landslides (630,000 landslides according to national
databases). The consequent loss of ecosystem services and the hydrogeological fragility of
European soils and land requires a renewed regulatory approach that takes into account the role
played by soils in the prevention and mitigation of natural disasters. The proposed framework
directive on soil (COM / (2006) / 232) needs to be back to the center of institutional attention in
order to set out the priorities in the Action Plan of the Sendai Framework for Disaster Risk
Reduction 2015 - 2030 (see SWD (2016) 205 final/2) to increase the resilience of national, regional
and local communities.
The soil framework directive will have (i) to define the guidelines for the systematic definition of
data and knowledge regarding the soil/land (and degradation) theme and the landslide theme and (ii)
to be integrated with the risk analysis tools (see point 3).
In particular, the action needed regarding the management and conservation of soil and land
resource are:
• the definition of methods for mapping landslide phenomena (now based on different national
regulations, in absence of a specific European legislation, see point 3); harmonization of hazard
assessment methods according to transnational guidelines (e.g., Fell et alii, 2008; European
Commission, 2010, JRC, 2017);
• the definition of methods for mapping and assessment of soil/land degradation phenomena
(desertification, fast erosion, sealing, etc.) homogeneous at transnational level;
• the mapping and definition of a reliable, updated and transnational dataset of the
geomorphological features of the territory, landslides and soil erosion (taking into account the
type, magnitude and frequency of the phenomena); this has to be based on the revision and
homogenization of the data already available and their integration according to a common
cartographic method shared at European level;
• the definition of scientifically and technologically innovative tools and methods to update
continuously the mapping and understanding of landslide and soil erosion; this is to be achieved
through a network of institutions, research centers, university departments that systematically
operate after every natural disaster to monitor the phenomena and their effects according to
standard transnational procedures (see point 3).
6. State Aid and natural disasters
AUTHORS: ADV. GIARDINO, ADV. ROSA

Finally, from the point of view of emergency management, it is necessary to review and integrate
Article 50 of EU Regulation 651/2014, on exempt aid for damage caused by natural disasters, by
retuning, for example, some damage for which compensation may be due: currently eligible costs
are those related to the "loss of income" due to the total or partial suspension of the activity for a
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maximum period of six months from the date on which the event occurred. It might be useful to
extend the six-month period, given that the suspension of the activity could have a longer duration.
Among the eligible costs, next to the "loss of income" we could take into account the "loss of
profit" to be calculated on the basis of parameters of reasonableness.
It might be considered the possibility of introducing a new type of aid to companies, exempt from
notification, for investments in prevention measures for damage caused by natural disasters, along
the lines of aid for environmental protection under Article 36 and following of the same European
regulation. It might be useful, moreover, to dedicate an ad hoc case to aid to companies hit by
earthquakes and also to consider the consequences of concomitant disasters.
SECTION 2: IL MONITORING OF THE ACTIONS MADE IN THE FIELD OF THE
EUROPEAN UNION OF NATURAL DISASTERS
Section 2 of this report shows the monitoring of the working group on the measures deployed by the
European Union in the field of natural disasters
1. The Communication of the European Commission (Com (2017) 773 final) - Strengthening
EU Disaster Management: rescEU Solidarity with Responsibility
AUTHORS: ADV. GIARDINO, ADV. ROSA, ADV. DI GIUSEPPE

In November 2017, the European Commission adopted Communication 773 “Strengthening EU
Disaster Management: rescEU Solidarity with Responsibility”.
In the Communication, the European Commission notes that the experience gained has offered
important lessons:
1. In the event of multiple or frequently occurring extreme events like those of 2017, additional
capacity is needed. Its use must also be as efficient as possible.
2. A functioning solidarity mechanism must have a sufficiently robust incentive structure that
encourages sharing of response assets across borders.
3. Proper risk analysis and targeted short and longer-term prevention efforts, with effective
monitoring are the bases for effective disaster preparedness and response.
4. All available EU instruments, such as the European Structural and Investment Funds (ESI), need
to be used to their full extent, as far as disaster prevention and management are concerned, and
the synergies amongst them used to the fullest.
That said, it must be said that the Communication has addressed two fundamental issues: on the one
hand the theme of a Europe that protects (RescEU), on the other the importance of complementarity
with other EU policies on disaster management.
Regarding the first part, the Commission proposes to establish, as a matter of urgency, a
dedicated reserve of EU assets rescEU, in order to make the EU disaster response coherent
and valid and to remedy the shortcomings of the voluntary system currently foreseen by the
Union civil protection mechanism.
The Commission proposed to strengthen and simplify the current incentive structure of the
Union's Civil Protection Mechanism. The EU should provide increased adaptation, repair,
operational, including transport co-financing (75%) for the cost of pre-committed Member
State response capacities in a European Civil Protection Pool of assets
response facilities pre-committed by the Member States in the European Civil Protection
pool.
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Furthermore, the proposal seeks to streamline administrative procedures in order to reduce
delays in the deployment of assistance.
In the second part of the Communication, the Commission highlights the importance of a greater
coordination of EU policies, but also greater coordination at national level, including with regional
and local players, and between the various tools and instruments that Member States have at their
disposal.
Issues relating disaster risk management considerations are increasingly integrated in a number of
EU policies. The EU Strategy on Adaptation to Climate Change for instance supports climateproofing of EU action by promoting adaptation in key vulnerable sectors and in synergy with
disaster risk management.
To this end, the la Commission aims to put in place, by the way, the following main actions:
 Over the period of 2014-2020, almost EUR 8 billion have been allocated by 20 Member States
for climate change adaptation and disaster prevention and management through Cohesion Policy
funds, making them the largest source of EU funding in this area;
 It will examine how the post-2020 rules could facilitate co-financing of disaster response
measures developed through cohesion policy funds used in the context of the European Civil
Protection Response Media Pool;
 by the summer of 2018, it will examine planned investments in all relevant programs and discuss
possible changes with Member States;
 consider, for the post-2020 period, ways to speed up the procedures for modifying the relevant
European Structural and Investment Fund programs, in particular after a disaster;
 it will enhance the reviews of relevant EU legislative acts and processes and strengthen the
disaster prevention aspects at all relevant levels of governance;
 it will launch a communication and promotion campaign on disaster prevention, with particular
attention to forest fires, heat waves and other extreme weather events related to the climate to
intensify awareness on preventive action.
During the ascending phase, the Abruzzo Region has submitted to the European institutions
the final document of the group for the year 2017 (see Resolution IV Council Committee
15/2018), containing requests to the EU that, in part, coincide with the main actions identified
in the abovementioned Communication.
2. The Proposal for a Decision of the European Parliament and of the Council amending
Decision no. 1313/2013 / EU on a Union civil protection mechanism COM (2017) 772 Final 2
AUTHORS: ADV. GIARDINO, ADV. ROSA, DR. FUSARI, ADV. DI GIUSEPPE

In 2017, with the Communication 772, the European Commission adopted the proposal for a
decision amending the Union civil protection mechanism (Decision No. 1313/2013 / EU).
The proposal aims to overcome some implementation issues and proper functioning of the Union
mechanism and to achieve three main objectives:
1. Strengthening the effectiveness of prevention action as part of the disaster risk
management cycle, as well as reinforcing links with other key EU policies acting in the field of
disaster prevention and disaster response;
2. Reinforcing the Union and Member States’ collective ability to respond to disasters, and
addressing recurrent and emerging capacity gaps, especially with the creation of a dedicated
reserve of response capacities at Union level, with decisions on deployment taken by the
Commission, which retains command and control (to be known as rescEU). rescEU will be
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equipped with selected emergency capacities to respond to wildfires, floods, earthquakes and
health emergencies as appropriate.
3. Ensuring the Union Mechanism is agile and effective in its administrative procedures in
support of emergency operations.
Article 11 of the proposal to amend decision no. 1313/2013 / EU replaces the Union Civil
Protection Mechanism with the European Civil Protection Pool, a pool of pre-committed response
capacities of the Member States and include modules, other response capacities and experts.
A crucial change is the establishment of rescEU, a specific reserve of resources that is mobilised
and managed directly by the European Commission and which consists of operational resources and
mechanisms for the deployment of these resources able to fill the existing gaps at level of individual
Member States.
With regard to issues relating to training, exercises, lessons learned and knowledge dissemination,
essential aspects in the field of disaster prevention and response and deployment of civil protection
systems, the proposal provides for the establishment by the Commission of a network of players
and institutions involved in civil protection and disaster management that together with the
Commission will form the Union's civil protection knowledge network. This network will be
responsible for carrying out activities related to training, exercises, lessons learnt and knowledge
dissemination.
Another important point in the reform proposal concerns the period of time in which a Member
State or a third country affected by a disaster can receive assistance from the European Emergency
Response Capacity (ERCC); specifically, the request for assistance expires after a maximum period
of 90 days, unless new elements are communicated to the ERCC which, due to their importance,
may justify the extension of this period or the integration of the assistance.
Another substantial innovation is the increas in funding of the Union Mechanism for the period
2014-2020 which goes from EUR 368.428.000 to EUR 631.566.000, thus increasing more than
EUR 260 million for the period 2018-2020.
In addition, the costs of adaptation of the means that can cover 75% of the eligible costs in the event
of adaptation are not remedied if they do not exceed 50% of the average development cost of the
vehicle and 75% of the eligible costs in the event of repairs. The 2013 decision, however, currently
states that such adaptation costs may include unit costs or lump sums determined by type of means
and cover up to 100% of the eligible costs, provided not to exceed 30% of the average cost of
development of the vehicle.
Furthermore, the proposal provides for the total coverage of the costs related to the means and
capabilities related to rescEU, ie the costs connected to the purchase, leasing and rental of the
rescEU vehicle, the costs connected to the operation of the rescEU vehicle (including transport) and
the costs relating to services provided by public or private entities necessary for the operation of
rescEU means.
This proposal by the EU Commission, in line with the 2018 work program of the working group,
was monitored and analysed by Abruzzo Legislative Assembly which, with Resolution of the IV
Commission n.17 / 2018, formulated a series of observations in the participation of the Region in
5
the formation of EU law .
These observations were shared with the Assemblies of the CALRE Working Group.
The observations can be summarised in eleven points:
5

A first analysis and synthesis of the communication was carried out by Dr. Luigi D'Ettorre, grant researcher at the
Institutional and European Affairs Service of the Regional Assembly of Abruzzo, pursuant to the agreement between
the Regional Assembly and the University of Teramo, under the Resolution of the UP no. 113/2017. This summary,
translated into English, was shared with the CALRE Legislative Assemblies.

18

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

the proposal establishes two policy instruments in order to aim the objectives mentioned:
 The European Civil Protection Mechanism, governed by art. 11, already existing and
renamed the European Civil Protection Pool, which is composed of a voluntary pool of precommitted response capacities of the Member States which includes modules, other
response capacities and experts. These means of response remain under the command and
control of the Member States making them available and may be withdrawn when Member
States are faced with an exceptional situation. In such cases the Commission is consulted;
 RescEU: a specific resource reserve made up of emergency response means to be mobilised
"where existing capacities do not allow responding effectively to disasters" governed by
Article 12; on this reserve the European Commission maintains command and control.
In this regard, the proposal does not explain the relationship between the two means of
response or does not sufficiently clearly outline when the Voluntary Pool should be mobilised
and when RescEU should intervene and if the latter has a capacity for residual intervention.
Amending Article 3 of the Decision, the proposal requires Member States or their relevant subnational levels to submit their risk assessments to the European Commission, rather than the
summaries of the assessments as set out in the current Decision, as well as a summary of the
disaster management plans. As a result of the amendments to Article 6, Member States are also
obliged to comply with criteria for the preparation of disaster risk management plans such as
prior risk assessment and assessment of their respective risk management capacity and
overview of risks pursuant to art. 5 par. 1 point. c). These assessments will therefore constitute
the basis for national risk management planning, the summary of which must be transmitted to
the European Commission by 31 January 2019.
With regard to those criteria for drafting the national plans, even if an intervention in this
direction of the European Union seems desirable for the purposes of coordinating national
civil protection systems, in any case it must be in line with the purpose set out in art. 196 of the
TFEU, strengthening the effectiveness of the systems of prevention and protection from natural
or man-made disasters without this being a first step towards harmonising the laws and
regulations of the Member States, prohibited by the same art. 196 TFEU.
Amending Article 6, the proposal establishes that the Union will consider the efforts and
progress made by Member States in the field of prevention and preparation in the framework of
any future ex-ante conditionality mechanism foreseen by the Structural and European Funds.
On the contrary, it should be noted that the increased incidence of natural disasters in the
territories of the European Union and the inadequacy of the current prevention instruments at
both EU and national level lead to consider a cohesion policy intervention and related funds to
be fundamental to support state and regional initiatives aimed at disaster prevention, drawing
attention to what was highlighted in the opinion of the Committee of the Regions delivered in
the plenary session 9-11 October 2017 "A European policy on the seismic requalification of
buildings and infrastructure".
Furthermore, the Region commented, that the amendment of Decision could be an opportunity
for the enlargement by the European Commission of the list of players for prevention and
preparation eligible for European funding (amendment article 21). It has expressed its own
wishes for the introduction in the abovementioned provision of further actions eligible for
European funding.
The proposal does not foresee any involvement of the regions and local authorities that have
competence in the field of civil protection. In this regard, with a view to multilevel cooperation,
it would be appropriate to envisage, in accordance with the constitutional set-up of each
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Member State, methods of cooperation between the different institutional levels of each State
responsible for civil protection and the response capacities at European level.
6. In another respect, it should also be considered that in the new formulation of Article 11 of the
Decision is not clear who is responsible for the final choice on the mobilisation of the civil
protection pool resources requested by the EERC: in fact, the proposal deletes the provision
under which the final decision lies with the Member States that have recorded the response
resources.
7. The new wording of Article 12 introduced by the proposal establishes that RescEU is
composed of the following capacities whose mobilization rests with the European Commission:
• aerial forest firefighting;
• high capacity pumping;
• urban search and rescue;
• field hospital and emergency medical teams.
Under this rule, the Commission has the power to identify means in addition through delegated
acts.
In this regard, it should be noted that the list envisaged by the new art. 12 does not appear
exhaustive because it does not provide other means to deal with disasters such as, for example,
snowploughs to deal with the snow.
8. Paragraph 10 of Article 12 as replaced by the proposal provides that: “Where the Commission
procures equipment such as aerial forest firefighting equipment, by means of acquisition,
leasing or rental, the following shall be ensured:
a) in case of acquisition of equipment, an agreement between the Commission and a Member
State provides for the registration thereof in that Member State;
b) in case of leasing and rental, the registration of the equipment in a Member State”.
This provision does not provide a clarification regarding the ownership of the right to property
or other rights on such means.
9. The proposal to amend of Article 15 provides that the request for assistance to EERC for the
mobilisation of the voluntary pool expires after a period of 90 days. In this regard, in general
it is noted that a predefined deadline seems counterproductive. Instead, it would be opportune
to coincide the deadline with the duration of the state of emergency at the national level.
10. Among the preventive actions eligible for financial assistance provided in art. 21, the proposal
does not reproduce the heading “costs of training of multinational response media (i.e
workshops, training, development of common methodologies, rules, procedures and similar
activities), provided that these costs are specifically linked to the participation of the voluntary
pool ". This item, however, is present in art. 21 par. 2, point. c) of the current decision and
refers to the costs of the voluntary pool.
This change is not motivated: it is therefore necessary to clarify the reasons.
11. Finally, although the proposal increases the financial allocation of the Union Mechanism over
the period 2014-2020, it should be noted, however, that the funds allocated do not appear
sufficient. The proposal is also not supported by the Impact Assessment provided for by art. 5,
protocol no. 2, attached to the TFEU.
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