
 
   

 

Performance Review Body of the Single European Sky | Rue de la Fusée 96, Office 50.659, 1130 Brussels 
Office Telephone: +32 (0)2 234 7824 | cathy.mannion@prb.eusinglesky.eu | prb-office@prb.eusinglesky.eu | wikis.ec.europa.eu/display/eusinglesky 

 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Review of the reporting of search and res-
cue costs for air navigation services  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

December 2023 



    

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

COPYRIGHT NOTICE         
AND DISCLAIMER  

© European Union, 2023 
This report has been prepared for the European Commission by the Performance Review Body of the 
Single European Sky (PRB).  
Reproduction is authorised provided the source is acknowledged. However, neither the European 
Commission, nor any person acting on its behalf, may be held responsible for the use which may be 
made of the information contained in this publication, or for any errors which may appear, despite 
careful preparation and checking.  



   1/15 

 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 
1 INTRODUCTION ........................................................................................................... 2 

2 METHODOLOGY ........................................................................................................... 3 
2.1 Documentation review .............................................................................................................. 3 
2.2 Data collection .......................................................................................................................... 3 
2.3 Comparison with reported data ................................................................................................ 4 
2.4 Fact-verification ........................................................................................................................ 4 

3 CURRENT REGULATORY FRAMEWORK AND GUIDANCE MATERIAL ............................... 5 
3.1 SAR service provision ................................................................................................................. 5 
3.2 SAR cost allocation .................................................................................................................... 5 
3.3 SAR cost reporting ..................................................................................................................... 6 

4 SAR SERVICE ANALYSIS ................................................................................................. 7 
4.1 Types of SAR service providers .................................................................................................. 7 
4.2 SAR cost allocation .................................................................................................................... 8 
4.3 Analysis of SAR total costs at Union-wide level ......................................................................... 9 
4.4 Cross-border arrangements .................................................................................................... 11 

5 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS ................................................................. 13 

 
 



        2/15 

 

1 INTRODUCTION

1 This document analyses the reporting of the costs 
of search and rescue (SAR) services eligible for in-
clusion in the air navigation services (ANS) cost ba-
ses within the performance plans for Member 
States of the Single European Sky (SES).1 

2 The comprehension and transparency of the cost 
bases of air navigation service providers (ANSPs) is 
a prerequisite for target setting, performance 
planning, consultation, and monitoring of costs 
outlined in Commission Implementing Regulation 
(EU) 2019/317 (hereafter, the “Regulation”).2 To 
date, the Member States have provided varying 
degrees of transparency and detail when report-
ing the costs of SAR services in the ANS cost bases. 
Furthermore, not all Member States choose to in-
clude SAR costs in the ANS cost bases in the per-
formance plans. 

3 To support the analysis of the costs of SAR ser-
vices, the PRB sent a common questionnaire on 
12th May 2023 to the Member States. Detailed an-
swers on the way SAR costs are reported were 
provided on 16th June. In addition, a series of 
meetings with a selected group of national super-
visory authorities (NSAs) were held between 19th 
October and 3rd November 2023 (hereafter, the 
“follow-up meetings”). 

4 The scope of this report covers the reporting of 
costs of SAR services attributable to the ANS cost 
bases within the performance plans of the Mem-
ber States. The PRB has engaged with the NSAs to 
understand how to improve the reporting of costs 
of SAR services in preparation for future reference 
periods (RPs).  

5 The objectives of this report are to:  

• Provide a clear and comprehensive overview 
of the regulatory background related to re-
porting requirements; 

• Understand and document the current, ap-
proaches to SAR reporting in different Mem-
ber States; 

• Identify and highlight the inconsistencies in 
the data provided by Member States caused 
by variations in reporting practices; and 

 
1 EU Member States, Norway, and Switzerland, hereafter referred to as the Member States. 
2 Implementing Regulation (EU) 2019/317 laying down a performance and charging scheme in the single European sky and repealing Imple-
menting Regulations (EU) No 390/2013 and (EU) No 391/2013, OJ L 56, 25.2.2019, p. 1–67. 

• Establish recommendations for future report-
ing to improve data quality and relevance. 

6 This report is divided into five sections: 

• Section 1 (the current one) provides an intro-
ductory overview of the scope and objectives 
of the analysis; 

• Section 2 summarises the methodology ap-
plied in this report; 

• Section 3 describes the current regulatory re-
quirements to establish the costs of SAR ser-
vices for air navigation; 

• Section 4 provides an overview of the SAR ser-
vice provision within the Member States; and 

• Section 5 identifies recommendations to im-
prove the future reporting on SAR costs in-
cluded in the ANS cost bases and provides a 
summary of the conclusions obtained by the 
PRB in this report. 

7 The report is complemented by an Annex which 
summarises the responses received to the ques-
tionnaire. The PRB would like to thank the NSAs 
for their collaboration and the information they 
provided through the questionnaire and follow-up 
meetings.  
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2 METHODOLOGY 

8 This section outlines the methodology used to 
conduct the analysis on the reporting of the costs 
of SAR services eligible for inclusion in the ANS 
cost bases included in the performance plans of 
the Member States. It sets out the four key activi-
ties conducted by the PRB, including: 

• A documentation review of the European and 
international legislative framework and guid-
ance to establish the costs of SAR services for 
air navigation and how they are allocated be-
tween en route and terminal services; 

• Data collection from the NSAs to understand 
the organisation of SAR service provision and 
cost reporting; 

• Comparison of the data collected with the re-
porting of SAR costs through Member State 
submissions as part of the performance and 
charging scheme; and 

• Fact-verification with selected NSAs to cor-
roborate the data and clarify any identified 
gaps. 

2.1 Documentation review 

9 To better understand the existing rules to estab-
lish the costs of SAR services and their allocation 
between en route and terminal services, the PRB 
conducted a review of the European and interna-
tional legislative framework and guidance availa-
ble on the reporting of SAR costs. 

10 The documentation considered in this review in-
cluded: 

• Regulation (EU) No 549/2004 (hereafter, the 
“SES Framework Regulation”);3 

• Regulation (EU) No 550/2004 (hereafter, the 
“SES Service Provision Regulation”);4 

 
3 Regulation (EC) No 549/2004 laying down the framework for the creation of the Single European Sky, OJ L 96, 31.3.2004, p.1 - 8. 
4 Regulation (EC) No 550/2004 on the provision of air navigation services in the Single European Sky, OJ L 96, 31.3.2004, p10 - 19. 
5 Convention on International Civil Aviation, Doc 7300/9, Ninth Edition – 2006. 
6 Annex 12 to the Convention on International Civil Aviation – Search and Rescue, this edition incorporates all amendments adopted by the 
Council prior to 24 February 2004 and supersedes, on 25 November 2004, all previous edition of Annex 12 – Eighth Edition, July 2004, Inter-
national Civil Aviation Organization. 
7 Doc 9082, “ICAO’s Policies on Charges for Airports and Air Navigation Services”, approved by the Council and published under its decision – 
Ninth Edition, 2012, International Civil Aviation Organization. 
8 Doc 9161, “Manual on Air Navigation Services Economics”, approved by the Secretary General and published under his authority – Fifth 
Edition, 2013, International Civil Aviation Organization. 
9 Eurocontrol, Central Route Charges Office: “Guidance on the route charges system”, June 2012. 
10 Eurocontrol, Central Route Charges Office: “Principles for Establishing the cost Base for En-Route Charges and the Calculation of the Unit 
Rates” (Doc. 20.60.01), January 2020. 
11 “Supporting Material on Cost Bases for Charges and Unit Rates for Air Navigation Services” and “Supporting Material for the Development 
of Draft RP3 Performance Plans”, developed by EY and Egis upon request of the European Commission Directorate-General for Mobility and 
Transport (DG MOVE), May 2021. 

• Performance and Charging Scheme Regula-
tion;  

• Convention on the international civil aviation 
organization (ICAO);5 

• Annex 12 of the Convention on ICAO;6 

• ICAO Doc 9082;7  

• ICAO Doc 9161;8 

• Eurocontrol guidance on route charges, 2012 
report;9 

• Eurocontrol principles for establishing the 
cost base for en route charges and calculation 
of unit rates, 2020 report;10 and 

• Supporting material on cost bases and unit 
rates and supporting material for the develop-
ment of third reference period (RP3) perfor-
mance plans.11 

2.2 Data collection 

11 The PRB designed a questionnaire, titled “Ques-
tionnaire for NSAs on the reporting on costs of 
MET and SAR for ANS”, to better understand how 
Member States define the share of SAR costs allo-
cated to civil aviation and recovered through ANS 
charges. Out of the 29 NSAs, 28 provided re-
sponses, with only Belgium missing. 

12 The questionnaire had one part related to SAR 
costs which contained three questions to clarify 
the responsible entities for SAR provision, cross-
border arrangements for SAR services, and the ra-
tionale behind including or excluding SAR costs in 
the RP3 performance plans of the Member States. 
The full list of questions and the exact answers 
provided by NSAs are provided in the Annex of this 
report. It should be noted that NSAs were 
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responsible for coordinating the responses with 
the SAR service provider. 

2.3 Comparison with reported data 

13 In addition to the responses to the questionnaire, 
the study also analysed relevant data from the 
adopted performance plans and reporting tables 
submitted on 1st June 2023 by Member States 
(hereafter, “reporting tables”). By looking at dif-
ferent data sources, this report aims to provide a 
better understanding of the prevailing landscape 
concerning the establishment, allocation, and re-
porting of costs related to SAR service provision. 

14 In this report, the figures extracted from the re-
porting tables relate exclusively to the en route 
service area unless otherwise stated. Based on the 
reporting tables, Ireland and Norway were the 
only Member States that allocated SAR costs to 
the terminal service area in 2022. Given the small 
amounts associated with these allocations, only 
en route costs are analysed in this report.12 

15 For most Member States dedicated tables exclu-
sively for SAR provision are unavailable. As a result 
it has not been possible to calculate real-term val-
ues. Hence, all numerical figures in this report are 
presented in nominal terms. 

 
12 Norway allocated the entire sum of SAR costs to the terminal area, which amounted to 8,000€, while Ireland allocated 17% of the SAR costs 
to the terminal in 2022, equalling to 26,000€. 

2.4 Fact-verification 

16 To clarify and confirm the responses received 
from the SAR questionnaire and the data reviewed 
in the reporting tables, the PRB conducted follow-
up meetings with a pre-selected group of NSAs. 
These were NSAs that represented different ap-
proaches taken with respect to the reporting of 
search and rescue costs. The NSAs involved in this 
step are listed in Section 5 of the Annex. In these 
meetings, the NSAs could be accompanied by the 
SAR provider(s) to help provide further explana-
tion on the data provided. The PRB wrote minutes 
for each meeting and agreed the record with the 
NSAs. This record was used as a source of infor-
mation for this report. Where a meeting was not 
able to be arranged in time, certain NSAs provided 
the PRB with a written response to a series of fol-
low-up questions. 
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3 CURRENT REGULATORY FRAMEWORK AND 

GUIDANCE MATERIAL

17 This section describes the current regulatory re-
quirements and existing guidance material to es-
tablish the costs of SAR services for air navigation 
and the allocation between en route and terminal 
services.  

3.1 SAR service provision 

18 The ICAO framework provides a definition of SAR 
services where Chapter 1 of Annex 12 reads:  

• "Search and rescue service. The performance 
of distress monitoring, communication, coor-
dination, and search and rescue functions, ini-
tial medical assistance or medical evacuation, 
utilizing both public and private resources, in-
cluding cooperating aircraft, vessels, and 
other installations”. 

19 The ICAO framework also provides an explanation 
of how SAR services should be organised. Chapter 
2, point 2.1.1.2 of Annex 12 reads: 

• “The Contracting States shall, individually or in 
cooperation with other States, arrange for the 
establishment and prompt provision of search 
and rescue services within their territories to 
ensure that assistance is rendered to persons 
in distress”.  

20 Chapter 2, point 2.1.1.2 of Annex 12 reads: 

• “Basic elements of search and rescue services 
shall include a legal framework, a responsible 
authority, organised available resources, com-
munication facilities and a workforce skilled in 
coordination and operational functions”. 

21 Neither the SES Framework Regulation nor the SES 
Service Provision Regulation do not explicitly refer 
to SAR services. However, the Regulation outlines 
procedures for the reporting of SAR costs, where 
applicable, as outlined in section 3.2 below. 

3.2 SAR cost allocation 

22 As outlined in section 3.1, the SES Service Provi-
sion Regulation does not mention SAR costs. How-
ever, Article 15(1) of the Regulation is relevant 
and reads: 

• “The charging scheme shall be based on the 
account of costs for air navigation services in-
curred by service providers for the benefit of 

airspace users. The scheme shall allocate 
these costs among categories of users” 

23 The Eurocontrol 2020 report outlines the princi-
ples that define how Eurocontrol Member States 
should establish the costs incurred in the provi-
sion of aviation services.10 As such, the report con-
tains a definition of SAR costs, identifying them as 
expenses related to “search and rescue services 
provided to civil aviation by any permanent estab-
lishment of facilities and personnel maintained for 
the purposes of providing such services”. 

24 Furthermore, Annex 12 of the Convention on ICAO 
and the Eurocontrol 2020 report provides exam-
ples of SAR facilities and services which are desig-
nated primarily or exclusively for civil aviation, or 
which are available to perform aeronautical SAR 
functions when required, including: 

• Rescue coordination centres (RCC(s) or 
ARCC(s)); 

• Rescue sub-centres (RSC(s) if any); 

• Long, medium, and short-range aircraft (in-
cluding helicopters and ultra-long range or ex-
tralong range aircraft); 

• Rescue boats and vessels; and/or 

• Mountain rescue units and any other units, 
forces or facilities. 

25 ICAO Doc 9161 provides a definition of SAR costs 
as well, stating that the costs encompass expenses 
associated with search and rescue services specif-
ically provided to civil aviation.8 This includes the 
costs for maintaining permanent establishments, 
facilities, and personnel dedicated to offering such 
services. The facilities may consist of RCCs and, if 
applicable, RSCs. Additionally, SAR costs also cover 
the use of various types of aircraft such as long, 
medium, and short-range aircraft, helicopters, ul-
tra-long or extra-long-range aircraft, as well as res-
cue boats and vessels, mountain rescue units, and 
other units, forces, or facilities designated primar-
ily or exclusively to perform aeronautical search 
and rescue functions when required. 

26 Recognising that these facilities can also be used 
to provide search and rescue to other sectors, the 
Eurocontrol 2012 report provides some guidance 
for allocating between ANS and other sectors, as 
follows: 
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• “Incremental costs may be included provided 
that they were specifically incurred for civil 
aviation rescue missions which were carried-
out during a given financial year. This would 
apply to permanent establishments and possi-
bly to seconded resources which were en-
gaged in these missions”. 

• “The fixed costs incurred by any permanent es-
tablishment with a view to maintaining a ca-
pability to perform SAR missions may be taken 
into account on the basis of the average actual 
use of this capability for civil aviation rescue 
missions. This average should be calculated 
for a significant period of time, e.g. the last 10 
years”. 

27 Some Member States have referenced the use of 
a principle in ICAO Doc 9082 to split costs between 
ANS and other sectors. This principle (Section III, 
point 6(viii)) states “Charges should be levied in 
such a way that no facility or service is charged for 
twice with respect to the same utilization. In cases 
where certain facilities or services have a dual role 
(for example, approach and aerodrome control as 
well as en-route air traffic control), their cost 
should be equitably allocated for charging pur-
poses.”  

28 Concerning the allocation of SAR costs between 
en route and terminal services, the Eurocontrol 
2012 report highlights the absence of specific 
guidelines for such a methodology. Specifically, 
the guidance reports that “neither the Principles 
nor the ICAO manual provide specific guidelines for 
allocating SAR costs between en route and aero-
drome/approach control services. The phase of op-
eration where accidents occur does not seem to be 
relevant in the allocation of SAR costs. In absence 
of further indication, all SAR costs as defined in ac-
cordance with the Principles may be allocated to 
en route services.”  

3.3 SAR cost reporting 

29 The Regulation gives Member States the flexibility 
to decide to incorporate SAR costs into the ANS 
cost bases. If SAR costs are included, the costs 
must be diligently reported, in the performance 

 
13 When SAR costs are to be recovered from airspace users, these costs should be reported in line 2.5 of Table 1, as stipulated in Annex VII of 
the Performance and Charging Scheme Regulation. Furthermore, in the additional information from the reporting table, comprehensive details 
must be provided regarding the computation of these costs and the methodology employed for the allocation between civil aviation and other 
sectors. 
14 As per point (b) of Article 15(2) of Regulation (EC) No 550/2004. 

plan, reporting tables, annual monitoring reports, 
and cost risk-sharing reports, if applicable.13 

30 It is important to note that even when a Member 
State chooses to include SAR costs within the ANS 
cost base, Article 31(3), point (d) and Article 31(5) 
of the Regulation ensure that SAR flights are ex-
empted from en route charges and, optionally, 
from terminal charges. 

31 Additionally, if SAR costs are provided by the NSA 
or the Member State, determined SAR costs are 
exempted from the traffic risk sharing mechanism 
as per Article 27(6), point (a) of the Regulation i.e. 
the traffic risk is fully borne by airspace users and 
leads to adjustments in year n+2 based on the dif-
ference between the traffic forecast and actual 
traffic.14 Conversely, traffic risk sharing applies to 
SAR costs if included under the cost base of an 
ANSP. 

32 SAR costs are, however, subject to the cost risk 
sharing mechanism laid down in Article 28 of the 
Regulation. Article 28(3) points (a), (c), (d) and (e) 
are applicable to SAR costs if included under an 
ANSP cost base, while Article 28(3), point (b) is ap-
plicable if SAR costs are included under NSA cost 
base. In this context, the inclusion of SAR costs ei-
ther in the ANSP cost base or in the NSA cost base 
results in a different application of the cost risk 
sharing mechanism for the same service. 

33 Specifically, if SAR costs apply to any of the criteria 
outlined in Article 28(3), points (a), (c), (d), and (e) 
of the Regulation, the cost difference should be 
distributed between the ANSP or Member State 
and airspace users. Conversely, if SAR costs fall un-
der Article 28(3) point (b) “incurred by a compe-
tent authority or qualified entity”, the entire cost 
difference is passed on to airspace users, in ac-
cordance with Article 28(5). 
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4 SAR SERVICE ANALYSIS

34 This section summarises the findings on the SAR 
service provision and cost reporting across the 
Member States, as assessed using information 
from the questionnaire, reporting tables, and the 
performance plans.  

35 Figure 1 illustrates the trend in SAR en route costs 
in nominal terms. Since 2016, SAR costs have ex-
hibited a steady increase, with an annual average 
growth rate of +7%. Notably, from 2019 to 2022, 
SAR costs increased by +26%, from 60M€ to 
76M€. By 2024, Member States planned to reach 
a total of 74M€ in determined SAR costs.  

36 The rise of SAR costs in 2021 and 2022 may be par-
tially attributed to the increase of inflation ob-
served during those years. Across the EU Member 
States, the Harmonised Index of Consumer Prices 
(HICP) exhibited a growth rate of 2.9% in 2021 and 
to 9.2% in 2022. In Switzerland, the HICP growth 
rate was 0.5% in 2021 and increased to 2.7% in 
2022. Similarly, Norway recorded a HICP growth 
rate of 3.9% in 2021, rising to 6.2% in 2022.15 

 

Figure 1 – Union-wide SAR costs from 2016 to 2024 in 
nominal terms, based on the en route actual costs and de-
termined costs reported by the Member States (source: 
PRB elaboration on the reporting tables). 

 
37 Despite this increase, Figure 2 shows that the pro-

portion of SAR-related costs in the ANS en route 
total costs at Union-wide level is expected to sta-
bilise at approximately 1.1%. 

 

 
15 Source of data: Eurostat (online data code: PRC_HICP_AIND__custom_2523854). 

 

Figure 2 – Union-wide proportion of SAR costs in total 
costs from 2016 to 2024 in nominal terms, based on the 
actual costs and determined costs reported by the Mem-
ber States (source: PRB elaboration on the reporting ta-
bles). 

4.1 Types of SAR service providers  

38 According to the replies to the questionnaire, the 
provision of SAR services in civil aviation involves 
a collaborative effort among multiple entities. Ta-
ble 1 presents an overview of the various legal ar-
rangements governing SAR service provision, 
which typically fall into the following categories: 

• The ANSPs that provide air traffic services, 
also provides SAR services as part of its ANS 
offering;  

• Several institutions (including military), collab-
orate closely to provide SAR services; and 

• SAR services are provided by a collaboration 
between the ANSP(s) and national public bod-
ies. 

Member States with SAR services provided by: 

ANSPs Public entities 

Collaboration 
between the 
ANSPs and 

public entities 

Finland 
and Lux-
embourg 

Croatia, Cyprus, Den-
mark, Estonia, Ger-
many, Greece, Hun-
gary, Ireland, Italy, 
Malta, the Nether-
lands, Norway, Portu-
gal, Slovakia, Spain, 
Sweden and Switzer-
land.  

Austria, Bulgaria, 
Czech Republic, 
France, Latvia, 
Lithuania, Roma-
nia and Slovenia. 

Table 1 – Configurations in place to provide SAR services 
(source: PRB elaboration on the questionnaire). 

39 In Finland and Luxembourg, the ANSPs provide 
SAR services. In Luxembourg, the national ANSP 
functions as the Rescue Sub Centre, while in 
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Finland, Fintraffic ANS/ARCC Helsinki is tasked 
with providing aeronautical SAR services in ac-
cordance with the Aviation Act in Finland. Fintraf-
fic ANS/ARCC Helsinki assumes responsibilities 
such as gathering pertinent information, notifying 
cooperative authorities and assisting organisa-
tions, coordinating actions among participating 
units, planning and executing airborne search ac-
tivities, and pinpointing distressed aircraft. Fol-
lowing the location of an aircraft in distress, ARCC 
ensures that rescue services reach the scene of 
the accident to initiate the final rescue operation.  

4.2 SAR cost allocation 

40 Based on the information gathered from the re-
porting tables, 19 out of the 29 Member States in-
clude SAR costs in their ANS cost bases included in 
the performance plans. Among these Member 
States, nine include SAR costs in the ANSP cost ba-
ses, while ten Member States include them in NSA 
cost bases.16 The additional information provided 
in the reporting tables shows that most Member 
States where SAR costs are included in the ANS 
cost base did not provide specific details regarding 
the allocation methodology for SAR costs between 
civil aviation and other sectors. The PRB used the 
follow-up meetings to obtain more information on 
the SAR allocation methodologies of Cyprus, 
Greece, Hungary, Latvia, and Spain. 

41 Where reported, the allocation methodologies 
show significant diversity in approaches taken. 
However, where a sharing key is used between 
ANS and other sectors, the ratio of 50/50 tends to 
be used. Some Member States justified this allo-
cation by pointing to alignment with a broad prin-
ciple in ICAO Doc 9082 (detailed in section 3.2 
above), although it should be noted that this prin-
ciple advocates for the equitable, not necessarily 
equal, cost allocation of facilities or services with 
dual roles.  

42 For example, Cyprus reported a 50% allocation of 
its SAR costs to the ANS cost base, considering the 
large area covered by the Nicosia FIR. These costs 
include outsourced services from other govern-
mental departments and are split equally be-
tween aviation and maritime. In the follow-up 
meeting, Cyprus clarified that the 50/50 allocation 
between ANS and maritime is not based on spe-
cific calculations. In their view, the significance is 

 
16 While Ireland is one of the 19 Member States that reported SAR costs in the reporting tables, SAR costs are only reported from 2022 onwards. 

not primarily determined by the number of SAR 
events, but rather by the probability of these inci-
dents occurring and the readiness of a SAR service 
to offer support if necessary. 

43 Hungary that reported a 50/50 allocation is used 
to separate aviation with SAR services provided to 
other areas. A written response to a series of fol-
low-up questions clarified the use of a two-tier al-
location system where, within the SAR services al-
located to aviation, there is a 90/10 allocation split 
between civil and non-civil aviation. Therefore, in 
total 45% of SAR costs in Hungary are allocated to 
civil aviation.  

44 Sweden also assumes 50/50 allocation for SAR on 
sea and in the air. Greece is another Member 
State that reported a 50/50 allocation key. The fol-
low-up meeting clarified that 50% of the total SAR 
costs of the Hellenic Air Force were allocated to 
civil aviation. The other 50% remaining is allocated 
to other sectors. Greece further clarified that – as 
the Hellenic Coast Guards also provide SAR sup-
port to the Air Force, 12.9% of the total cost of the 
Coast Guards was also allocated to civil aviation.  

45 On the other hand, there are other Member 
States that follow different methodologies. For ex-
ample, Spain and Latvia follow the guidance pro-
vided in the Eurocontrol 2012 report (summarised 
in section 3.2).  

46 In the case of Spain, during the follow-up meeting 
the representatives from the Spanish Air Force ex-
plained that they use the CANOA systems to allo-
cate SAR services in the Continental and Canarias 
charging zones. This system designates each SAR 
unit as a centre based on three pillars: Traffic, ac-
tivity (percentage SAR activity dedicated to civil 
purposes), and SAR commitment (equipment ded-
icated to civil SAR). The distribution of costs varies 
according to mission type, with maritime missions 
assigned to maritime costs and aeronautical mis-
sions to aeronautical costs. During the years 2020-
2021, 118 out of a total of 733 hours were dedi-
cated to civil commercial aviation SAR.  

47 In Latvia, a written response to a series of follow-
up questions explained that SAR staff costs are al-
located to civil aviation based on hourly rates to 
ensure radiotelephony communications 24 hours 
a day, while the costs of operating helicopters for 
practical training are allocated based on cost per 
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flight hour. Expenses associated with the Air Traf-
fic Controller System for Riga Area Control Centre 
(ATRACC) are also allocated to civil aviation. For 
Latvia, SAR costs have only been incorporated into 
the performance plan starting from 2022.  

48 Finally, Croatia reported that SAR costs related to 
civil aviation are mainly financed by the State 
budget and those included in the cost base entail 
the purchase of goods and services used by the 
National Protection and Rescue Directorate re-
sponsible for SAR.  

49 With respect to the allocation of costs between 
the en route and terminal charging zones, the ma-
jority of Member States who report SAR costs, al-
locate them to en route based on the Eurocontrol 
2012 guidance. From information in the reporting 
tables, Ireland and Norway were the only Member 
States that allocated SAR costs to the terminal ser-
vice area in 2022. Norway allocated all SAR costs 
to terminal, while Ireland allocated 17% of SAR 
costs to terminal in 2022. It is worth noting that, 
in 2022, the majority of accidents and serious in-
cidents took place in the take-off, approach and 
landing phase of a flight.17 

4.3 Analysis of SAR total costs at Union-wide 
level 

50 To expand on the allocation of SAR costs examined 
in the previous section, this section explores the 
SAR data derived from the reporting tables.  

51 The figures on the next page (Figure 3 and Figure 
4) present a view of the SAR actual costs in 2022 
for all Member States who reported SAR costs. 
Figure 3 (next page) shows the SAR actual costs in 

 
17 EASA 2023 Annual Safety Review.  
18 According to the reporting tables, the Spanish NSA clarified that there are planned investments scheduled between 2020 and 2024, which 
are attributed to the introduction of a new aircraft for SAR operations. 

2022 in absolute terms, while Figure 4 (next page) 
shows these as a percentage of the total ANS ac-
tual costs of each Member State. 

52 In absolute terms, Spain had the highest SAR 
costs, amounting to approximately 23M€.18 How-
ever, when considering the relative impact of SAR 
expenses on total ANS actual costs, Cyprus at-
tributed some 20% to SAR, followed by Estonia 
(12%) and Greece (6%). Conversely, Ireland, 
France, and Poland reported SAR related costs as 
near 0% of the total actual en route costs. 

53 In the reporting tables, Cyprus highlighted that 
SAR and ancillary services operate 24/7 to cover 
the vast Nicosia FIR, which mainly consists of high 
seas and extends beyond the national airspace, 
which could account for the relatively high SAR 
cost as a proportion of total ANS cost. Interest-
ingly, Cyprus highlighted a reduction in SAR costs 
during RP3 compared to 2019 (variation of -9.4% 
in SAR actual costs between 2019 and 2022), 
which resulted from a modification in the cost as-
sumptions associated with State entities partici-
pating in the national SAR provision. 

54 In the follow-up meeting, Greece suggested that 
the high SAR costs could be due to the wide aero-
nautical area with numerous islands covered by 
the Hellenic SAR services that requires ten heli-
copters and two airplanes spread out over 11 ba-
ses. Greece further explained that the continental 
area is mountainous and includes 35 airports – 
some of them with international operations, 
meaning the authorities must cover a wider area 
that other Member States, resulting in greater 
SAR-related assets than other SES Member States. 
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Figure 3 – SAR actual costs in 2022, in million euros (source: PRB elaboration on reporting tables).

 

 
Figure 4 – SAR actual costs in 2022 as a percentage of total ANS actual costs (source: PRB elaboration on reporting tables). 
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55 Table 2 presents the annual growth of SAR total 
costs from 2018 to 2022, as reported by the Mem-
ber States in the reporting tables.19 During this pe-
riod, Latvia experienced the highest average 
growth rate of SAR costs (+56%), followed by Bul-
garia with +24%. At the same time, Poland and 
Hungary showed the most significant yearly re-
duction in SAR costs, with decreases of approxi-
mately -24% and -19%, respectively. These four 
Member States stand as outliers, significantly sur-
passing the majority of the Member States whose 
growth rates fall within the range of -7% to 7%. 

Member State 
Annual average 
growth (2018-2022) 

Latvia +56% 

Bulgaria +24% 

Cyprus +7% 

Spain +4% 

Sweden +2% 

Portugal +2% 

Greece* +2% 

Croatia +2% 

Finland +2% 

Czech Republic +1% 

Average** +1% 

Estonia 0% 

Lithuania -1% 

Norway -2% 

Austria -2% 

France -5% 

Slovakia -7% 

Hungary -19% 

Poland -24% 
Table 2 – Annual growth of SAR total actual costs between 
2018 and 2022, in nominal terms (source: PRB elabora-
tion on reporting tables).  
* Greece has reported SAR costs for the first time in RP3 
performance plan (from 2020 onwards). 
** Excluding Greece. 

56 The significant variations in SAR costs may be 
partly attributed to the relatively small amounts 
involved. For instance, Latvia experienced a rela-
tively small increase in absolute terms of SAR 
costs, rising from 30K€ to 0.2M€ between 2018 
and 2022. In a written response to a series of fol-
low-up questions, Latvia attributed this 

 
19 In the table terminal SAR costs have been also considered to include the entire SAR costs of Norway. Ireland is not displayed in the table 
because SAR costs were only reported from 2022 onwards. 

predominantly to the restructuring of the alerting 
SAR function in RP2 which increased costs during 
that period. Prior to this, the alerting function was 
a stand-alone function but the restructure merged 
it within ATC. Latvia further noted that during the 
height of the pandemic, the large drop in income 
meant that these functions were paid by the State 
budget and not recovered from airspace users. 

57 Conversely, Poland and Hungary witnessed sub-
stantial reductions in SAR costs over the years. In 
2018, both States had SAR costs of 3.5M€ and 
3.0M€, respectively, which significantly decreased 
to 1.2M€ and 1.3M€ in 2022.  

58 In a written response to a series of follow-up ques-
tions, Hungary explained that the drop in costs 
was mostly due to the sanctions imposed against 
Russia. The Hungarian Ministry of Defence was un-
able to procure spare parts for the helicopters in 
service due to their Russian origin. Additionally, 
maintenance costs were reduced by decreasing 
SAR exercises to the safety minimum. The pro-
curement of new helicopters started in 2016 in or-
der to provide SAR services from 2023/2024. This, 
led to reduced costs in 2022 as spending on the 
old fleet was not considered reasonable.  

59 Poland also provided a written response to a se-
ries of follow-up questions where the reduction of 
SAR costs was attributed to the transition of SAR 
service responsibility from PANSA to a Civil-Mili-
tary Air Search and Rescue Coordination Centre 
(ARCC Polska). Initially, higher costs between 2018 
and 2020 were incurred due to the establishment 
and development of the SAR coordination func-
tion within PANSA with air traffic controllers 
(ATCOs) being allocated to SAR. However, once 
the Civil-Military Air Search and Rescue Coordina-
tion Center (ARCC Polska) was fully established 
and gained its own resources, knowledge, and ex-
pertise, it took over the responsibilities previously 
handled by the operational services of PANSA. 
This transition resulted in a decrease in costs, 
largely considering that higher-paid ATCOs were 
no longer being used to carry out SAR coordina-
tion activities.  

4.4 Cross-border arrangements 

60 Part of the questionnaire requested the Member 
States to provide information on any cross-border 
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arrangements in place for SAR services to under-
stand any associated impact on cost. It is common 
for neighbouring Member States to establish a re-
gional SAR system through bilateral or multilateral 
agreements to collaboratively provide SAR ser-
vices within a specific geographic area. By avoiding 
duplication of effort and facilities, the region sub-
ject to SAR agreements can enjoy more consistent 
and efficient SAR services.  

61 Some advantages of cross-border arrangements 
may include: 

• Reducing the number of RCCs by supporting a 
single RCC with contributions from multiple 
Member States, leading to increased profi-
ciency and cost-effectiveness while streamlin-
ing distress alert distribution. 

• Consolidating communication databases and 
facilities, allowing a single facility to serve 
multiple Member States and larger areas, fa-
cilitating data access for other RCCs, equip-
ment registration for users, and more afford-
able communications support for Member 
States. 

• Conducting training on a regional basis, mak-
ing it more extensive and cost-effective. 

• Sharing of assets, some of which are poten-
tially better equipped for SAR operation. 

62 To gain a comprehensive understanding of the 
prevalence and extent of cross-border SAR agree-
ments between Member States, the question-
naire requested respondents to provide details 
about the existing cross-border agreements and 
the operational implications.  

63 The replies revealed that cross-border arrange-
ments for SAR services varied among States. 20 
Member States have established cross-border 
agreements with neighbouring States to ensure 
mutual support and coordination in SAR opera-
tions. A further breakdown of the answers to this 
question can be seen on Figure 5.20 

64 Several Member States provided detailed infor-
mation about cooperation arrangements with 
neighbouring States in SAR operations. For in-
stance, Czech Republic has established direct tel-
ephone contact between its RCC and 

 
20 Although Ireland, Italy, and Norway have responded negatively about the existence of SAR cross-border agreements, they are represented 
as “Yes*” on the map. This is based on responses from other Member States asserting the presence of cross-border agreements with those 
Member States. 

neighbouring RCCs for cross-border coordination 
in searching for aircraft, and SAR helicopters main-
tain operational coordination with the RCC for 
search operations.  

 

Figure 5 – Map of Member States with cross-border agree-
ments in place (source: PRB elaboration). 

65 Denmark mentioned involvement in SAR missions 
inside the search and rescue regions of other 
States or providing SAR assets for rescue missions.  

66 Finland regularly shares information about the na-
tional resources available for cross-border opera-
tions with neighbouring States.  

67 Under the SAR MED/OCC agreement between 
France, Spain, and Italy, each partner takes turns 
providing the secretariat for two years to facilitate 
mutual SAR operations, share best practices, and 
plan joint SAR exercises. In addition, Spain re-
ported multiple international agreements that in-
volve the provision of assistance in SAR opera-
tions, including across borders when necessary. 
These agreements contribute to effective coordi-
nation and mutual support in SAR efforts among 
the respective States. 

68 Latvia supports neighbouring States with Coast 
Guard ships, while Lithuania, Estonia, and Sweden 
can provide support with SAR specific aircraft over 
the high seas.  

69 Not all Member States have formal cross-border 
arrangements in place for the provision of SAR ser-
vices, instead relying on national resources and le-
gal requirements to handle SAR operations within 
the territories. 
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5 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

70 The questionnaire and follow-up meetings have 
shown that Member States have interpreted the 
current regulatory framework and associated 
guidance material regarding SAR services in differ-
ent ways. The PRB notes that the additional infor-
mation of the reporting tables submitted by the 
Member States does not contain any specific 
question concerning SAR costs. NSAs respond 
based on the local SAR service organisation or in-
clude SAR-related methodologies within the 
broader context of ANS costs. This results in less 
detailed information being provided by Member 
States, leading to a lack of understanding about 
how SAR costs are calculated and accounted for 
across Member States. 

71 The main guidance material on SAR cost allocation 
is contained in the Eurocontrol 2012 “Guidance on 
the route charges system”. When allocating be-
tween civil aviation and other sectors, many Mem-
ber States do not follow this guidance, instead 
opting to use a broad sharing key that is often a 
50/50 split between ANS and other sectors. Some 
Member States justified this allocation by pointing 
to alignment with a broad principle in ICAO Doc 
9082 (Section III, point 6(viii)), although it should 
be noted that this principle advocates for the eq-
uitable, and not necessarily equal, cost allocation 
of facilities or services with dual roles.  

72 Member States are, in addition, not specifically re-
quested by the Regulation to provide data on na-
tional total SAR costs, resulting in difficulties in un-
derstanding exactly what is included as part of the 
ANS SAR costs. 

73 Conversely, when allocating SAR costs between en 
route and terminal services, the majority of Mem-
ber States followed the Eurocontrol 2012 guid-
ance and allocated the costs to en route. At the 
same time, it should be noted that, in 2022, the 
majority of accidents and serious incidents took 
place in the take-off, approach and landing phase 
of a flight.  

74 In conclusion, the diverse nature of SAR cost re-
porting in Member States underlines the necessity 
for improving the transparency and consistency of 
the information provided by Member States. In 
view of this, the PRB has the following recommen-
dations:  

75 Recommendation 1: Update the performance 
plan template to align and enhance the reporting 
by Member States of the methodologies em-
ployed to allocate SAR, without imposing exces-
sive administrative burden.  

76 Recommendation 2: Develop additional technical 
guidance material, building on the findings of this 
report, to clarify the methodology for providing 
SAR cost information. This would address, in par-
ticular, the following subjects: 

• Clarification of the eligible costs; 

• Methodology of cost allocation between civil 
aviation and other sectors;  

• Methodology of cost allocation among charg-
ing zones for cases outside the scope of the 
Regulation; and 

• Establishment of transparent reporting proce-
dures.  

 


