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Symbols for procedures

* Consultation procedure
majority of the votes cast

**I Cooperation procedure (first reading)
majority of the votes cast

**II Cooperation procedure (second reading)
majority of the votes cast, to approve the common  position
majority of Parliament’s component Members, to reject or amend 
the common position

*** Assent procedure
majority of Parliament’s component Members except  in cases 
covered by Articles 105, 107, 161 and 300 of the EC Treaty and 
Article 7 of the EU Treaty

***I Codecision procedure (first reading)
majority of the votes cast

***II Codecision procedure (second reading)
majority of the votes cast, to approve the common position
majority of Parliament’s component Members, to reject or amend 
the common position

***III Codecision procedure (third reading)
majority of the votes cast, to approve the joint text

(The type of procedure depends on the legal basis proposed by the 
Commission.)

Amendments to a legislative text

In amendments by Parliament, amended text is highlighted in bold italics. 
Highlighting in normal italics is an indication for the relevant departments 
showing parts of the legislative text for which a correction is proposed, to 
assist preparation of the final text (for instance, obvious errors or omissions 
in a given language version). These suggested corrections are subject to the 
agreement of the departments concerned.
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DRAFT EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT LEGISLATIVE RESOLUTION

on the proposal for a regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council on 
establishing the European Union Solidarity Fund
(COM(2005)0108 – C6-0093/2005 – 2005/0033(COD))

(Codecision procedure: first reading)

The European Parliament,

– having regard to the Commission proposal to the European Parliament and the Council 
(COM(2005)0108)1,

– having regard to Article 251(2) and Articles 159(3) and 181a(2) of the EC Treaty, 
pursuant to which the Commission submitted the proposal to Parliament (C6-0093/2005),

– having regard to its resolution of 5 September 2002 on floods in Europe2,

– having regard to its resolution of 8 September 2005 on natural disasters (fires and floods) 
in Europe this summer3,

– having regard to Rule 51 of its Rules of Procedure,

– having regard to the report of the Committee on Regional Development (A6-0000/2006),

1. Approves the Commission proposal as amended;

2. Calls on the Commission to refer the matter to Parliament again if it intends to amend the 
proposal substantially or replace it with another text;

3. Instructs its President to forward its position to the Council and Commission.

Text proposed by the Commission Amendments by Parliament

Amendment 1
Recital 1 a (new)

(1a) The Solidarity Fund enables the 
Community to intervene in the event of 
major disasters or crisis situations.  It 
should thus make a substantial 
contribution to more effective and 
targeted EU action in areas in which the 
public expect the EU to act. It is therefore 
important to ensure that theFund’s

  
1 Not yet published in OJ.
2 OJ C 272E, 13.11.2003, p.471
3 Adopted texts, P6_TA(2005)0334
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financial resources match its field of 
application, so that in all circumstances 
the Community can meet public 
expectations in an enlarged and further 
enlarging EU.  This means on the one 
hand that the field of application should 
not be overstretched, and on the other 
hand that the Community should be able 
to mobilise sufficient funds for clearly 
defined fields of application, even in years 
of particularly acute crisis.

Justification

The scope of the new Solidarity Fund has been extended thematically, and de facto also
geographically, following the start of accession negotiations with new countries such as 
Turkey, while its financial provision has remained the same.  There is therefore a danger that 
new expectations will be aroused in the public which cannot be fulfilled.  This danger should 
be countered through flexible management of resources and a clearly defined field of 
application.

Amendment 2
Recital 3

(3) Major disasters or crisis situations 
may result from natural, industrial and 
technological events, including marine 
pollution and radiological threats, or from 
public health emergencies, in particular 
an officially declared influenza pandemic, 
or acts of terrorism. Existing economic 
and social cohesion instruments are able to 
finance risk-prevention measures and the 
repair of damaged infrastructure. The 
European Union Solidarity Fund 
established by Council Regulation (EC) No 
2012/2002 enables the Community to help 
in mobilising emergency services to meet 
people's immediate needs and contribute to 
the short-term restoration of damaged key 
infrastructure so that economic activity can 
resume in the disaster-stricken regions. 
That Fund is however mainly limited to 
natural disasters. Provision should also be 
made to allow the Community to intervene 
in the event of crisis situations having a 

(3) Major disasters or crisis situations 
may result from natural, industrial and 
technological events, including marine 
pollution and radiological threats, or from 
terrorist attacks. Existing economic and 
social cohesion instruments are able to 
finance risk-prevention measures and the 
repair of damaged infrastructure. The 
European Union Solidarity Fund 
established by Council Regulation (EC) No 
2012/2002 enables the Community to help 
in mobilising emergency services to meet 
people's immediate needs and contribute to 
the short-term restoration of damaged key 
infrastructure so that economic activity can 
resume in the disaster-stricken regions. 
That Fund is however mainly limited to 
natural disasters. Provision should also be 
made to allow the Community to intervene 
in the event of crisis situations having a 
non-natural origin.  
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non-natural origin.

Justification

Funding of preventive measures in the area of health is certainly desirable, but does not fall 
within the Community remit of a disaster fund intended to deal with direct physical damage to 
public property.  This would blur the precise field of application of the Fund.

Amendment 3
Recital 5

(5) In line with the principle of 
subsidiarity, action under this Regulation 
should be confined to major disasters. 
These should be defined depending on the 
field; however, a certain degree of 
political appreciation should be allowed 
for in order to respond to events whose 
consequences are particularly serious but 
which, by their nature, cannot be assessed 
on the basis of physical damage alone as 
is the case, in particular, with major 
health crises and acts of terrorism. 
Consideration shall be given to the specific 
situation of remote and isolated regions, 
such as the insular and outermost regions.

(5) In line with the principle of 
subsidiarity, action under this Regulation 
should be confined to major disasters. 
These should be defined depending on the 
field. In the event of a terrorist attack the 
Community should be able to respond to 
events even when the physical damage 
does not meet the quantitative criteria for 
mobilisation of the Fund, but the 
consequences of the attack are so serious 
that they call for Community solidarity. 
Consideration shall be given to the specific 
situation of remote and isolated regions, 
such as the insular and outermost regions.

Justification

A completely undefined political appreciation for mobilising the fund should be rejected.  
However the Community should be able to show solidarity in order to send a political signal 
when a Member State has received a serious blow from a terrorist attack.  In these unusual 
circumstances the extent of physical damage should not necessarily be the quantitative 
criterion for mobilising the Fund.  Preventive measures in the area of health are desirable but 
do not fall within the Community remit of a disaster fund.  This would blur the precise field of 
application of the Fund.

Amendment 4
Recital 10

(10) Prudent financial management is 
required to ensure that the Community can 

(10) Prudent financial management is 
required to ensure that the Community can 
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be in a position to respond if several major 
disasters occur in the same year.

be in a position to respond if several major 
disasters occur in the same year or in two
consecutive years.

Justification

The scope of the Fund is to be extended geographically as well as thematically, i.e. the 
number of situations in which the Fund can be mobilised is increasing.  At the same time 
however there is no margin of manoeuvre to increase the Fund's financial resources.  To 
overcome this contradiction, financial management should be more flexible, so that the EU is 
still able to intervene even in two consecutive years of serious disasters.

Amendment 5
Recital 12

(12) The mechanisms for payment and 
use of grants made under this Regulation 
should reflect the urgency of the situation. 
Therefore a deadline should be laid down 
for the use of the financial assistance 
awarded.

(12) The mechanisms for payment and 
use of grants made under this Regulation 
should reflect the urgency of the situation. 
Therefore a realistic deadline should be 
laid down for the use of the financial 
assistance awarded.

Justification

The deadlines must be appropriate to the circumstances created by the disaster.

Amendment 6
Article 1, Paragraph 2(c)

(c) public health emergencies; deleted

Justification

The field of application should not be overstretched.  This would weaken the Community's 
ability to act in the key areas of the Solidarity Fund, where the EU wishes to show financial 
solidarity.  Preventive measures in the area of health are certainly desirable but do not fall 
within the Community remit of a disaster fund intended to deal with direct physical damage to 
public property.  This would blur the precise field of application of the Fund.
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Amendment 7
Article 2, Paragraph 2

However, even if those quantitative 
criteria are not met, the Commission may 
in exceptional and duly justified 
circumstances, recognise that a major 
disaster has occurred on the territory of an 
eligible State.

In the event of a terrorist attack the 
Commission, with the agreement of the 
European Parliament and the Council,
may in exceptional and duly justified 
circumstances, recognise that a major 
disaster has occurred on the territory of an 
eligible State, even if the quantitative 
criteria are not met.

Justification

Terrorist attacks can seriously affect the population and the functioning of infrastructures in 
a way that cannot solely be ascribed to physical damage.  The EU should be able to send a 
strong political signal of solidarity through mobilising the Fund, if a Member State is 
exceptionally affected by a terrorist attack.  However, an arbitrary political assessment by the 
Commission on mobilising the Fund when the quantitative criteria are not met should be
rejected. 

Amendment 8
Article 4, subparagraph (b)

(b) immediate medical assistance and 
measures to protect the population against 
imminent health threats, including the 
cost of vaccines, drugs, medical products, 
equipment and infrastructure used during 
an emergency;

deleted

Justification

The field of application should not be overstretched.  This would weaken the Community's 
ability to act in the key areas of the Solidarity Fund, where the EU wishes to show financial 
solidarity.  Preventive measures in the area of health are certainly desirable but have no 
place in an instrument intended to assist in reconstruction and alleviating the distress of those 
affected in areas hit by crises and disasters.  

Amendment 9
Article 11, Paragraph 2

2. Beneficiary States shall seek all 2. In principle, particularly in the 
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possible compensation from third parties. event of industrial and technological 
disasters, the ‘polluter pays’ principle 
must apply. Beneficiary States must 
therefore prove that they are seeking all 
possible compensation from third parties.

Justification

The Solidarity Fund must not relieve those responsible for a disaster of their liability. The 
Member States should therefore be advised to create an effective legal framework and legal 
system to ensure that as far as possible, those responsible are held liable for industrial 
accidents.

Amendment 10
Article 15

1. Where, at the time when a proposal 
is submitted under Article 8, the remaining 
financial resources available for that year 
for the Fund are not sufficient to cover the 
amount of financial assistance considered 
necessary, the Commission may propose 
that the difference be financed from the 
financial appropriations available for the 
Fund for the following year.

2. The total annual budgetary ceiling 
for the Fund in the year of the occurrence 
of the disaster and the following year shall 
under all circumstances be respected.

1. Where, at the time when a proposal 
is submitted under Article 8, the remaining 
financial resources available for that year 
for the Fund are not sufficient to cover the 
amount of financial assistance considered 
necessary, the Commission may propose 
that the difference be financed from the 
financial appropriations available for the 
Fund for the following two years.

2. The total annual budgetary ceiling 
for the Fund in the year of the occurrence 
of the disaster and the following two years
shall under all circumstances be respected.

Justification

The scope of the Fund is to be extended geographically as well as thematically, i.e. the 
number of situations in which the Fund can be mobilised is increasing.  At the same time 
however there is no margin of manoeuvre to increase the Fund's financial resources. To 
overcome this contradiction, financial management should be more flexible. As a rule, only a 
fraction of the maximum upper limit of €1 billion per year is paid out.  To enable the EU to 
intervene even in extreme situations without breaching its financial constraints, the maximum 
upper limit should be calculated over three years rather than two years.
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Amendment 11
Article 17 paragraph 2

2. Where a beneficiary State has failed 
to comply with Article 10(3), the 
Commission may require the beneficiary 
State to reimburse all or part of the 
financial assistance received.

2. Where a beneficiary State has failed 
to comply with Article 10(3) or Article 
11(2), the Commission may require the 
beneficiary State to reimburse all or part of 
the financial assistance received.

Justification

If the beneficiary state has omitted to seek all possible compensation from third parties 
(which can usually take some considerable time,) the Commission must be able to impose 
effective penalties if it establishes such an omission.
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EXPLANATORY STATEMENT

Background

After the devastating floods in the summer of 2002 the Community quickly introduced a new 
instrument, known as the Solidarity Fund, to allow financial support to be provided to 
Member States and regions hit by major natural disasters. Since 2002 financial aid has been 
granted from the Solidarity Fund 16 times. This shows the need for this kind of support.

However the current instrument needs some improvements to optimise financial management, 
adjust its scope to meet new challenges and prevent misuse.  The Council has been asked to 
revise the current regulation, on the basis of a Commission proposal, by 31 December 2006.

The proposal for a revised Solidarity Fund is the latest in a series of Community measures 
aiming to tackle natural disasters, industrial accidents, threats to health and terrorist attacks:

• the Structural Funds are used for disaster prevention, for example helping to finance 
flood prevention measures;

• the Commission is proposing a rapid response and preparedness instrument to provide 
immediate relief in the event of major emergencies;

• this should be followed up by mobilisation of the Solidarity Fund under certain 
conditions to support public expenditure on temporary measures to deal with the direct 
damage resulting from a disaster in a Member State.

The instrument ensures that the EU can better fulfil public expectations through EU measures.  
It thus helps to close the gap between public expectations and Community policies.

Commission proposal

Until now the EU has not been able to provide financial assistance to people or regions facing
a crisis as a result of industrial accidents (such as the wreck of the‘Prestige’ oil tanker) or 
terrorist attacks (such as in London in July 2005 and Madrid in March 2004) by taking over 
part of the public expense of immediate repairs.

On the basis of the current Solidarity Fund, which is exclusively for natural disasters, the 
Commission proposes to extend its scope to:

• terrorist attacks

• industrial and technological disasters,

• public health crises such as pandemics.

The geographical scope of the Solidarity Fund (Member States and candidate countries in 
accession negotiations with the EU) is de jure to remain unchanged, but it has been extended 
de facto with the start of accession negotiations now with two new countries (Turkey and 
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Croatia).

In addition the Commission intends the new proposal to increase transparency with regard to 
mobilisation of the Fund, by changing the criteria as follows:

• reducing the damage threshold for mobilising the Fund from the present 0.6% of 
national GNI to 0.5%, or from €3 billion to €1 billion;

• abolishing the criterion of ‘extraordinary regional disasters’;

• introducing a political criterion for unexpected and exceptional cases.

The following measures are intended to mobilise the Fund more effectively and quickly:

• faster help for affected Member States, through an advance payment of 5% of the total 
damage;

• introduction of time limits for each phase of the mobilisation, to prevent delays;

• introduction of a budget for technical assistance within an upper limit of 0.20% of the 
available financial resources for the year in question.

In addition the Fund cannot be added to other sources of funding and must not exceed 50% of 
the total damage which the country in question has to repair.

Rapporteur's proposals

Your rapporteur agrees with the Commission that the Solidarity Fund must be adapted to new 
challenges and that there is potential for improvement in the way it is used. He therefore 
welcomes the Commission proposal but also sees a need for some changes, which must be 
incorporated in the proposal.

Precise definition of the extended field of application

Your rapporteur in principle welcomes the extension of the thematic field of application.  
Thus the EU will be able to provide urgently-needed action in crisies reflecting new kinds of 
threat such as shipwrecked tankers or other major industrial accidents, or terrorist attacks.  

But the Solidarity Fund’s field of application must not be overstretched or arouse false 
expectations.  Preventive measures in the area of health are certainly desirable, but have no 
place in an instrument which aims to assist in reconstruction and alleviating the distress of 
people in areas affected by crises and disasters.  In the area of health policy it is up to the 
Member States to take appropriate precautions in the event of a pandemic.

Appropriate flexibility of financial resources

Your rapporteur would also like to stress that the financial resources must match the scope of 
the Fund, which has been extended both geographically and thematically.  Not only must the 
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Solidarity Fund cover new crisis situations, it must also be applicable in the new accession 
countries, Turkey and Croatia. This is particularly significant with regard to Turkey, which
not only has a large population but also is at considerable risk from earthquakes.

According to Commission figures there are large variations from year to year in the actual 
calls on the budget (2002: € 728 000 million; 2004: € 19 600 million), and in 2004 these were 
far below the maximum budgeted amount.  However it cannot be excluded that in years of 
extreme disasters, because of the substantially increased scope of the Fund, the financial need
will exceed the annual budget of €1 billion.  Therefore the Fund’s resources must be 
sufficiently flexible to be able to respond appropriately to events of this kind.

Your rapporteur therefore proposes that in a year of particularly serious disasters, the budget
appropriations for the following two years can be mobilised.  Within three consecutive years 
however the upper budget limit of three times the annual €1 billion may not be exceeded.

Strict criteria for mobilisation

With the new Solidarity Fund the Commission hopes to increase the transparency of the 
mobilisation criteria.  It thus advocates abolishing the exceptions for smaller disasters and at 
the same time lowering the threshold.  Your rapporteur considers that these two measures are 
inextricably linked, and the exception for smaller disasters can only be abolished if the 
threshold is substantially lowered, as the Commission proposes.

In this connection it is however incomprehensible that the Commission can make an arbitrary 
political assessment.  It is not acceptable that for vaguely defined exceptional disasters the 
Commission can decide to provide support in cases which do not meet the quantitative 
criterion of € 1 billion or 0 .5% of GNI.

Only in the event of terrorist attacks should political considerations to a certain extent 
determine the mobilisation of the Fund in exceptional circumstances which do not fulfil the
quantitative criterion.  Terrorist attacks can sometimes cause only limited physical damage 
but provoke a great deal of human suffering and serious psychological consequences.  The EU 
should therefore, on the initiative of the Commission and in agreement with the Council and 
Parliament, be able to use the Fund in such cases as a political signal of solidarity.

Stricter application of the polluter-pays principle

In addition the Fund should only be mobilised when compensation for damage cannot be 
obtained from other sources, particularly from those responsible for the crisis.  This means 
that the Fund will only be used when the damage cannot be covered by third parties.

Member States have a duty, particularly in the event of industrial accidents, to demand 
compensation from third parties.  This should be expressed more clearly in the regulation.  If 
it is obvious that the country has not made sufficient effort to claim compensation from those 
responsible, the Commission must be able to impose penalties to claim back the payments it 
has made.


