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	Parliament held a joint debate on the EC and Euratom parts of the Commission’s proposal for the 7th Research Framework Programme, during which more than 60 speakers took the floor.
The Rapporteur, Mr BUZEK (PPE-DE/PL) welcomed the Commission’s proposal. In his opinion, FP7 was a necessary continuation of FP6, but it also contained new ideas and approaches, such as the European Research Council (ERC) and the envisaged European Technology Platforms with their links to industry. Other interesting points highlighted were the investment in research infrastructure and space research, the retention of excellence as the major criterion for the selection of research proposals, the intention to keep scientists in Europe instead of losing them to other continents, increased support to basic research, and a reinforced translation of research into novel products and services. The more than 300 amendments put forward to FP7 would not destabilise the programme as such. He hoped for the entry into force of FP7 on 1 January 2007, as anticipated
In the subsequent debate, the speakers from the different political Groups as well as for the Committees having prepared opinions on FP7 and most of the other speakers broadly supported the proposed programme. The most contentious issue was stem cell research. A majority of speakers were in favour of the line proposed by the Commission and only a minority rejected all research on embryonic stem cells. Opinions also diverged on research into nuclear energy. Some Members supported research on nuclear fission and fusion, others proposed to limit the support to fusion research only, and speakers from the Verts/ALE Group rejected nuclear research altogether. The proposed research on other energy sources, including renewables, was fully supported. The creation of the ERC was welcomed as well as the positive contribution, which FP7 could make to boost growth and jobs across Europe. SMEs (Small and Medium-sized Enterprises) should be supported stronger and a number of Members of Parliament felt that the budget for FP7 was insufficient to successfully address all the challenges ahead.

Commissioner POTOČNIK welcomed the support for FP7, which aimed at boosting growth and jobs as well as promoting a sustainable, healthier and stronger Europe. The programme had been developed along four axes: cooperation, ideas, people and capacities. The creation of the ERC was probably the most exciting new development in European research. Its independence should be guaranteed with a view to ensure scientific excellence. Regarding research on stem cells, he pointed to the intensive debate on the issue during the negotiation of the FP6 programme. The resulting approach would be retained under FP7. He welcomed the broad support for the Euratom part of FP7, which included the important international fusion research reactor ITER and the support for the Commission’s Joint Research Centre, and expressed his hope that FP7 could enter into force on 1 January 2007.

The vote on FP7 is scheduled for Thursday, 15 June 2006.


Parliament discussed in the framework of a joint debate the two Commission proposals for:
· The 7th Framework Programme (FP7) of the European Community (EC) for Research, Technological Development and Demonstration Activities (RTDD) (2007 to 2013);
· The 7th Framework Programme of the European Atomic Energy Community (Euratom) for Nuclear Research and Training Activities (2007 to 2011) – Building the Europe of knowledge.
The Rapporteur for both reports was Mr BUZEK (PPE-DE/PL).

The Commission

Commissioner POTOČNIK welcomed the debate on FP7 and underlined that it constituted an important day for science in Europe. The two programmes should enter into force on 1 January 2007, their combined budget was 54.5 billion Euros and they were aimed at boosting growth and jobs as well as promoting a sustainable, healthier and stronger Europe. In order for this to happen, Europe needed cooperation, ideas, people and capacities – and these were also the titles of the four main axes of FP7. The Cooperation Programme would bring together the best talents from across Europe for developing answers to pressing economic and societal challenges, and the Ideas Programme would allow researchers to compete at European level irrespective of their nationalities. The Peoples’ Programme was aimed at motivating the best scientists to work across Europe, and the Capacities Programmes would address the issue of ensuring excellent research facilities in all parts of Europe. He highlighted the consensus, which had emerged in Parliament, that FP7 should indeed deliver on these issues and thanked the Rapporteur, Mr BUZEK, the Chairman of the ITRE Committee, Mr CHICHESTER (PPE-DE/UK), the shadow rapporteurs and all other Members of Parliament for their contributions in that respect. Turning to the amendments put forward to the Commission’s proposals, he informed Parliament that the Commission could accept at least 2/3 of their amendments fully or in principle, and only a limited number of amendments seemed to create difficulties for the Commission. However, he was confident that also these amendments would not become real stumbling blocks.

With a view to the European Research Council (ERC), Commissioner POTOČNIK felt that this was probably the most exciting new development in European research. The independence of the ERC should be guaranteed with a view to ensure scientific excellence, and its administrative capacity should be adequate for ensuring efficiency. As the Community method was able to guarantee that, the ERC would be set up within the remit of the Community institutions and its future structure be considered not later than 2010.

Turning to stem cell research, Commissioner POTOČNIK acknowledged that this had been the subject of intense discussions within Parliament and beyond, and he expressed profound respect for all personal opinions on the matter. He pointed to the intensive debate on the issue during the negotiation of the FP6 programme and the resulting decision to move forward on the issue, based on a responsible and cautious case by case selection of research to be carried out and by excluding certain research areas. This approach would be retained under FP7. In this respect, he pointed to discussions on introducing cut-off dates for making human embryonic stem cell lines eligible or not, and felt that the introduction of such dates possibly undermined scientific excellence.
In closing his presentation, Commissioner POTOČNIK lauded the broad consensus in Parliament on the Euratom part of FP7, which included the important international fusion research reactor ITER and the support for the Commission’s Joint Research Centre. He reiterated his hope that the momentum could be maintained and FP7 enter into force as foreseen. Time mattered and FP7 was a central part of the Community Lisbon Strategy for growth and jobs. It was time to prove that ‘Lisbon’ was back again.

The Rapporteur
The Rapporteur, Mr BUZEK, looked back at all the contributions and support received from Members of Parliament, the Commission, several Presidencies of the European Union, as well as from many experts and citizens across Europe. He thanked them all, and in particular Commissioner POTOČNIK. The many contributions received had enabled him to prepare a sound report. FP7 was a welcome and necessary continuation of FP6, but it also contained new ideas and approaches, such as the ERC and the envisaged European Technology Platforms with their links to industry. Other interesting points were the investment in research infrastructure and space research, the retention of excellence as the major criterion for the selection of research proposals, the intention to keep scientists in Europe instead of loosing them to other continents, increased support to basic research, and a reinforced translation of research into novel products and services. Looking at the more than 300 amendments put forward to FP7, the Rapporteur underlined that they would not destabilise the programme as such and hoped for the entry into force of FP7 on 1 January 2007, as anticipated.
The Speakers for the Committees having submitted opinions on FP7
Most speakers for the Committees, which had submitted opinions on FP7, thanked the Rapporteur for the constructive attitude shown and supported his report.
For the Budget Committee, Ms XENOGIANNAKOPOULOU (PSE/EL) underlined that Europe’s credibility was at stake regarding the wide gap between political ambitions and the budgetary cuts introduced by the Council. She welcomed subsequent limited budgetary increases, but the gap was still there.

Mr SMITH (Verts/ALE/UK) from the Regional Development Committee requested strong complementarity between FP7 (and FP8) and regional development.
For the Committee on Agriculture and Rural Development, Mr BERMAN (PSE/NL) welcomed the support for bioscience, and insisted on knowledge sharing in the agricultural field with third world countries, because they needed such knowledge and know-how too.
Ms MIGUÉLEZ RAMOS (PSE/ES), the Vice-Chairwoman of the Fisheries Committee, was dissatisfied with the funding foreseen for marine research, including ocean pollution and climate change aspects. In her view, the funding should be increased.
Mr SAKALAS (PSE/LT) from the Legal Affairs Committee highlighted the ethical issues linked to stem cell research and expressed hope for finding a good compromise on the matter. Ms BREYER (Verts/ALE/DE) from the same Committee was against any such research.
For the Committee on Women’s Rights and Gender Equality, Ms THOMSEN (PSE/DK) deplored the unequal treatment of men and women in research, where women were clearly underrepresented. The Community should do more under FP7 to redress the situation. In this context, she pointed also to the ERC, which, in her eyes, seemed to be clearly male-dominated.
The Speakers for the political Groups

For the PPE-DE Group, Mr RÜBIG (AT) congratulated the Rapporteur on the excellent report. In his opinion, FP7 addressed the right issues such as health, growth and jobs. The programme should enter into force on 1 January 2007, and, consequently, he called for a first Trilogue meeting on FP7 soon after Parliament voted on the matter.

Also Mr BUSQUIN (PSE/BE) thanked the Rapporteur in the name of his Group for his excellent cooperation. He welcomed the envisaged scientific autonomy of the ERC and deplored the overall cutting of funds. Money spent on research would have a high multiplication effect. If Europe wanted to have excellent scientists, it would have to offer not only money, but also a certain status and societal recognition. With a view to stem cell research, he pointed to the intended continuity with FP6. One way to increase the budget for R&D was to ensure high implementation rates up-front. He regretted that no Representative of the Council or the Austrian Presidency was present during the debate.
Mr PRODI (ADLE/IT) agreed for his Group that excellence was the decisive criterion for supporting research at European level. In his opinion, SMEs were needed to translate research results quickly into tangible products. Consequently, he was in favour of strongly involving them in the research carried out at European level, and proposed to give them some say in the selection of research projects.
For the Verts/ALE Group, Mr HAMMERSTEIN MINTZ (ES) welcomed the report on FP7. He underlined the difficulty for the European Union to put enough money on the table for R&D and saw this as one of many indicators that Europe was in real trouble. R&D seemed to be the way out of this situation, and this fact was well reflected in FP7. Besides that, he welcomed the support for the JRC and for basic research. With a view to a stronger involvement of SMEs, he was in favour of fixing of threshold of 15% of the respective available budgets for that purpose.
Mr GUIDONI (GUE/NGL/IT) expressed the concern of his Group that Europe was not doing enough for growth and jobs. He supported medical research as well as on renewable energies and nuclear fusion, and he rejected the funding of research on the creation of clones.

Mr PIRILLI (UEN/IT), one of the Shadow Rapporteurs congratulated Mr BUZEK for the excellent work done. His Group supported the intention to keep young researchers in Europe. Humans were at the centre of all research, and research should be developed into a highly respected profession.
Mr BATTEN (IND/DE/UK) briefly highlighted for his Group that the UK could not do without nuclear energy in the future. However, all other energy options, such as nuclear fusion, renewables and energy savings should be supported too.
For her Group, Ms SCHENARDI (NI/FR) pointed to nuclear waste as an impediment for a future stronger use of nuclear energy.
Other Members of Parliament

Subsequent to the speakers for the different Committees and the political Groups, 44 other Members of Parliament took the floor and broadly reflected the positions taken by their respective Group speakers. They mainly focused on the following issues:
-
Pro and contra supporting stem cell research at European level

This point was most controversially debated. A majority of the speakers supported stem cell research as it was foreseen in the Commission’s proposal for FP7. Ms TOIA (ADLE/IT) was not in favour of imposing strict limits for stem cell research, but to provide appropriate guidance instead. Messrs GOEBBELS (PSE/LU) and MUSACCHIO (GUE/NGL/IT) requested a ban only on human cloning. Ms RIES (ADLE/FR) proposed equal support for embryonic and adult stem cell research. Mmes ANGELILLI (UEN/IT) and BREYER (Verts/ALE/DE), and Messrs BELDER (IND/DEM/NL), GIERTYCH (NI/PL), LIESE (PPE-DE/DE) and CASINI PPE-DE/IT) were against any support for embryonic stem cell research. Ms ANGELILLI warned in this respect against research at any cost, and Mr CASINI was not aware of any concrete positive results of that sort of research.

-
Energy research, including nuclear energy and renewable energies
Also here, opinions diverged markedly. Ms JORDAN CIZELJ (PPE-DE/SL) and Mr HENIN (GUE/NGL/FR) supported research on nuclear energy as well as on renewables. Mr SEPPÄNEN (GUE/NGL/FI) supported research on thermonuclear fusion and on renewables, and Mmes HARMS (Verts/ALE/DE) and HASSI (Verts/ALE/FI) were only in favour of supporting renewable energies.

-
Creation of the European Research Council (ERC)
The creation of the ERC was widely supported by Mmes RIES, NIEBLER (PPE-DE/DE), and TRAUTMANN (PSE/FR). Mmes ŠKOTTOVÁ (PPE-DE/CZ) and DEL CASTILLO VERA (PPE-DE/ES) felt that the ERC was a good instrument for keeping young researchers in Europe, and Ms LOCATELLI highlighted the need to ensure its independence.

-
FP7 in support of the Lisbon Strategy

This aspect was welcomed by Mmes DEL CASTILLO VERA and RIERA MADURELL (PSE/ES). Mr PAASILINNA (PSE/FI) insisted on closing the gap between research and its application, and CHATZIMARKAKIS (ADLE/DE) was convinced that research was the right answer to globalisation (‘knowledge is power, no longer military might’).

-
Insufficient funding for FP7

Whilst acknowledging the foreseen funding of broadly 55 billion Euro for FP7, Messrs BRUNETTA (PPE-DE/IT), PAASILINNA and CASPARY (PPE-DE/DE), and Mmes RIES and TRAUTMANN felt that the budget was not sufficient for being able to successfully address the challenges ahead of Europe.

-
Stronger support for SMEs needed
This point was supported by Mmes ANGELILLI, CORBEY (PSE/NL) and BARSI-PATAKY (PPE-DE/HU), and by Mr EHLER (PPE-DE/DE).
Concluding remarks

In his concluding remarks, Commissioner POTOČNIK emphasised that in budgetary terms opinions diverged now over less than 2% of the overall budget and was confident that consensus could also be reached on the issues still outstanding. FP7 covered about 25% new actions. The other actions, being broadly carried over from FP6, guaranteed the necessary continuity with FP6. The thematic priorities would be addressed by the ERC and he expressed sympathy for stronger support for SMEs. Energy was a real challenge, and he was convinced that no important source of energy could be left out. He also defended the Commission’s proposal on stem cell research and informed the Members of Parliament that according to the latest Eurobarometer poll, more than 50% of the persons polled supported stem cell research broadly along the lines followed also by the Commission. Only a clear minority seemed to reject all research in that respect. The other people were broadly in between these two positions or did not express an own opinion on the matter. The link between FP7 and the Structural Funds would be reviewed in the near future. He acknowledged that the budget for FP7 could have been higher, but proposed to concentrate now on delivery, thus proving that more funding for research was indeed indicated.
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