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Executive Summary and Recommendations 
 
This report provides the European Parliament (EP) with relevant analyses of the 
nuclear related parts of the specific programmes implementing the Sixth FP Euratom 
on research and training. The documents analysed will be next scrutinised by the EP; 
they are part of the proposal COM(2002) 43 edited on 30.5.2001, namely: 
 
 Amended 2001/0125 (CNS) dealing with research and training on nuclear energy, 
 Amended 2001/0126 (CNS) dealing with research and training to be carried out 

by the Joint Research Centre (JRC) by means of direct actions for the European 
Atomic Energy Community. 

 
A comparison is made with the first orientations given by the EP through the 
amendments on the Euratom framework programme 2001/0054 (CNS), edited on 
14.11.2001, dealing with nuclear energy related RTD. Draft Council decision, edited 
on 1.1.2002, is also referred to in the analysis. 
 
The EP priorities mainly refer to democratic principles of the European Union. These 
are gender equity, transparency, the involvement of candidate countries and the co-
operation with third countries such as Central and Eastern European countries and the 
taking into account of public acceptability through involvement of democratic 
institutions such as the EP. 
 
Amended document 2001/0125 (CNS) of the European Commission (EC) includes 
these required changes; amended document 2001/0126 (CNS) dealing with the JRC 
appears to integrate less of these amendments.  
 
The monitoring by the EP of the implementation of the programmes, as suggested by 
the EP, is not included in the EC proposals. Such an intervention of the EP is indeed 
not a process included in the Euratom framework. 
 
Priorities of research areas are well described, particularly in the amended document 
2001/0125 (CNS). They are globally in line with the EP priorities. Amended 
document 2001/0126 (CNS) could nevertheless be more precise in terms of priorities. 
Decommissioning for instance only appears in the budget (not as a priority) but is not 
at all detailed in the text.  
 
The global budget of the amended specific programmes has been maintained to 
EUR 1230 million. It does not take account of the global increase of EUR 100 million 
proposed by the EP. The part allocated to the research and training on nuclear energy 
has been increased by EUR 40 million whereas the part allocated to the JRC has been 
decreased by the same amount. Nevertheless, as the “non-nuclear” budget of JRC was 
risen by EUR  40 million, the overall change for the JRC is nil1. 

                                                 
1 Broadly, the budget of the Institute for Reference Materials and Measurements was transferred in the 

“non-nuclear” part 
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Our understanding of the priorities underlying Parliament’s amendments on the 
Euratom framework programme 2001/0054 (CNS) is as follows: 
 
1. Public acceptability and transparency of nuclear research are crucial issues 

(Amendments 1, 4, 8&9); 
 
2. In order not to reduce budget assigned to (long-term) fusion research relatively to 

the 5th FP, overall nuclear budget should increase from EUR 1230 million to EUR 
1330 million (Amendment 5); 

 
3. European Parliament (including as budgetary authority) should be involved in the 

preparation of programmes, decision-making process and monitoring/control 
(Amendments 2, 4, 6, 7, 10, 11 and 18); 

 
4. Special attention should be paid to cooperation with candidate countries 

(Amendments 8&9, 12, 14); 
 
5. Priorities research areas are: safety of existing reactors as well as reactors of new 

generation (Amendment 12) effects of radiation on health, especially low doses 
(Amendment 16,17 and 18). 

 
We opine that the EC duly took into account priorities 1 (for amended document 
2001/0125 (CNS) only), 4 and 5. Priorities 2 and 3 were not taken into account. 
 
Priority 1 
Changes in recitals of document 2001/0125 (CNS) are in line with Parliament’s 
priority. No change was made in the amended document 2001/0126 (CNS), dealing 
with JRC. 
 
 We recommend that the European Parliament amends recitals of document 
2001/0126 (CNS), in line with those amendments already made by the EC in the 
document 2001/0125 (CNS), duly taking into account a few differences between 
the two documents, due to the different activities they respectively encompass. 

 
Priority 2 
We were told -although we were not provided with any document supporting this 
information- that representatives of the Parliament and of the Council reached a 
“common position” on maintaining the overall nuclear budget at the level of EUR 
1 230 million, before Research Council meeting on 10.12.2001. 
 
 If this information was true, we would recommend to the Parliament not to pass 
any amendment on budget, in order to remain coherent with its own decisions. 

 
Priority 3 
This question is related with the long-lasting debate on the role of Parliament in the 
enforcement of European Nuclear policy, within the framework of Euratom treaty: 
 
 Simple consulting responsibility, position of the Council 
 Wider responsibility, as budgetary authority, position of the Parliament. 
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Thus, any position of rapporteurs and, more generally, of the Parliament on this issue 
goes far beyond RDT orientations and is outside the scope of our work. 
 
 We cannot make any recommendation on this issue to the Parliament. 

 
Priority 4 
Special attention to be paid to the research and training co-operation with candidate 
countries is duly mentioned in both documents, at least in annex 3 of document 
2001/0126 (CNS). 
 
 No amendment is necessary (provided recitals of document 2001/0126 (CNS) are 
amended accordingly, as required above. See Priority 1). 

 
Priority 5 
The priorities of the Parliament on research areas are duly mentioned in recitals, text 
and/or annex 1 & 3. 
 
 No amendment is necessary.  
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1. Context and objectives of the report  

1.1. Context 

1.1.1. Global context of the 6TH Framework Programme 

The graph hereunder shows the growth in budgets of successive EU Framework Programmes. 
 

 

 
The Euratom activities amount to 7 % of the budget of the VI° FP. 
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1.1.2. Main activities for the Specific programmes 

The main activities of the European Parliament, the Council and the European 
Commission in the process of preparation of decisions on the specific programmes 
implementing Sixth FP EURATOM on research and training include: 
 
 editing, by the European Commission (EC), on 21.2.2001, of the draft proposal 

for decisions on the VI° Framework Programme (FP) on Research and 
Technological Development (RTD), including two proposals: 

- 2001/0053 (COD) dealing with non-nuclear RTD, this will become a 
common decision of the European Parliament (EP) and the Council. This 
area is out of the scope of TN Sofres Consulting’s assignment. 

- 2001/0054 (CNS) dealing with nuclear energy related RTD, which will 
become a decision of the Council; 

 
 editing, by the European Commission (EC), on 30.5.2001, of the draft proposals 

for decisions on specific programmes, including, for nuclear energy related RTD, 
two specific proposals: 

- 2001/0125 (CNS) dealing with research and training on nuclear energy. 
- 2001/0126 (CNS) dealing with research and training to be carried out by the 

Joint Research Centre (JRC) by means of direct actions for the European 
Atomic Energy Community (Euratom); 

 
 examination by the European Parliament of the two (general) proposals 2001/0053 

(COD) (non-nuclear) and 2001/0054 (CNS) (nuclear). The EP voted on 
14.11.2001 amendments on these proposals, including 19 amendments on the 
nuclear energy related one. These amendments establish orientations for the 
forthcoming examination of the specific programmes by the EP; 

 
 Research Council meeting on 10.12.2001 and General Affairs Council meeting on 

28.01.2002. A draft “Council decision concerning the Sixth Framework 
Programme of the European Atomic Energy Community (Euratom) for nuclear 
research and training activities, also contributing to the creation of the European 
Research Area (2002-2006)” has been prepared (dated 1.2.2002); 

 
 editing, by the European Commission (EC), on 30.5.2001, of the amended 

proposals for decisions on specific programmes, including, for nuclear energy 
related RTD two specific proposals (gathered in the document COM(2002) 43): 

- Amended 2001/0125 (CNS) dealing with research and training on nuclear 
energy. 

- Amended 2001/0126 (CNS) dealing with research and training to be carried 
out by the Joint Research Centre (JRC) by means of direct actions for the 
European Atomic Energy Community (Euratom). 

 
These last two documents shall now be scrutinised by the EP. 
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1.1.3. A major change in the 6th FP 

Integrating and Strengthening of the European Research Area is a crosswise priority 
for the 6th FP in all disciplines, either non-nuclear or nuclear.  
 
This priority is being concretised through two main instruments, as ways to structure 
long term European R&D capabilities: 
 
- networks of excellence, 
- integrated projects 
 
The examination of the two EC Amended Specific Proposals will assess if -and how- 
this priority has been taken into account. 
 

1.2. Objectives of the report 

The main task of this report is to provide the EP with relevant analyses of the nuclear 
related parts of the document COM(2002) 43, namely: 
 
 Amended 2001/0125 (CNS) dealing with research and training on nuclear energy, 

 
 Amended 2001/0126 (CNS) dealing with research and training to be carried out 

by the Joint Research Centre (JRC) by means of direct actions for the European 
Atomic Energy Community. 

 
Another relevant analysis is comparing the orientations resulting from European 
Parliament’s amendments on 14.11.01 with (draft) Council decision and Amended 
Specific Proposals of the EC, especially on budgetary aspects. 
 
The objective is to highlight important subjects, differences of emphasis and possible 
inconsistencies in order to provide an input to the European Parliament analysis and 
to smooth the progress of the examination procedure. 
 
Analyses successively deal with the 2 above-mentioned amended specific proposals 
for Council decisions. For each part of these documents –namely recitals, text itself, 
annexes 1, 2 and 3, financial statement, the analysis successively highlights, where 
relevant: 
 
 the priorities, which appear in the text, 
 the changes relative to the first version, 
 to which extend the orientations, which appear in amendments voted by the 

European Parliament on 14 November 2001 on the (more general) proposal for 
Council decision 2001/0054 (CNS), have been taken into account in these specific 
programmes. 
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2. Analysis of amended 2001/0125 (CNS) “Research and 
training on nuclear energy” 

2.1. Recitals 

2.1.1. Priorities 

The following items refer to the priorities: 
 
 Recital 4: The programme is opened to third countries, entities & international 

organisations, including at project level, except for fusion research (as specific co-
operation scheme is planned: cf. ITER project.) 

 
This recital clearly states the openness of the European Union in the field of 
nuclear energy related RTD. 

 
 Recital 5: Emphasis should be given to mobility of researchers and innovation as 

well as international co-operation with third countries and international 
organisations, with special attention paid to candidate countries. 

 
This recital appears rather confusing as it simultaneously deals with co-
operation with third countries (somewhat repeating the previous one), 
mobility of researchers and candidate countries.  

 
 Recital 6: Research activities should respect fundamental ethical principles… as 

well as the need to take into account public acceptability of these activities. 
 

One should take into account two levels of public acceptability: 
 Relatively to the use of nuclear energy in its civilian applications, such 

as power plants, medical and industrial applications 
 Relatively to RTD activities, themselves. 

 
Although the boundary between these two levels is not always clear, one can 
understand that a) RTD activities should be accepted by the public and that b) 
public acceptability of nuclear energy civilian applications is presently low (5 out 
of 8 EU countries, where nuclear power plants are in operation have decided a 
memorandum). 

 
 Recitals 8 & 9: This programme should be implemented in a flexible, efficient and 

transparent manner… Participation will be encouraged through publication of the 
necessary information … to potential participants, including those from the 
associate candidate countries… 

 
Transparency is an absolute requisite, especially in an area (nuclear 
research) where decades of lack of transparency contributed to the today’s 
poor public acceptability. 
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Openness to candidate countries is a strong political signal towards those 
countries. 

 
 Recital 10: The Commission will arrange for an independent assessment… which 

will be done in a spirit of openness… 
 

Openness is again mentioned. 
 

2.1.2. Changes relative to the first version 

Beyond some formal corrections, the main changes between the first version and the 
amended one are: 
 
 Addition of recital 4, which insists on the possible participation of non-EU 

countries. 
 
 In recital 6, addition of a section on the public acceptability, which is of 

paramount importance in the nuclear research area. 
 
 In recital 7, addition of a section on equality of opportunities irrespective of the 

gender. This is in line with an important EU policy. 
 
 Addition of recital 9 on publication of information encouraging participation, 

including for potential participants from candidate and other associated countries. 
 
These changes demonstrate an increased willingness to open activities to non-member 
states, especially candidate countries, and to increase transparency, with a view to 
improve public acceptability. 
 

2.1.3. Takes into account Parliament orientations? 

The European Parliament expressed itself on the more general text 2001/0054 (CNS.) 
Nevertheless, the amendments voted by the EP demonstrate clear orientations, which 
are worth comparing with the text of the Commission on specific programmes. 
 
The European Parliament added 4 recitals to the proposal 2001/0054 (CNS.), namely: 
 
 Recital 13a, dealing with public acceptability and involvement of democratic 

institutions such as the European Parliament. 
 

The first item is duly taken into account in the Amended Specific Proposal, while 
the second one is ignored. 

 
 Recital 13b, dealing with own initiative report / opinion of the European 

Parliament on the ITER project. 
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Such a report / opinion of the EP has a consultative function, in the Euratom 

framework. It is not mentioned in the Amended Specific Proposal. 
 
 Recital 13c, dealing with compatibility with the current ceiling of heading 3 

without restricting other policies. 
 

This amendment restates sound budgetary principles. 
 
 Recital 13d, dealing with the improvement of democracy in European research 

policy and involvement of European citizens. 
 

As mentioned above, these improvements are of paramount importance if one 
wishes to improve public acceptability towards nuclear research. They are 
taken into account in the Amended Specific Proposal. 

 

2.2. Decision’s text itself 

2.2.1. Changes relative to the first version 

Budget rose from 900 Moi€ to 940 Moi€2 (Article 2.) The Commission added a new 
Article 3 stating that all activities shall comply with fundamental ethical principles. 
The revised Article 7 states that financial aspects shall be included in the regular 
progress reports. Independent Assessment becomes independent Monitoring and 
Assessment. All these changes are in accordance with the amended recitals. 
 

2.2.2. Takes into account Parliament orientations?  

The European Parliament sets a financial reference amount of EUR 1000 million 
(excluding JRC). Budgetary analysis shows that the European Commission did not 
fully take into account this Parliament’s decision (Amendment 5: Article 2, 
paragraph 1).  
 

                                                 
2 In Chapter 5, we will see that JRC Budget is reduced (- 40 Moi€) so that the total nuclear budget 

remains unchanged. 
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The next graph illustrates this question. 
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We were told -although we were not provided with any document supporting 
this information- that representatives of the Parliament and of the Council 
reached a “common position” on maintaining the overall (Research + JRC) 
nuclear budget at the level of EUR 1 230 million. This was feasible, thanks to a 
budget transfer of EUR 40 million (for IRMM, Geel) from nuclear budget to 
non-nuclear one, before Research Council meeting on 10.12.2001. 
 
If this were true, this matter would no longer be an issue. 
 
 
Parliament also added the points listed below. 
 
(i) The Commission should present a programming report every year 

(Amendment 6). 
 

 This point is not mentioned in Amended Specific Proposal. Nevertheless, in the 
Draft Council decision (Article 5) mention to yearly report pursuant to Article 7 
of the Treaty was added. See also comments on Annex 3. 

 
(ii) Each specific programme should have its own budget line (Amendment 7). 
 

 This point is covered in Article 2 of the amended proposal 2001/0125 (CNS). 
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(iii) Public acceptability and gender equality. 
(iv) Co-operation with Central and Eastern European researchers and supplying of 

information to candidate countries (Amendments 8 & 9). 
 

 These issues are mentioned in the recitals (see above), but not repeated in the 
decision text itself. 

 
(v) Yearly report on financial implementation. 
(vi) Prior information to budgetary authorities whenever [the Commission] intends 

to depart from breakdown of expenditures (Amendment 10). 
 

 The first item is mentioned in amended Article 7.1. Prior information to 
budgetary authorities is not quoted. See also analyses of Annex 3. 

 
(vii) Addition of the Committee of the Regions to the bodies to which the results of 

the independent assessment of achievements of previous FP should be 
communicated. 

(viii) Monitoring by the European Parliament of the implementation of the VI° FP 
(Amendment 11). 

 
 Committee of the Regions was added in the Draft Council decision (Article 6). 

The second item is mentioned neither in this document nor in the Amended 
Specific Proposal. 

 
(ix) Simplifying of the list of non-EU countries, which may participate in 

programme (Amendment 19). 
 

 The respective article disappeared in the Draft Council decision, while it appears 
as a new recital (4) in Amended Specific Programmes. 

 
 

2.3. Annexes 1 & 2 (Priorities and Budget allocated) 

2.3.1. Priorities expressed and changes relative to the first version 

The organisation of Annex 1, i.e. the presentation of research areas, has been 
significantly modified between the first and amended versions. 
 
In the introduction, radiation protection is now mentioned twice. Among third 
countries, NIS (former Soviet Union) and countries associated with activities covered 
by Euratom are now specifically mentioned. 
 
The total budget of the first priority thematic area, Fusion Energy Research, is 
increased to 750 Moi€ (from 700 Moi€). Budget for the realisation of ITER is not 
changed (200 Moi€) although this amount is now presented as a maximum. In the 
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paragraph iii) Next Step / ITER, the Commission added studies on the preparation of 
possible European sites (where the ITER facility could be erected). 
 
The name of the second priority thematic area was changed from “Treatment and 
disposal of radioactive waste” to “Management of radioactive waste”. This change 
allows to logically including in this area the “exploring of the technical and economic 
potential of concepts for nuclear energy generation able to make better use of fissile 
material and generate less waste”. Less details on which concepts will be explored 
during the VI° programme than in first version are provided in amended version than 
in the first one, while text now insists on the reduced waste production of such 
reactors, compared with existing ones. 
 
Radiation protection has been included as a new priority thematic area per se, while it 
appeared as one item among other activities in the first version. A strong focus on low 
doses (medical & industrial applications, exposures at workplace, etc.) appears. This 
focus is logical, as scientific investigations on low doses are incipient.  
 

Priorities of research 

1) Fusion energy research 
 
 R&D in fusion physics and plasma engineering 

 Research on fusion materials and participation in the R&D activities for the 
decommissioning of JET 

 Investigations on socio-economic costs and social acceptability of fusion energy and on 
safety and environmental aspects 

 Continuation of Next Step activities. The studies performed in preparation of possible 
European ITER site(s) will be completed 

 The level and nature of the contribution to the construction of equipment and installations 
will depend on the outcome of the negotiations with the EU international partners 

 
2) Management of radioactive waste 
 
 Research on geological disposal: 

- Improvement of fundamental knowledge, developing and testing technologies: 
physical, chemical and biological processes, interaction between the different natural 
and engineered barriers, means of implementing disposal technologies in underground 
research laboratories 

- New and improved tools: models for performance and safety assessment 

 Partitioning and transmutation and other concepts to produce less waste: 

- Fundamental assessments, demonstration at pilot scale, further development of 
technologies 

- Exploration on the potential for the more efficient use of the fissile material in existing 
reactors and of other concepts 
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3) Radiation protection 
 
 Quantification of risks associated with low and protracted exposures 

 Medical exposures and natural sources of radiation 

 Protection of the environment and radioecology 

 Risk and emergency management 

 Protection of the workplace 
 
 
Other activities now include research on: 
 
 Evaluation of innovative concepts for generation and exploitation of nuclear 

energy providing improvements in terms of “cost, safety, environmental impact, 
resource utilisation, proliferation resistance or diversity of applications.” One 
should note the possible relationship with the concepts for nuclear energy 
generation, previously mentioned in the “Management of radioactive waste” area. 

 
 Education and training focused on safety and radiation protection and opened to 

NIS and Central and Eastern European countries. The latter is a useful orientation 
as one knows that safety and radiation protection still require strong 
improvements in these countries. 

 
 A new item: “Safety of existing nuclear installations.” No doubt that, if direct 

safety costs should be beard by operators, there is room for European-wide 
support to the consolidation and dissemination of best practices and regulations 
for safe operation in ageing plants, fuel management and decommissioning. 

2.3.2. Takes into account Parliament orientations?  

Amendments 12, 16, 17 and 18 provide a list of research themes under point 2: “Other 
activities” 
 Safety of existing reactors, with a priority for reactors in candidate countries)… 
 Development of improved integration of European research into the effects of 

radiation… 
 Study of the risks of low and protracted doses… 
 New studies on the effects of chronic low-dose rate exposures … 
 Theoretical modelling of low-dose effects… 

 
As seen in the above paragraph, these themes are duly mentioned in the Amended 
Specific Proposal (not in the Draft Council decision), among priorities, although 
with less details concerning low-dose related research. 
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2.4. Annexe 3 (Means) 

2.4.1. Orientations and changes relative to the first version 

In the introduction, the creation of the “European Research Area” is recalled as the 
main structuring factor for implementation of the programme. This approach 
contributed to define 3 new instruments. 
 
1. The definition of Networks of Excellence has been changed in the Amended 

Specific Proposal. In the new version, the text introduces the concept of reaching 
the “critical mass” of expertise and European added value. This point is of 
paramount importance, as on the worldwide scene, national European nuclear 
research entities often appear as too small to remain “competitive.” The 
Commission added, in the Amended Specific Proposal, that networks also deal 
with training (not only research). The Community financial contribution will take 
the form of a grant for integration, complementing the resources deployed by 
participants, without creating financial dependence that may jeopardise the lasting 
association of the network. 

 
 

The purpose of networks of excellence is to strengthen and develop 
Community scientific and technological excellence by means of the 
integration, at European level, of research and training capacities 
currently existing or emerging at both national and regional level. Each 
network will also aim at advancing knowledge in a particular area by 
assembling a critical mass of expertise. They will foster cooperation 
between capacities of excellence in universities, research centres, 
enterprises, including SMEs, and science and technology organisations. 
The activities concerned will be generally targeted towards long-term, 
multidisciplinary objectives, rather than predefined results in terms of 
products, processes or services. 

A network of excellence will be implemented by a joint programme of 
activities involving some or, where appropriate, all of the research and 
training capacities and activities of the participants in the relevant area to 
attain a critical mass of expertise and European added value. A joint 
programme of activities could aim at the creation of a self-standing 
virtual centre of excellence that may result in developing the necessary 
means for achieving a durable integration of the research and training 
capacities. A joint programme of activities will necessarily include those 
aimed at integration, as well as activities related to the spreading of 
excellence and dissemination of results outside the network. 

 
2. Integrated Projects address major societal needs by mobilising a critical mass of 

resources and competencies. They may include long-term or “risky” research.  
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Integrated projects are designed to give increased impetus to the 
Community's competitiveness or to address major societal needs by 
mobilising a critical mass of research and training resources and 
competence. Each integrated project will be assigned clearly defined 
scientific and technological objectives and should be directed at obtaining 
specific results applicable in terms of, for instance, products, processes or 
services. Under these objectives, they may include more long-term or 
“risky” research. 

Integrated projects will comprise a coherent set of component actions 
which may vary in size and structure according to the tasks to be carried 
out, each dealing with different aspects of the research needed to achieve 
common overall objectives, and forming a coherent whole and 
implemented in close coordination.  

They will be carried out on the basis of overall financing plans preferably 
involving significant mobilisation of public and private sector funding, 
including funding from EIB and collaboration schemes such as Eureka. 

 
3. A new instrument was added in the Amended Specific Proposal: Integrated 

Infrastructure Initiatives. They shall combine several activities in a single 
action, e.g. support networking of research on infrastructures. Nevertheless, the 
financing of infrastructures themselves is excluded. 

 
Integrated infrastructure initiatives shall combine in a single action 
several activities essential to reinforce and develop research 
infrastructures, in order to provide services at the European level. To this 
end, they shall combine networking activities with a support activity (such 
as relating to transnational access) or research activities needed to 
improve infrastructure performance, excluding, however, the financing of 
investment for new infrastructures, which can only be financed as specific 
support actions. They will include a component of dissemination of 
knowledge to potential users, including industry and in particular to 
SMEs. 

 
Other instruments are: 
 
1. Specific targeted research and training projects, of which: 

- Those aiming at improving European competitiveness: gain new knowledge, 
improve or develop new products, processes or services; demonstration 
projects aiming at proving the viability of new technologies, which cannot 
commercialised directly 

- Those aiming at diffusion of new knowledge and better integrate national 
activities; 

 
2. Actions to promote and develop human resources and mobility; 
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3. Co-ordination actions; 
 
4. Specific support actions: 
 

Integrated infrastructure initiatives shall combine in a single action 
several activities essential to reinforce and develop research 
infrastructures, in order to provide services at the European level. To this 
end, they shall combine networking activities with a support activity (such 
as relating to transnational access) or research activities needed to 
improve infrastructure performance, excluding, however, the financing of 
investment for new infrastructures, which can only be financed as specific 
support actions. They will include a component of dissemination of 
knowledge to potential users, including industry and in particular to 
SMEs. 
 
In order to implement the programme, other instruments may also be 
used: 

d) Specific targeted research or training projects 

i) Specific targeted research projects will aim at improving 
European competitiveness. They will be sharply focussed and will 
take either of the following two forms, or a combination of the 
two: 

- a research and technological development project designed to 
gain new knowledge either to improve considerably or to develop 
new products, processes or services or to meet other needs of 
society and Community policies; 

- a demonstration project designed to prove the viability of new 
technologies offering potential economic advantage but which 
cannot be commercialised directly. 

ii) Specific targeted projects on training are designed to facilitate the 
timely diffusion of new knowledge on a European scale and better 
integrate national activities.  

e) Actions to promote and develop human resources and mobility 

These actions will be targeted at training, development of expertise or 
transfer of knowledge. They will involve support to actions carried out by 
natural persons, host structures, including training networks, and also by 
European research teams. 

f) Coordination actions 

Coordination actions are intended to promote and support the 
coordinated initiatives of a range of research and innovation operators 
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aiming at improved integration. They will cover activities such as the 
organisation of conferences, meetings, the performance of studies, 
exchanges of personnel, the exchange and dissemination of good practices, 
setting up information systems and expert groups, and may, if necessary, 
include support for the definition, organisation and management of joint 
or common initiatives. 

g) Specific support actions 

Specific support actions will complement the implementation of the 
Framework Programme and may be used to help in preparations for 
future Community research and technological development policy 
activities including monitoring and assessment activities. In particular, 
they will involve transnational access to infrastructures, conferences, 
seminars, studies and analyses, working groups and expert groups, 
operational support and dissemination, information and communication 
activities, or a combination of these, as appropriate in each case. 
 

 
With this rather complete set of instruments, the Commission will have the 
necessary means to implement the various types of projects defined during the 
course of the 6th FP. 
 
The text develops widely implementation procedures. Nevertheless, it does not define 
how the projects will be designed/defined. 

2.4.2. Takes into account Parliament orientations?  

As above mentioned the text clearly refers to Integrating and Strengthening of the 
European Research Area through the two main instruments: 
 
 Networks of Excellence 
 Integrated Projects 

 
All other instruments are nevertheless worth to be kept, as all RTD actions should not 
be “forced” to enter in these two frameworks. The Commission already declares that 
it will now support projects in line with the creation of the “European Research 
Area”, i.e. large transnational projects will be preferred to small national programmes. 
 
 

2.5. Financial statement 

In this part, our analysis is limited to multiannual estimate of expenditure, as other 
items of this part of the document are either regulatory and non-specific to nuclear 
research & training or repeating previous items already analysed. 
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Compared to the first version, the -already sound- schedule for commitments and 
payments has been adapted to the increased total, by means of proportional increase 
each year, as it can be seen in the following graph. 
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2.6. Budgeting, monitoring and evaluation 

This part of Annex 3 clearly does not include Parliament’s orientations for its greater 
involvement in budgeting and keeps the former procedures. 
 

The specific programmes are designed to help bring about the European Research 
Area and they will be implemented in parallel with and in close collaboration with 
other Community and national activities in pursuit of the same objectives. The 
very nature of research and the different types of actions at different levels make it 
difficult to determine causes and effects, and monitoring and evaluating the result 
and impact are complex. 

Based on the experience of the earlier programmes and methodological 
studies in progress, a series of instruments has already been or is being 
finalised in order to develop the objectives and monitor and evaluate the 
results and impact of the framework programme and programmes 
implementing it, as well as the activities relating to bringing about the 
ERA. The Commission will take stock of the development of these 
instruments in good time before the programmes are implemented. 
By these means, a structured system for collection of information and 
statistics will be progressively put in place. 
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Within this context general indicators specifically adapted to the 
framework programme will be developed, to make it possible to evaluate 
in particular the contributions of the programmes in relation to the 
challenges facing the EU identified in point 5.1 (Investment in RTD and in 
knowledge, overall and in the priority fields for the EU, human RTD 
resources, exploitation of RTD results, coherence of national and 
Community research policies and with regard to research 
infrastructures).  
 
In addition, more specific indicators will be identified for the different 
objectives of the programmes; relating in particular to the production, 
management and networking, exploitation and impact of the knowledge 
arising from the activities carried out under the programmes. First 
thoughts in this connection are already indicated in point 5.2 under the 
heading of results expected, contributions to overall objectives or 
potential performance parameters. 
 
Annual monitoring: The Commission will, by calling upon suitable 
expertise where appropriate, continuously monitor the implementation of 
the Framework Programme and the specific programmes in the light of 
the objectives set. It will assess, in particular, whether the objectives, 
priorities, instruments, financial resources and management are still 
appropriate to the changing situation. 
 
The objective is to step up and improve the systematic collection, 
coherence and quality of the basic information, in order to allow efficient 
analysis and monitoring as well as a substantial contribution to the five-
year assessment. In order to make Community research managers more 
aware of issues relating to the monitoring of the implementation and the 
results and the impact of the programmes, it is also planned to draw up a 
joint self-assessment format. In addition, measures will be taken to ensure 
greater coherence between the monitoring of the framework programme, 
the specific programmes and progress with the European Research Area. 
Annual report: Progress with implementing the Framework Programme 
and the specific programmes will be published in the annual report 
submitted to the European Parliament and the Council pursuant to 
Article 173 of the Treaty. It will set out in particular the results of the 
annual monitoring, a description of the activities carried out in the field of 
research and technological development, realisation of the European 
Research Area and dissemination of results during the preceding year, 
and the work programme for the current year. 
 
Five-year assessment: Before submitting its proposal for the next 
Framework Programme and the specific programmes, the Commission 
will have an assessment carried out by independent high-level experts of 
the implementation of Community activities during the five years 
preceding that assessment, the achievement of the objectives and the 
impact of the activities in the light of the objectives applicable to the 
periods in question. The Commission will communicate the conclusions of 
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this assessment, accompanied by its observations, to the European 
Parliament, the Council, the Economic and Social Committee and the 
Committee of the Regions. 

 
This position of the Commission is related with the long-lasting debate between the 
Council and the Parliament, on the role of Parliament in the enforcement of European 
Nuclear policy, within the framework of the Euratom treaty: 
 
- simple consulting responsibility, position of the Council, 
 
- wider responsibility, as budgetary authority, position of the Parliament. 
 
Thus, any recommended position of rapporteurs and, more generally, of the 
Parliament on this issue goes far beyond RDT orientations and is outside the scope of 
our work. 
 
 

Excerpts of French Senate debates 
http://www.senat.fr/rap/r99-320/r99-32060.html 
La contestation par le Parlement de sa position subalterne 
Le Parlement européen tolère de moins en moins bien d'être cantonné dans un 
rôle consultatif par le traité Euratom, alors que ses pouvoirs tendent à 
s'accroître par ailleurs. Si une minorité seulement des députés européens est 
franchement hostile au nucléaire, la grande majorité est mécontente de 
l'équilibre institutionnel actuel de la CEEA [Euratom].  

Cette insatisfaction du Parlement européen s'exprime notamment par le biais de 
sa compétence budgétaire, car il dispose d'un pouvoir de codécision pour les 
dépenses non obligatoires.  

En 1992 et 1993, le Parlement européen s'est ainsi refusé à voter le budget de 
recherche nucléaire de la Communauté, pour manifester son mécontentement 
de ne pas pouvoir en modifier les orientations. Il a fallu fondre 
budgétairement la recherche nucléaire dans les crédits du programme cadre 
de recherche pour surmonter cette opposition.  
 
De même, en 1998, le Parlement européen a d'abord refusé de voter les 
crédits budgétaires constituant la participation de la CEEA au financement de 
la modernisation des centrales de la Corée du Nord, dans le cadre de 
l'Organisation pour le développement énergétique de la péninsule coréenne 
(KEDO), créée en 1997 à l'initiative des États Unis et sous les auspices de 
l'AIEA.  
 
Le Parlement n'a accepté de débloquer les crédits nécessaires qu'en échange 
de la décision prise au printemps 1999 par le commissaire chargé de l'énergie 
à l'époque, M. Leon Brittan, de lui transmettre systématiquement tous les 
accords internationaux Euratom afin qu'il puisse se prononcer avant le 
Conseil. Cette décision, qui allait au-delà des engagements pris par le 
Président de la Commission, M. Jacques Santer, est susceptible d'évoluer vers 
un véritable avis conforme.  
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Le Parlement européen cherche également, avec la complicité de la 
Commission contre le Conseil, à étendre sa compétence dans le domaine 
nucléaire sur la base des dispositions générales du traité CEE relatives à la 
protection de la santé des populations. De son point de vue, l'intérêt est qu'il 
dispose dans ce cas d'un pouvoir de codécision.  
 
En 1996, lors de la conférence intergouvernementale préparatoire au traité 
d'Amsterdam, le Parlement européen n'a pas réussi à obtenir la révision du 
traité Euratom, qui n'était pas à l'ordre du jour officiel.  
 
La question d'un renforcement des pouvoirs du Parlement européen dans le 
domaine nucléaire pourrait être de nouveau évoquée lors de la conférence 
intergouvernementale qui a été ouverte en février dernier pour préparer 
l'élargissement de l'Union européenne, même si l'ordre du jour de cette 
nouvelle CIG a été volontairement restreint.  
 
Votre rapporteur admet que la position inférieure du Parlement européen 
dans l'équilibre institutionnel du traité Euratom n'est pas satisfaisante, et 
paraît aujourd'hui contraire à l'effort constant de " démocratisation " de la 
construction européenne. 
  
Mais il estime que l'absence de consensus sur le nucléaire dans les États 
membres, qui se traduit par des prises de position du Parlement européen 
souvent dictées par sa minorité la plus farouchement antinucléaire, ne plaide 
pas en faveur d'une modification du statu quo institutionnel au sein de la 
CEEA.  

 
 

2.7. Recommendations 

The Commission duly took into account most of the Parliament’s priorities through 
the different parts of the Amended 2001/0125 (CNS) dealing with research and 
training on nuclear energy. 
 
The sole important discrepancy is related with the interpretation of the role of 
Parliament as budgetary authority, restrictive in Commission’s text (in line with 
Council position) and much more important from Parliament’s point of view. As 
stated above, this is a broad policy issue, which goes far beyond the scope of this 
work. We cannot make any recommendation on this issue. 
 
As far as recitals are concerned, it might be worth to improve one of them: 
 
 Recital 5: Emphasis should be given to mobility of researchers and innovation as 

well as international co-operation with third countries and international 
organisations, with special attention paid to candidate countries. 
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It would be logical to divide this recital into two recitals like what has been 
done in text 2001/0126, one on promoting mobility, the other one on 
international co-operation. The international co-operation is probably to be 
joined with the content of recital 4 . 
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3. Analysis of amended 2001/0126 (CNS) “Research and 
training to be carried out by the JRC” 

The same structure as in the previous chapter is used hereunder. 
 

3.1. Recitals 

3.1.1. Priorities 

The following salient point can be underlined: 
 
 Recital 4: It may be appropriate to engage in international co-operation activities 

with third countries and international organisations. Special attention should be 
paid to accession countries 

 
This recital suggests emphasis on international co-operation. It corresponds 
to the one of the priorities of the European Parliament (Euratom framework 
programme 2001/0054 (CNS)): “pay special attention to co-operation with 
candidate countries”. 

 
 Recital 5: Research activities should respect fundamental ethical principles, 

notably those which appear in the Treaty on the Charter of Fundamental Rights of 
the European Union.  

 
This recital does not include one of the priorities of the European 
Parliament, i.e. public acceptability and transparency on nuclear 
research. 

 
 Recital 7: This programme should be implemented in a flexible, efficient and 

transparent manner, taking account of relevant needs of JRC’s users and 
Community policies, as well as respecting the objective of protecting the 
communities financial interests. 

 
Transparency is a requisite in such a field underlined by the European 
Parliament orientations. 

3.1.2. Changes relative to the first version 

Surprisingly, no change has been made to the first version, as if the Commission 
forgot to do it, as there is no reason to take into account Parliament’s orientations in 
one document and not in another one. 
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3.1.3. Takes into account Parliament orientations? 

The principles of the European Parliament’s amendments to EC proposal 2001/0054 
(CNS) have thus not been taken into account in the recitals, particularly recital 13a, 
dealing with the requirement of public acceptability and involvement of democratic 
institutions such as the European Parliament. 
 
Support to co-operation with Central and Eastern European researchers has been 
taken into account (European Parliament amended article 3). It does not mention 
“other countries with which specific bilateral agreements are concluded” though 
(cf. amendment 19 to article 6). 

3.2. Decision’s text itself 

3.2.1. Changes relative to the first version 

As it will be analysed in § 4.3, the JRC activities have been decreased by 40 million 
so as to compensate the increase of budget proposed as far as RTD is concerned (Cf. § 
3.2.1). 

 

The compliance of research activities with fundamental ethical principles has not been 
added (contrary to second version of text 2001/0125 (CNS): article 3). 

3.2.2. Takes into account Parliament orientations? 

Article 2 sets a budget of EUR 290 million whereas the European Parliament 
proposed EUR 330 million. The distribution is shown on the following graph. 
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This amount has been reduced in order to compensate rise in RTD (cf. paragraph 
3.2.2, especially box on page 13, above) and keep total amount of the nuclear specific 
programmes unchanged. 
 
The intervention of the European Parliament is not mentioned as to be taken into 
account in the follow-up of the programme, as suggests a recommendation of the 
Parliament (cf. amendment 11), since this process is not included in the Euratom 
framework (See also paragraph 3.6, above.) 
 
The European Parliament insists on financial support to co-operation with Central and 
Eastern European researchers and the supply of information to the candidate countries 
on potential research opportunities (European Parliament’s amended article 3). This 
principle was included in the recitals (recital 4); it is not repeated in the text. 
 

3.3. Annexes 1 & 2 (Priorities and Budget allocated) 

3.3.1. Priorities 

The introduction of annex I recalls that the JRC activities will in particular consist in: 
 
 networking between Member States, 

 
 concentrating the activities on selected themes, 

 
 give importance to training to researchers in the EU and its associate member 

states, 
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 establishing synergies with the relevant thematic priorities in the other specific 

programmes, notably through participation in the indirect action (e.g. comparison 
and validation of tests and methods). 

 
The Commission specifies that new challenges are enlargement, safeguarding material 
arising from disarmament, and new technological developments. 
 
It is underlined that the principal objective of the JRC 2002-2006 programme will be 
to develop further collaboration through networking. Special attention will also be 
given to co-operation with future EU Member States. 
 
Among the motivations of the programme of the JRC is to act in case of public 
concern about safeguards, non-proliferation, radioactive waste management, reactor 
safety and radiation monitoring. 

 
This concept of intervention because of public concern could be clarified.  

 
The long list of main areas of JRC research is given without hierarchy of priorities. 
The listed activities are already part of JRC works. Some are presented as a 
continuation of the work, some are reoriented. 
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Main areas of research 

1) Radio-active waste management and safeguarding nuclear materials 
 
 Better understand fundamental data on actinides and behaviour of irradiated fuel 

under condition of storage 

 Work on separation processes of radio-toxic elements from spent fuel and the 
subsequent reprocessing of the resulting products (still with European partners 
under the transmutation and partitioning programme) 

 Participating in international networks on spent fuel and high level waste 
treatment and storage 

 Developing and assessing instrumentation in the areas of destructive and non-
destructive assays, provision of certified reference material, containment and 
surveillance, training of inspectors and the upgrading and operation of on-site 
laboratories 

 Developing environmental monitoring and innovative data and information 
management systems as well as improved communications and remote 
surveillance techniques  

 Involvement in international effort to detect clandestine activities and 
development of nuclear forensic science 

 Adapting techniques used for safeguards that may also potentially support 
verification regimes and other weapons for mass destruction. 

 
2) Safety of the different types of reactors, radiation monitoring and metrology 
 
 Networking on ageing, damage detection, in-service inspection and structural 

integrity assessment of reactors 

 Still support to PHEBUS programme 

 Support to Central and Eastern countries on operational safety measures and plant 
upgrading 

 Focus on mechanical and chemical interactions at the fuel/cladding interface and 
on fuel behaviour at high burn-up 

 Analysis of several safety features of the different types of energy production 
systems 

 Research on protection against effect of ionising radiation 

 Focus on development of international standards for reference radioactivity 
measurements 

 Support the measurement of ultra low levels of radiation 

 Further develop expertise in trace analysis and speciation.  
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No mention of any implication of the JRC in ITER project is made. One may 
wonder why the JRC is not considered as able to intervene, directly or 
indirectly, in works on fusion energy? 

 
The budget is as follows: 
 
 Radio-active waste management and safeguarding nuclear materials amount to 

186 M€, 
 
 Safety of the different types of reactors, radiation monitoring and metrology 

amount to 89 M€, 
 
 Staff necessary for the monitoring of the decommissioning of JRC obsolete 

installation amount to 15 M€, but nothing is described in the text or the annex I 
about this heading. 

 
Annex I does not describe anything on monitoring the decommissioning of obsolete 
nuclear installations. 
 
Decommissioning is an important element though. The activity, its timing and what is 
at stake should probably be developed. 

3.3.2. Changes relative to the first version 

Few modifications have been made to the first version.  
 
Mentions of medical applications from nuclear research have been entirely withdrawn 
(they are however strengthened in the amended 2001/0125 (CNS)). So has been the 
support to production of fundamental neutron data. The phrase “the different types of 
reactors” has been preferred to “present and innovative reactors”.  
 
The description of the radionuclide metrology activity has been modified: 
 
 The idea of “new networks” concerning the radionuclide metrology activity has 

been withdrawn and preferred to the global concept of “support“ from the JRC to 
radiation monitoring and measurement of radiation 

 
 The notion of focusing on the development of international standards for reference 

radioactivity measurement is new 
 
 Measurement now concerns “ultra low levels of radiation” when the first version 

talked of “low radiation levels” 
 
 The word “safeguard” has been added to the word “safety”  

 
 The reference to food, chemical and environmental safety as being on the same 

level than nuclear safety has been withdrawn 
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 More insistence is made on JRC focus on trace analysis and speciation. 
 
Budget required for the staff necessary for the decommissioning of JRC has remain 
the same. Budget for waste management and safeguarding materials has been 
decreased by –13% as well as budget for safety of the different types of reactors, 
radiation monitoring and metrology. 

3.3.3. Takes into account Parliament orientations? 

Parliament’s amendments 13, 14 and 15 concern JRC. Parliament insists on: 
 
 networking, leading to consensus at European and world-level, 
 special attention to co-operation with candidate countries, 
 training activities. 

 
It withdraws from the list of main areas of research the “safety of existing reactors 
(with priority for reactors in the candidate countries), as well as reactors of the new 
generation”. 
 
Networking is clearly underlined in the European Commission proposal (in the 
introduction and in the explanation of the programme content): “The principal 
objective will be to further develop collaboration through networking, leading to 
broad consensus at European and world level”. 
 
The EP insistence on efforts towards international consensus has been taken into 
account (development of international standards for radioactivity measurements).  
 
The Commission proposal also clearly includes special attention to co-operation with 
candidate countries and training activities to future generation of scientists. 
 
It however includes safety of existing reactors as part of the research areas. On can 
note that the draft council decision does include it too but only mentions existing 
reactors and not reactors of the new generation. 
 
Annex I does not describe anything about monitoring the decommissioning of 
obsolete nuclear installations in terms of area of research.  
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3.4. Annexe 3 (Specific rules) 

3.4.1. Orientations 

No change has been made to the first version of the proposal. 
 
The rules are: 
 
 To perform the activities described in Annex I in the relevant institutes of the JRC 

 
 To co-operate as much as possible: 

- Organisation of networks of public and private laboratories in the Member 
States 

- Co-operation with industry, especially with SMEs 
- Co-operation with research bodies in third countries (cf. article 6 of the 

framework programme) and in the candidate countries and countries of 
Central and Eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union 

 
 The JRC will disseminate results of projects itself. 

 
 Accompanying measures: 

- Visits to other laboratories/mobility of JRC staff and scientists of each 
countries of the European Union and of the Candidate countries, exchange of 
information 

- Independent scientific and strategic evaluation of the performance of the 
projects programmes. 

3.4.2. Takes into account Parliament orientations? 

Networking is again stressed as a main working rule. Mobility of scientists, visits to 
JRC from Candidate countries is underlined, as well as training. 
 

3.5. Financial statement 

Many items of this part of the document are either regulatory or repeating previous 
items already analysed. 
 
Compared to the first version, the schedule for commitments and payments has been 
adapted by means of proportional decrease each year, as it can be seen in the 
following graph. 
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The description of the objectives pursued by the JRC and then the grounds for the 
financial statement first insist on safety and its new challenges: 
 
 reactors whose age is increasing, 

 
 safety of the reactors in the candidate countries, 

 
 material arising from the disarmament process. 

 
This focus on the safety must be achieved through more networking and collaboration 
at European and world level.  
 
It secondly specifies that training will “help equip the EU with a future generation of 
scientists”. 
 
Several evaluation reports support these objectives: 
 
 the 5-Year-Assessment exercise, carried out in 2000, indeed insisted on the 

importance of the investment of the JRC on safeguarding, plant safety and on the 
safe and acceptable management of waste,  

 
 the Scientific Audit of the JRC Institutes, launched in 1999, underlined the 

excellent networking practices and concluded that this action had to be developed, 
 
 the Research Commissioner Philippe Busquin proposed in January 2000 to open 

the Framework Programme to the other Community institutions and to focus on 
intense networking with other European centres of excellence, especially as far as 
nuclear activities are concerned. 



RTD Euratom 2002-2006 
 

29 PE 317.567 
 

The description of the actions envisaged is a much less detailed than the programme 
content of annex 1, but it is structured exactly the same way. 
 
The three budget lines and the changes of allocations (except for staff necessary for 
the decommissioning whose budget does not change much) are represented on the 
graph hereunder: 
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3.6. Recommendations 

As far as recitals are concerned, several items are not in line with the amended text 
2001/0125 (CNS) on a semantic and content point of view. The words underlined are 
those which should be added replacing those which are deleted in order to be in line 
with text 2001/0125. A few elements also deserve clarification: 
 
 Recital 1: the sixth multiannual framework programme 

 
 Recital 2: The rules for the participation of undertakings, research centres and 

universities and for the dissemination of research results, for the implementation 
of the framework programme... 

 
 Recital 4: It may be appropriate to engage in international co-operation activities 

with third countries and international organisations. Special attention should be 
paid to accession candidate countries  
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The phrase “It may be appropriate to engage in international co-operation” is 
rather indistinct, so is the “special attention” to accession (or “candidate”) 
countries. This deserves clarification. 

 
 Recital 5: Research activities should respect fundamental ethical principles, 

notably those which appear including those reflected in Article 6 of the Treaty 
on the European Union and in the Treaty on the Charter of Fundamental Rights 
of the European Union.  

 
The end of the sentence added in the text 2001/0125 (CNS) should be added: 
…“as well as the need to take into account public acceptability of these 
activities”.  

 
 Recital 6: Following the Commission Communication “Women and Science”… 

 
The end of the sentence added in the text 2001/0125 (CNS) should be added: 
…“which should ensure the respect of equality of opportunity, 
irrespective of gender”.  

 
 Recital 7: This programme should be implemented in a flexible, efficient and 

transparent manner, taking account of relevant needs of JRC’s users and 
Community policies, as well as respecting the objective of protecting the 
communities financial interests. 

 
The concept of taking account of needs of JRC’s users may need clarification. 

 
 Recital 11: The Commission should arrange for an independent assessment… 

 
It should be added the equivalent of what is written in recital 10 of the text 
2001/0125 (CNS): ... ”which will be done in a spirit of openness with 
respect to all the relevant actors”.  

 
If Parliament considers that recital are as important as the text itself, no change is 
necessary. Otherwise, text should be accordingly amended. 
 
As in the previous chapter, we consider that the other important discrepancy is related 
with the interpretation of the role of Parliament as budgetary authority, restrictive in 
Commission’s text (in line with Council position) and much more important from 
Parliament’s point of view. We repeat that this is a broad policy issue, which goes far 
beyond the scope of this work and that we cannot make any recommendation on this 
issue. 
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