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DRAFT SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS
Subject :
180th meeting of the COST Committee of Senior Officials (CSO) held in Rome,
Italy, on 1 - 2 December 2010

The CSO President opened the meeting and welcomed, in particular, the new COST National
Coordinators attending1 for the first time:

-

Ms Aiste VILKANAUSKYTE, Lithuania and

-

Mr Milan DADO, Slovakia.

At the beginning of the meeting Dr Mario Ali, General Director of the Internationalisation of
Research at the Italian Ministry of Education, Universities and Research gave a welcome address to
the Committee.

The meeting was hosted at the premises of the National Research Council of Italy, whose President,
Prof. Luciano Maiani, also addressed the Committee on the 2nd meeting day.

1

See complete list of participants in Annex I.
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1.

Adoption of the agenda
The Committee adopted the agenda as set out in CM 5422/102 dated 8 November 2010.

2.

Approval of Summary of Conclusions of the previous meetings

The Committee approved the Summary of Conclusions of the previous meeting held on 8 June
2010 as set out in doc. COST 4177/10 as well as the Summary of Conclusions of the meeting
held on 25 - 26 May 2010, as set out in doc. COST 4173/10.

3.

Information from the ESF

Prof. Marja Makarow, ESF CEO, informed the Committee of the current discussions regarding
the relationship between ESF and EUROHORCS, in which context the possible creation of a
new European research organisation is being examined. Thorough analysis on the form of the
possible future entity would still be needed, “form must follow function”, but the new entity
would focus on strategy and policy issues rather than on implementing activities. However, the
existing commitments of ESF would be respected, such as the cooperation with COST that
would continue until the end of the FP7. It was noted that the ESF has cancelled its 2010 Call
for Research Networking Programmes.

2

Agenda items can be found in Annex II.
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4.

COST-ESF Relationship

The President informed the Committee of the ongoing recruitment of the new COST Office
Director. The 1st round of interviews had taken place on 26 November 2010 and the CSO
President and Dr Cebeci (TR) as CSO representative had participated in the interview panel.
The 2nd round of interviews is foreseen on 14 December 2010 in Brussels. The President noted
the constructive spirit of cooperation between COST and the ESF and informed the Committee
that the COST-ESF High Level Group had met on 12 November 20113, the next meeting being
scheduled for 7 February 2011 in Brussels. The HLG had, in particular, discussed the two
working groups (Implications and Networks) that had been established in 2009.

Prof. Bartzis, as the Co-Chair of the WG Networks, presented the Statement that had been
agreed by the WG and made available to COST delegations on 29 November 2010. It was
concluded that the WG had completed its task by delivering its statement with
recommendations to the HLG and therefore its mandate could be terminated. As regards the
WG Implications the Committee had received a draft note on the progress and
recommendations by the COST members of the WG. Dr Gorlicki, as the WG Co-Chair, noted
that following the confirmation that the ESF would continue as COST implementing agent until
the end of FP7, the scenario for the WG had changed and therefore the current mandate should
be finished.

The President informed the Group that Dr Marc Heppener (ESF) and Dr Matthias Haury
(COST Office) had been requested by the HLG to draw up a list of items that would need to be
addressed in the roadmap towards an increasingly "autonomous" COST Office in order to
facilitate any future separation COST-ESF in a best possible way subject to decisions by COST
and ESF in due course. In this context the Commission representative underlined the

3

The draft minutes of the meeting had been made available to delegations prior to the meeting.
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importance of clear communication on this aspect and the need to avoid any misunderstanding
regarding the “COST Office autonomy”, as it was understood that the ESF would remain the
COST implementing agent until the end of FP7. The Austrian delegate raised the question of a
call for tender when choosing any future implementing agent for COST and asked if the ESF
would be interested in such a call. In her response the ESF CEO referred to the ongoing
discussions on the future organisation of the ESF and therefore noted that it was too early for
her to take a position on this. She recalled that before the discussions on developing a new
organisation from EUROHORCs and ESF, the ESF position was that it would not participate in
such a tender because providing purely technical implementing agent services does not
conform to its core activities.

The President concluded that the current mandates of the WG Implications and Networks were
terminated. A new mandate for a WG Implications to prepare for a smooth transition to new
arrangements after 2013 would be elaborated and discussed by the COST-ESF HLG meeting in
February 2011. A proposal for the mandate and composition of the new WG would be
presented to the next CSO meeting in February 2011 for approval.

5.

FP7 Mid-Term Evaluation of COST

The President recalled that the Expert Panel for FP7 Mid-Term Evaluation of COST had
recommended in its report to the Commission that the appropriate process be put in place to
allocate the additional 40 MEUR reserved in FP7 for COST. As some of the conclusions in the
report had raised questions by delegations the Committee had agreed to invite Prof. Horvat,
Chair of the Expert Panel, to provide further insight on the Panel's findings. Advance questions
sent by delegations had been communicated to Prof. Horvat (Annex III). Questions had been
organised in 5 sections: (1) Governance, (2) Scientific and Financial management, (3) COSTESF Synergy, (4) Impact and (5) Options for the future development of COST.
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Several delegations (FI, DE, IT, LU, NO, SE, CH, UK) raised questions during the discussion.
Prof. Horvat noted the ambition of the Panel to build its report upon evidence-based findings,
either by documents or interviews. He noted that the Panel acknowledged that COST Actions
as networking instrument were a success. On the other hand, the Panel had not found strong
arguments to support the intergovernmental set-up of COST. He argued that COST would need
to clearly define its added value for the future to position itself in the portfolio of ERA
instruments. He confirmed that the aspect of COST possibly identifying "early weak signals"
would in the Panel's view contribute to raising policy-relevance of COST.

Prof. Horvat was asked for his opinion on why the Panel had come to significantly different
solutions for COST only two years after the previous assessment ("Monfret Report") and
whether the 3 options in the Horvat Report were realistic. In his response Prof. Horvat noted
that the Panel had carefully looked into the Monfret report, but could not see justification for
the recommendation to create a new legal entity to implement COST with FP funds. The Panel
had provided decision support by identifying 3 possible options for the future after 2013:
the Member States taking the financial responsibility directly through "common pot" outside
FP; networking actions organised and financed by ESF; and bottom-up Coordination Actions in
FP. It was underlined that the conclusions of the report were based on the situation at the time
of its publication, after which some new developments had taken place (such as the discussions
on the future of ESF).

6.

Information from the CSO President
The President gave a presentation4 on her views regarding COST and the activities to be
developed during her Presidency. She noted that the CSO could consider reducing the number
of CSO meetings from the current 3 to 2 meetings per year as from 2012. She also confirmed
her intention to keep the CSO informed of any developments, by circulating "situation reports"
regularly by e-mail.

4

The presentation is available on the CSO website.
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7.

Information on the COST Office Association (COA)

Professor FEDI, the President of the COST Office Association (COA) informed the Group of
the establishment of the COA AISBL (Annex IV).

8.

Presentations of National COST Studies

The Swiss and UK delegation respectively gave a presentation to the Committee on their recent
National COST Studies5. The President thanked both delegates and encouraged delegations to
consider carrying out similar surveys in their respective countries. The President noted that a
set of questions that could be used in such national surveys would be prepared in cooperation
with the COST Office and sent to delegations in January 2011.

9.

Approval of new COST Actions (OC-2010-1)
The COST Office gave a general presentation on the proposed list of new Actions6. The
Committee approved 30 new Actions as set out in doc. COST 4182/10. In this context some
delegations recalled the importance for the Committee to receive presentations of the proposed
Actions. It was also suggested that the COST Office booklet on the new Actions - considered
as a very useful publication - could be made available to delegations prior to the meeting. The
President confirmed that at the request of the Committee members, presentations of all new
Action proposals would be foreseen at future CSO meetings.

5
6

Both presentations are available on the CSO website.
The proposals have been made available to delegations on the COST Office website on
18 October 2010.
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In this context the COST Office informed the Committee of the current budget situation7,
noting that the decision on the possible additional budget for COST from FP7 (up to 40
MEUR) had not yet been made. The question was raised as to whether it would be possible to
fund 30 new Actions from the next Collection date in March 2011. The Committee had an
exchange of views and concluded that the average level of funding per Action should be
maintained at no less than the present level and that it should in principle not vary between
Actions from various Collection dates. The Committee agreed that the announcement for the
next Call should include a clause on “pending available budget” and that the number of Actions
to be referred to in the announcement would be defined as soon as information on the budget
would be available. The President stated her intention to communicate this decision to the DC
Chairs.

Furthermore, the Committee asked that more detailed information on the COST budget including the breakdown between different budget lines in the past years - would be presented
to the CSO. It was noted that the detailed information was in the hands of the ESF, but that the
COST Office would endeavour to provide information as requested to the next CSO meeting in
February 2011.

10. Election of the COST Vice-President

The Committee took note of the two candidatures for the post as the COST Vice-President:
Dr Michel Gorlicki (FR) and Dr Primož Pristovšek (SI). The COST Secretariat recalled the
procedures for the election as set out in doc. COST 208/07. Both candidates were invited to
leave the room and were subsequently invited one by one to give a short presentation to the
Committee, after which delegations had the opportunity to ask questions to the respective
candidate. After hearing the candidates the Committee proceeded to a vote through secret
ballot8. The COST Secretariat, assisted by the delegates from Bulgaria and Croatia, counted the
votes and announced the results to the Committee: Dr Primož Pristovšek 20 votes, Dr Michel
Gorlicki 9 votes and 3 blank votes.

7
8

The presentation is available on the CSO website.
32 Member States were present at the time of voting. No written votes had been sent to the
Secretariat prior to the meeting.
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The Committee congratulated Dr Primož Pristovšek who had been elected as the COST CSO
Vice-President as from this meeting for a mandate of three years. The President thanked both
candidates for having put their candidatures forward for the Vice-Presidency.

Prof. Bartzis, the outgoing Vice-President, addressed the Committee (his speaking notes are in
Annex V). The President, on behalf of the Committee, thanked Prof. Bartzis for his devoted
work and valuable contribution as a Vice-President during the past years.

11. Draft COST Event Strategy 2011

The President presented the draft COST Event Strategy 2011 that had been made available to
the Committee on 19 November 2010 following the discussion at the JAF Group on 3 - 4
November 2010. She stressed the importance for close cooperation between various partners
(CNCs, DCs, COST Office) and invited the Committee members to inform the COST Office as
soon as possible of any events that they would be willing to host in 2011 in their respective
countries.

A list of members of the ITRE Committee (Industry, Research, Energy) of the European
Parliament was made available to the Committee, with the aim that CSO members could
consider contacting ITRE members from their country for increased visibility for COST. The
Committee was also informed of the recent contacts with the EUREKA Secretariat with the aim
for closer cooperation between the two initiatives. A concrete example will be the joint event
on "CleanTech Action" in February 2011.

The Committee approved the COST Event Strategy 2011 as set out in doc. COST 4213/10.
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12. Shaping COST for the future

The Committee divided into three sub-groups to discuss a draft note that had been prepared by
the CSO President and made available to delegations prior to the meeting. Delegations were
invited to discuss issues related to two key questions:

- What are the key objectives of COST?

- How to best implement these objectives, so they can be translated into results in an efficient
and transparent manner?

13. Conclusion and actions for follow-up on the issues discussed under item 12
The Chairs9 of the three sub-groups reported on the outcome of the discussions to the
Committee. The President concluded by noting that such breakout sessions could be a useful
tool also at future meetings. A roadmap would need to be prepared to further enhance efficiency
of COST and its procedures, also taking into account relevant observations in the “Horvat
report”. In this respect a proposal for further streamlining of procedures regarding the
Memoranda of Understanding for COST Actions would be presented to the CSO in
February 201010.

It was proposed that an important topic for a future breakout session could be COST’s
contribution to EU policies and initiatives (e.g. Innovation Union, Joint Programming). In this
context it was also noted that the “WG Instruments” of the European Research Area Committee
(ERAC, ex-CREST) had sent a questionnaire on ERA instruments to Member States with a
deadline on 14 January 2010. COST was included in the questionnaire and the CSO members
might wish to consider contacting the relevant person at their national Ministry for input.

9
10

Dr Eva Klaper, Dr Primoz Pristovsek, Dr Angeles Rodriguez Peña
A draft discussion paper on the subject dated 24 November 2010 had been circulated to
delegations by the COST Secretariat.
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Finally, the President underlined the importance to enhance communication with the DC Chairs.
She informed the Committee of her first meeting with the DC Chairs on 25 November 2010 and
recalled that a joint meeting CSO/DC Chairs was foreseen in February 2011. The President
encouraged delegations to send suggestions for the preparation of this joint meeting.
14. Information from

-

Delegations

= The Croatian delegate informed the Committee of his attendance and presentation at the
Albanian COST Day in Tirana on 22 November 2010 on behalf of the CSO President.

= The Serbian delegate informed that she had presented COST at the COST Day in
Montenegro on 20 October 2010 on behalf of the CSO President.

= The Turkish delegate drew the Committee’s attention to the UNESCO Science Report
2010 that included also a chapter on COST. It was proposed that a link to the report could
be added to the COST website.

= The Irish delegate, Chair of the COST WG on International Cooperation, informed the
Committee that due to many pressing issues in 2010 (Ministerial Conference, issues related
to future governance of COST etc.) the WG did not progress further after the “first priority
issues”11. Future guidance for the WG could be considered at the next JAF meeting with a
view to a situation report to the next CSO meeting February 2011.

-

COST Office
The COST Office gave a presentation12 regarding the staffing, financial situation and the
status of the global participations in COST Actions.

11
12

See Progress report, doc. COST 4113/10.
The presentation is available on the CSO website.
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-

Secretariat/JAF

The Committee has been informed of the JAF decisions, set out in doc. COST 4181/10,
(requests for extensions, requests for participation from non-COST institutions) following
its meeting on 3 – 4 November 2010.
-

Commission
The Commission representative informed the Committee of the reorganisation of the
Commission services that would be effective as from 1 January 2011. The Committee
would be further informed on any effect on COST at the Committee's next meeting in
February 2011.

15.

(a) Future CSO and JAF meetings

The Committee examined the proposed dates for the future CSO and JAF meetings in
2011. The agreed dates are set out in doc. COST 4214/10.

(b) COST Seminars, COST Office activities and future events

The Committee took note of the COST Seminars, COST Office activities and future events
as set out in the note from the COST Office dated 15 November 2010.

16.

Any other business

The President, on behalf of the Committee, thanked the Italian delegation for the
hospitality and excellent organisation of the meeting.

______________
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ANNEX I
List of participants

PRESIDENT

:

Ms Ángeles RODRIGUEZ PEÑA

VICE-PRESIDENT

:

Mr John BARTZIS

AUSTRIA (AT)

:

Ms Helga MIELING

BELGIUM (BE)

:

Ms Lieve VAN DAELE

BOSNIA AND
HERZEGOVINA (BA)

:

Mr Ammar MIRASCIJA

BULGARIA (BG)

:

Ms Albena VUTSOVA

CROATIA (HR)

:

Mr Damir JELICIC

CYPRUS (CY)

:

Constantina MAKRI

CZECH REPUBLIC (CZ)

:

Mr Milos CHVOJKA
Mr Josef JANDA

DENMARK (DK)

:

Ms Dorte MUNCH NIELSEN

ESTONIA (EE)

:

Ms Ülle MUST

FINLAND (FI)

:

Ms Arja KALLIO
Mr Raimo PULKKINEN

fYR of MACEDONIA (MK)

:

Mr Kiril GRAMATIKOV

FRANCE (FR)

:

Ms Michèle BARON
Mr Michel GORLICKI

GERMANY (DE)

:

Mr René HAAK
Ms Marion WOLPERS

GREECE (EL)

:

-

HUNGARY (HU)

:

Ms Orsolya TOTH
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ICELAND (IS)

:

-

IRELAND (IE)

:

Ms Rita WARD

ISRAEL (IL)

:

Mr Husam MASSALHA

ITALY (IT)

:

Ms Giulia ROTUNDO
Ms Maria UCCELLATORE

LATVIA (LV)

:

Ms Maija BUNDULE

LITHUANIA (LT)

:

Ms Aiste VILKANAUSKYTE

LUXEMBOURG (LU)

:

Mr Carlo DUPREL

MALTA (MT)

:

Ms Janet MIFSUD

NETHERLANDS (NL)

:

Ms Yvonne SCHAAP

NORWAY (NO)

:

Ms Trude DYPVIK

POLAND (PL)

:

Mr Marek ZDANOVSKI

PORTUGAL (PO)

:

Ms Fernanda SOUTO-SEPULVEDA

ROMANIA (RO)

:

Ms Cristina ANANIA

SERBIA (RS)

:

Ms Biljana STOJANOVIC

SLOVAKIA (SK)

:

Mr Milan DADO

SLOVENIA (SI)

:

Mr Primoz PRISTOVSEK
Ms Dagmar SZILAGYI

SPAIN (ES)

:

Ms Almudena AQUIERO

SWEDEN (SE)

:

Ms Birgitta BOMAN
Mr Stefan CAIREN

SWITZERLAND (CH)

:

Ms Eva KLAPER

TURKEY (TR)

:

Mr Omer CEBECI

UNITED KINGDOM (UK)

:

Mr Chris REILLY
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COMMISSION, DG Research :

Mr Markku WARRAS

COST OFFICE

:

Mr Matthias HAURY
Ms Inge DE PRINS
Ms Ursula CASTRO

COUNCIL SECRETARIAT

:

Mr Kimmo PEIPPO
Ms Ulla MESIÄ
Ms Laurence VANHULLE

*
**

Invited to attend for specific agenda items:

Prof. Marja MAKAROW, ESF CEO (items 3 and 4)
Prof. Manfred HORVAT, Chair of MTE Panel (item 5)
Prof. Francesco FEDI, COA President (item 7)

______________
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ANNEX II
Agenda

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

Adoption of the agenda
Approval of Summary of Conclusions of the previous meeting
Information from the ESF
- Presentation by Prof. Marja Makarow, ESF CEO
COST-ESF Relationship
Mid Term Evaluation of the COST contract in FP7
- Questions to Prof. Manfret Horvat, Expert Panel Chair
Information from the CSO President
- Today's viewpoint on COST
Information on the COST Office Association (COA)
Presentations of National COST Studies
Items for approval

9. Approval of new COST Actions (OC-2010-1)
10. Election of the COST Vice-President
11. Draft COST Event Strategy 2011
Items for discussion
12. Shaping COST for the future13
13. Conclusion and actions for follow-up on the issues discussed under item 12
14. Information from
- Delegations
- COST Office
- COST Secretariat
- Commission
15. (a) Future CSO and JAF meetings
(b) COST Seminars, COST Office activities and future events
16. Any other business

_________________

13

This item includes break-out sessions (ca 1.5h) in smaller groups.
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ANNEX III
QUESTIONS TO PROF. HORVAT, EXPERT
PANEL CHAIR MIDTERM EVALUATION COST
1.

Governance

COST was successful in the past, despite or perhaps because of the intergovernmental structure.
This is being described as complex and maybe not adequate for a relatively small programme like
COST.
o Why is the intergovernmental structure being questioned, while attesting at the same time that
the COST Actions are successful and the ESF / COST Office perform well in general? What
about the option to maintain the current structure but to further improve the governance
structure?
o Is your criticism of COST/ CSO for not having a strategy due to you feeling there are
significant strategic opportunities being missed? If so could you give examples?
o Could you clarify the reasons that have led the Panel to come to significantly different
solutions for the governance of COST, only about two years after the Monfret’s report
proposal for its governance?
2.

Scientific and financial management

o The report does not differentiate on the issue of policy relevance of COST on international
and/or national level. Neither does it describe or give a benchmark what the panel considers as
“relevant to policy making”. Could you give some further insight on these aspects?
o Could you give the panel’s view on how the direct implementation of the COST actions by FP
financial rules through a CSA will not have any impact on the administrative burdens that
have to be taken the researchers?
3.

COST-ESF Synergy

The Report mentions several times that is important to exploit the synergy’s possibilities between
ESF and COST, and the Panel regrets that up till now these possibilities have not been utilized. On
this background it is strange that one of the Panel's future options for COST is to be merged with
ESF. There is very likely that the merge of two different (international) organisations, their special
characteristics will disappear and there will be no synergy to utilize. Instead of proposing to merge
the two organisations:
o On what reasons did they based this proposal?
o Did the Panel reflect on proposing a stronger cooperation between them in the future?
4.

Impact

o Your report says very little about COST's contribution (or not) to innovation; do you have any
views on how much COST does, and in future could, contribute to innovation?
o Could you enlarge upon your observation that 'identifying "early-weak signals" is an
interesting possible added value of COST Actions which has not so far been utilised?
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5.

Options for the future development of COST

The new Lisbon treaty reinforces the partnership between the European Union and the Member
States. This partnership has to be developed for each new initiative in ways that still need to be
explored.
o What are the reasons that lead the panel to disregard the COST- EU agreement as another
form of partnership that can be used to further develop ERA?
The success of COST Actions is unquestioned and the need for a bottom-up networking instrument
in ERA is being confirmed by the evaluation panel. It is the aim of COST to further strengthen this
role in FP8 and in ERA.
o Did the Panel consider any other options for COST in FP8 and ERA beside the ones
mentioned in the MTE report?
The COST Office Association (COA) has been founded in the meantime. COST has hereby for the
first time in 40 years the chance to obtain an own legal status and to act towards the European
Commission and the ESF as negotiating partner “at eye-level”. Within the options mentioned in the
MTE report this model is only possible under Option A, but linked to the condition of funding the
COST Actions by the COST member states via a common pot.
o What do you think about COA and why does Option A not include a possible funding (or cofunding) through FP8?
o You state that 'as a stand-alone organisation the COA would assume not only the rights but
also the responsibilities for every aspect of [COST's] governance and management'. Could
you explain what the Panel’s concerns about that were?
During the last stagnation period many Members of the Management Committees of the COST
Actions as well as some Members even in the CSO could not participate in meetings because of the
economical situation of their home countries though some of the meeting costs were reimbursed by
the EC Grant (MC Members) or by the EU Council (CSO Members). The stagnation has affected
even the salaries in some national RDI funding organisations. It seems that the differences in
economies in COST Countries affect clearly possibilities to work in RDI networks. One of the main
features in COST is, however, a possibility to work together without constrains based on an
economic level of the country.
o How could it be expected that functioning of COST activities within 35 Member States could
be as enthusiastic as nowadays without a core funding as a “common pot” from the EU
Framework Programme of RTDI for networking?
o Is it thinkable that the COST States will need a separate “common pot” for COST activities in
addition to the “common pot” of the FP in order to fulfil the target of creating the European
Research Area?
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The Panel identified three options for the further development of COST and COST Actions:
All three options bare a high risk to destroy the COST Network’s characteristics (fast, efficient and
inclusive) sooner or later.
o Has the Panel examined the feasibility including cost/benefit aspects for the solution:
- CSO to be integrated into COA,
- COA to be the contractor of the EU Grant Agreement,
- part or all of implementation activities subcontracted (possibly in an open bid)
Mid-term evaluation report seems to give a good picture of COST as it is seen by the researchers.
The importance of COST as networking tool is clearly acknowledged by the panel, and the report
states that such a tool is important also in the future. The panel puts forward 3 possible options for
the future organization of COST.
o In view of the development – in ERA and of the relation ESF/EUROHORC – during the
period after the report, do you think the panel would have given the same recommendations
today regarding the further development of COST?
The panel makes it clear that Option A – an Inter-Governmental organization – is not
recommended.
Regarding option B: In view of the development of ESF/EUROHORCS it does not seem very likely
that the new ESF organization will be neither suited to nor interested in continuing as implementing
agent for COST after the end of FP7.
Remaining is the option C – The COST actions integrated as coordinated actions into the EU
funded ERA instruments under the EU RTD Framework programme – which will be the end of the
inter-governmental approach. Earlier the Commission has made it clear that this is not a wanted
solution, which is also the reason for ESF being the implementing agent for COST. This seems,
however, to be the option recommended by the panel.
o Did the panel find that there have been changes in the Commission, making this a more likely
solution now than it was before?
o In Table 2 you mention the REA as a possible implementing agent for COST. Does that
mean you see REA as a good route to implement COST under Option C?

__________________
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ANNEX IV
Report on the COST Office Association (COA)
The initiative of establishing the COST Office Association (COA) derived from a formal request
dated 15 April 2010 (see Annex) of the COST German and Spanish Delegations to the then
President of the COST Committee of Senior Officials. COA was set up on 1 July 2010 by 10 COST
Member States as founding members: Bosnia and Herzegovina, Bulgaria, Croatia, Czech Republic,
Finland, Germany, Hungary, Italy, Spain, Turkey. With the publication of its Statutes and of the
names of the members of its Administrative Board in the Moniteur Belge on 17 September 2010
COA has been officially established as an International non-profit Association (AISBL) under
Belgian Law. The Administrative Board of COA is composed of : Professor Francesco Fedi
(President), Professor John Bartzis (Vice-President), Dr Almudena Agüero Prieto, Dr Michel
Gorlicki, Dr René Haak.
Other COST countries are expected to join COA in the near future. All COST countries have been
informed about the procedures to be followed to join COA and about the needed approval of the
applications to join COA by the COA General Assembly. The procedures consist of the following.
COST countries wishing to join COA should :
a) send the Statutes by post to:
Prof. Francesco Fedi
Via Paolo Bentivoglio 29 B
I-00165 Roma - ITALY
(COST countries have to sign the Statutes on the last page and to initial any other page)
b) send by post to the same address as above a proxy or a letter of authorization to the person who
signs the Statutes
c) inform the COA President Professor Fedi (francesco.fedi@tiscali.it) of the name of the
representative of the COST country in the General Assembly of the COA.
The future steps of COA are the following:
a) COA as an AISBL to carry out the activities envisaged in Art.3 of its Statutes on behalf of the
Member States which are members of COA.
b) COA and the legal Status of COST. To achieve a legal Status for COST, COA should be
officially appointed by the COST CSO as the legal representative of COST.
c) COA as COST Implementing Agent. The appointment of COA as the COST Implementing
Agent will require a separate subsequent decision of the COST CSO if and when COST will deem
this appropriate.
Art.18 of the COA Statutes states that: “The funds of the Association come from contracts, grants,
subsidies, gifts and donations from any natural person or legal entity (including the European
Union), after acceptance by the General Assembly.” All members of the Administrative Board and
of the General Assembly have been invited to investigate on such possibilities.
_______________
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ANNEX to ANNEX IV

From BMBF, Germany and MICINN, Spain
To: Professor Francesco Fedi
President COST Committee of Senior Officials (CSO)
Cc: COST CSO Delegations, COST Secretariat

15 April 2010

Dear Mr. President,
the German and the Spanish COST CSO Delegations, taking into account:
- the intention of 26 COST Member States to establish an independent legal entity in the form
of an international non-profit making Association under Belgian law ("AISBL", association
internationale sans but lucratif) denominated “COST Office Association” (COA) recently
confirmed last February;
- the decision unanimously taken by the 35 COST Member States to reject the solution of the
European Science Foundation taking over COST;
ask you in your capacity as COST CSO President:
- to convene - as soon as possible and in any case before the COST Ministerial Conference of
next June - and chair the first meeting of the General Assembly (GA) of the COA;
- to propose a draft Agenda for this meeting;
- to consult a law firm to assist for the establishment of the COA;
- to circulate the Statutes of the COA as in COST doc. 255/09 revised by the law firm
mentioned before to be approved during the first meeting of the GA of the COA; a suitable
venue could be the German Permanent Representation in Brussels (propose the 8 June for
the meeting).
We are grateful for your accepting this additional task and send you our best regards and wishes.
Signed by:
W. Mönig Director for European Affairs, BMBF
Angeles-Rodriguez-Peña Dep Director Europen Programmes, MICINN
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ANNEX V
STATEMENT BY THE OUTGOING VICE-PRESIDENT (J.G. Bartzis)
Dear Colleagues
First of all, I would like to thank you for giving me the opportunity to serve COST ideals as the
CSO Vice President. Looking at the three past years, I feel quite happy and proud for what we have
achieved as COST Community during this short period, in key areas such as scientific quality,
strategy and visibility.
I would like to share some thoughts with you on the main COST issues that are currently under
consideration.
I

On the Action level

New Guidelines for Assessment, Monitoring, Evaluation and Dissemination of Results of COST
Actions have been put in place ensuring more objectivity, more transparency and efficiency,
strengthening further transdisciplinarity and increasing the role of the stakeholders. The COST
community can be proud of these Guidelines.
The optimal application of the Guidelines requires urgent action to establish a sufficient pool of
evaluators per Domain, both in terms of their number and disciplines. The situation is most urgent
for the Transdomain proposals. The COST Office, in collaboration with the Domain Committee
(DC), need to design the width and the depth of these evaluation domain pools and subsequently fill
out possible gaps by proposing additional experts in addition to the ones nominated by the CNC.
This needs to be done well before the next proposal evaluation.
II

On the DC level

The COST Domain structure needs to be re-examined in due time. Some small domains might
enlarge or merge or even join the Transdomain. Others need to open up their disciplines in a more
balanced way. Key criteria for restructuring is further efficiency, more balanced domains and
domain reorientation to deal more explicitly with the grand challenges in R&D and Innovation.
DCs need to undertake a more strategic role together with the COST Office. An “Annual COST
InnoVision Meeting” where the COST Office and the DC Chairs meet towards the end of the year
in order to make recommendations to JAF/CSO on scientific strategic and Quality Assurance (QA)
issues in view of the coming year, could be a good way forward.
The role of independent experts in the evaluation of full proposals should be further strengthened.
The DC Hearings might be useful on the approved proposals where there is often a need for
refinement of their objectives and workplans.
On the other hand, the role of the DC should be strengthened in the preliminary phase. The CSO
should reflect whether a very small number of preliminary proposals per year of strategic nature
could be recommended for full proposals directly by DC in agreement with the COST Office. The
criteria for submitting such proposals should first be well defined. The principle that an individual
or a body can evaluate a proposal only once during the process should be kept in any case.
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III

On Governance

COST intergovernmental character and the COST structure allows for full transparency and offers
equal access to every scientist to every organization to every corner of the member states. This is a
prerequisite for receiving the best proposals from scientists coming from the pool that includes all
scientific communities of the member states and not only a part of it. It should be noted that COST
does not aim only for quality but integration in quality as well.
The fundamental role of CSO is not just to oversee the COST Office as stated in Horvat Report.
The fundamental role of CSO is to oversee the overall QA (setting the rules, monitoring the
process) regarding the COST Action selection and implementation process. CSO is not - and should
not be - the evaluator of scientific quality, but the ‘guarantor’ of the quality of the science.
The Horvat Report statement that “the CSO strategy is to have no strategy” is completely wrong.
CSO has a sound and successful strategy on bottom-up approach, on science quality, on impact,
on early stage researchers, on neighbourhood policy, on international collaboration etc. CSO
should not act under a ‘heavy strategy framework’ that could kill the ‘bottom-up’ philosophy. The
“COST Vision 2020” needs to be accompanied as soon as possible by the roadmap to COST Vision
2020” clarifying the various strategic steps to meet the overall objectives. The overall strategy of
COST has been put already high on the agenda of the new Presidency.
Finally, I think that COST should work much closer with the Commission in strengthening the
European Research Area (ERA). For example COST could be utilised by the Commission in
International R&D Policy considering that COST is often already there with already developed
R&D incubators. FP Proposals arising from COST Actions could improve further the quality and
the impact of EU funded Research.
Under the abovementioned roadmap the question for even more efficient governance should be high
on the COST agenda. Interacting with the COST Office Association (COA), refining the role of
CSO and DC, strengthening the role of JAF and reducing the regular CSO meetings to two per year,
is a way forward.
IV

On COA

In my opinion COA has to act as the legal hand of CSO as soon as possible. The idea to integrate
CSO and COA in order to serve better and more efficiently the strategic objectives of COST should
not be disregarded without thorough examination.
Dear fiends
I am happy to have served for 14 years a European mechanism which – as a member of the
European scientific community - I strongly believe in and support. I'm leaving the post of the VicePresident since it is my strong belief that such posts need frequent rotation to give more
opportunities to the interested member states. This gives an additional strength to COST.
My personal intention is - at least as a scientist - not to stay away from COST. This of course does
not only depend on myself. I hope to meet all of you also in the future within COST initiatives and
activities.
_______________
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