Some remarks about the EoC-scheme, its interpretation and application (30.08.2002):

It is true that most, if not all, countries have a similar INTERNAL procedures.  However, no one in a MC knows about these specific NATIONAL commitments of the other participants.  The current system of a brief oral presentation of expectations at the start of an Action, is not specific and transparent enough.  The purpose of our EoC is, thus, to make the whole procedure transparent, fair and clear for all participants in a COST Action and to strengthen collaboration.  Additionally and most importantly, one goal is to help the work of the chairpersons (MC and WGs) in monitoring the advance of the work and to remind about undone work if necessary, and to record unachieved goals for evaluators.  Thus, it cannot be considered as a duplication of the national requirements that address other objectives.

Neither should we consider that it is the TC that requires those commitments but it will be the MC as a whole for itself (through its chairperson).  Here the TC is trying to help Actions' chairpersons and MCs to generate agreeable and harmonised new tools. 

Concerning the official time of delivery of the EoC (MCM1, 2 or later), I think this is the matter of the specific MC to decide.  However, I would recommend that scientists come to the first MC-meeting with at least a draft EoC in order to save precious time (we all know that COST Actions are slow to start).  This would greatly enhance and speed up the planning of the work programme of the Action among the partners, based on clear and specific information.

The "foreseen collaboration" refers rather to collaboration between Action's participants since COST is a mean of achieving broader coordination and fostering synergies by extending and deepening national activities through international cooperation.  Nevertheless, COST multilateral cooperation can also induce the coupling of some participants to international programmes or projects in which some other participants are involved.  Thus, through this item, participants can express their expectations as to the direction of the broadening of their own activities within and through the Action.

This EoC-scheme is part of COST, thus it cannot be more binding than COST itself is.  It is clear that it is difficult for most of the participants to ascertain resources 5 years ahead.  However, the first 2-3 years should be on rather firm ground if the participant is dedicated to the work.  For the later phase, one can envisage that scientists could amend/resume their EoC at about mid-term of the Action.  Nevertheless, the 2 national MC-members are selected from a wider community of potential scientists, so that those with the strongest commitments deserve to be involved.  One must remember also that if any participant in a COST Action fails to get continuation in funding or change of activity at home, he/she should be honest and retire from the MC so that the country can nominate an alternate scientist to the MC or WG.  COST is aimed at being flexible, à-la-carte and bottom-up.

As to the issue of commitments from groups only starting in the field, I think that with this new version without the evaluation, the procedure cannot be detrimental to them.  In cooperation with the MC, they have to define their goals and deliverables in relation to their potential, but will probably gain expertise through capacity building in collaboration with more experienced groups.

If it happens that some objectives expressed in the MoU are underrepresented in the compilation of EoCs, the MC can always try to involve additional partners by actively inviting specific scientists to a WG (I have the personal experience that this was done in 710).

Starting Action 723 and recently starting Action 722 will be a good test to acquire experience about the scheme to be discussed at our joint TC-MC meetings (e.g., at the next one in Lisbon, Nov. 7-8).  Other relatively young Actions (718, 719, 720) can also apply it if they decide so with some specific arrangements.  The scheme can evolve in the future as we get more experience and feedback.

I hope this reply helped you to better figure out the spirit of the scheme.

