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A transnational call is like to having a …. 
 

 
(Source: Dodo Kresse) 
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1 Synopsis  
Alternatives to European Framework Programmes are needed to increase funding for collaborative research in 
Europe. The European Commission supports European Research Area Networks, ERANETs, as one possible 
route. The ERANET project SNOWMAN, Sustainable management of soil and groundwater under the 
pressure of soil pollution and soil contamination, is preparing a call in 2006. 

SNOWMAN’s Think Tank Workshop was a two day “Large Group Planning Meeting” in Vienna from January 
24th to 25th, 2005. Fifty research funders from 13 European countries looked for a common ground to prepare a 
transnational co-ordinated call for research in the field of soil-water-sediment system with respect to 
contamination. The participants developed the frame for SNOWMAN’s research agenda and the respective 
research management tools. 

- 

First day’s activities were dedicated to research agenda. The European Research Agenda was finalised by the 
Technical Working Group Research within the "European Soil Thematic Strategy" under the leadership of Winfried 
Blum, BOKU. The attendees focussed on the excerpted area contamination. 

1. Which issues are in accordance with national programmes?  

The answers countersign the distinct European dimension of the European Research Agenda elaborated. Allmost 
all participating countries are active and interested in and find accordance with the issues. 

2. Which issues should be topics of the first co-ordinated SNOWMAN call? 

Several research issues show quite a high potential to become topics of the first SNOWMAN call and could find 
general agreement. Nevertheless, there is no research issue which could fit to all national priorities. 

Research in soil water system is favoured by BE, NL, UK, while AT, BE, CY, ES, FR, NL, PL, RO, TR might 
focus on natural attenuation research. Finally, some of the research issues in the field of risk based land 
management show a high acceptance by AT, BE, CY, DE, ES, FI, FR, NL, PL, RO, SE, TR.  

- 

Second day’s agenda was dedicated to research management. The answers resulted in a collection of shared ideas 
and opinions, with which the SNOWMAN core group can go ahead with a co-ordinated Call. 

1. The SNOWMAN Call: Which procedures might fit for a one stage application?  

On the contrary, most delegates feel that a two stage process would be most appropriate for SNOWMAN. This 
stepwise approach favoured includes the submission of the project outline and the full proposal.  

The advertising strategy might use existing infrastructures of national and European topic related programmes, 
networks and media. A clear working programme for the call and a guide for proposers will have to be prepared 
(eligibility, award and selection criteria, principles of funding and expectations regarding own financial contribution). 
There is a clear preference for paper based proposal submission. A dissemination concept is required for every 
proposal.  

2. Proposal Evaluation: Which criteria for the evaluation of proposals are to be named?  

Before the call is made funding bodies must have agreed on the evaluation process including who, where and when 
the proposals have to be judged as to how well they fit the overall call. The criteria should be set out in the call 
advertisements and repeated in the call package. 

Eligibility criteria will split naturally into two groups: formal requirements and fit to call. Whereas transnationality 
is a strict must, participants think that there are too many concerns from the funding bodies to fund applicants 
outside SNOWMAN’s partner countries.  

Regarding the selection criteria, the group identified a list of criteria for the programme, but noted, that it might be 
appropriate to apply different selection criteria depending on the focus of the call and the type of research 
(fundamental, strategic and applied research). 

Applications will be reviewed in two ways: Science peer review to judge the quality of the planned research and 
SNOWMAN review to judge the relevance and programme packaging. There was consensus that review panels 
should meet. The national funders would review the portfolio of projects they were asked to fund but would not 
perform further peer reviews.  
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3. Research Funding: What are criteria for different funding models?  

The funding model with a common pot is the most difficult to agree upon in the participating countries. Funding 
national contributions is probably the most realistic model. Also the mixed funding, combined with the funding of 
national contributions of research projects is a possible model. A way to proceed is to start with a simple and realistic 
model, but taking funding based on a common pot as a final long-term ambition.  

Common pot: each participating country contributes to a common pot. Projects are financed out of the common 
pot. Financial control over the projects and the programme are carried out by one of the participating countries or 
by an independent third party. All participating countries have to agree on the procedures of the financial control 
and need to trust in the controlling organisation. The balance between the contribution and expenditures per 
participating country out of the common pot can be taken into account. The responsibility of the financial control of 
the coordinated call is a shared common responsibility. 

Adaptation of projects: each participating country adopts (a) selected project(s) that fit their national programme 
best. The country that adopts the project is responsible for the financial control over this (these) project(s). One of 
the participating countries has to be responsible for the management and financial control of the general activities of 
the co-ordinated call. 

National contributions: each country funds their own national contributions to the projects of the co-ordinated 
call. Special arrangements have to be made between the country which is responsible for the management of the 
project (leading partner) and the countries that are responsible for the financial control. 

Mixed funding: A differentiation can be made between the funding of the general activities of the coordinated call 
and the research projects themselves. General activities such as preparation of the call, selection, dissemination, can 
be funded from a common pot. The projects can be funded by one of the models mentioned above.  

4. Co-operation: How to manage projects funded by the coordinated call?  

One main recommendation is to have a simple system managed by the SNOWMAN Steering Committee. 
Research funders involved in the SNOWMAN call could be integrated in a Programme coordination team. The 
number of programme coordinators will depend on the call structure and on the number of sub/topics. During the 
execution of SNOWMAN projects various “meeting points” shall be arranged in order to exchange knowledge. 
The peer review group may be in charge of the work progress evaluation, and end-users of research should be 
involved in this evaluation.  

5. Dissemination: How would you like research results to be disseminated? 

Dissemination has been defined as a flow of knowledge during the whole period of a project which needs a 
specific management, active translation for different audiences, and money. Before the publication of the call 
SNOWMAN should clarify several pre-conditions regarding the target audience, the types of research, the moment 
of dissemination, and the translators.  

The participants developed a matrix for the different dissemination tools and types of research. 

- 

In Europe about 75 ERANETs are running by the end of the third cut-off date, and research funding bodies are 
involved up to 780 times in ERANETs. SNOWMAN identifies the Think Tank Workshop as a contribution to the 
success of other ERANETs and future transnational calls within the European Research Area.  

 

 

SNOWMAN Partners  

Bundesministerium für Land- und Forstwirtschaft, Umwelt und Wasserwirtschaft (BMLFUW), Austria,  

Agence De l’Environnement et de la Maîtrise de l’Energie (ADEME), France,  

Umweltbundesamt (UBA), Germany,  

Stichting Kennisontwikkeling en Kennisoverdracht Bodem (SKB), The Netherlands,  

The Environment Agency of England and Wales (EA), United Kingdom. 
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3 Welcome address 
 

Ladies and Gentlemen, kind Colleagues, welcome to Vienna.  

 

I hope you have had a pleasant journey.  

Today we are starting this workshop by setting a first step on a more or less unknown ground 
called ERA, European Research Area. This word might have become familiar to you, but one 
might argue whether the respective consequences have been anticipated by our eyes and ears. We 
have an historical chance to figure and formulate our future actions in the European Research 
Area. Research funders are going to start concrete co-operations, proving funding mechanisms, 
taking care of their different national research agendas. 

Imagine, throughout Europe research funding organisations are involved 783 times in 
ERANETs. With the end of the third cut-off date Europe is running 75 ERANETs, whereas 146 
proposals have been submitted. I am happy to say, that Austria is so far involved in 35 projects, 
of which we are co-ordinating five ones. 

Thanks to my SNOWMAN partners, who have prepared the ground for the next two days.  

Dear All, I would like to thank you for coming to Vienna, and I am sure that your downloading 
of thoughts will contribute to the European Research Area. 

Enjoy your days. Thank you. 

 

Elfriede Fuhrmann 
Head of Unit II/1, Research & Development 

Bundesministerium für Land- und Forstwirschaft, Umwelt und Wasserwirtschaft 

 

 

Arriving at Vienna 
 

Sunday late afternoon in Vienna. Almost 7 o’clock pm. The SNOWMAN team already has 
finished all preparations and is ready for the Welcome session. The Hotel Renaissance Penta 
Vienna in the Ungargasse 60, 1030, is now the destination for 50 people, arriving from many 
differnet countries.  

The organisation team has done a pretty good job. The city map shows the way from the airport 
to the hotel, rooms are ready, and dinner is waiting. Mr. SNOWMAN (Mr. Stefan Vetter) and 
Mrs. Nora Meixner welcome their guests, happy that travelling was fine and almost everybody 
showed up at the dinner.  

The menue of the Hotel Restaurant “Borromäus” was exquisite!  

All in all, it seemed to be a very good start for the Think Tank Workshop on Monday morning.  
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4 Starting ground - Thermometer of opinon 
 
This is the situation, where we started from - “The very beginning of the Think Tank Workshop” 
in Vienna!  

The question we asked:  

 

“How is your humor to engage in a concerted call by mutual  
opening of national programmes? 

 

The diagram below gives a relatively clear picture how the participants thought about it  when the 
Think Tank workshop started.  

 

 
 
The average opinion was “Well, let’s Plan” and “We are interested”.  
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5 The Plenary Session – Monday noon 
Gaining information about SNOWMAN and the European Research Agenda 

 

10H00 Welcome address Elfriede Fuhrmann 

Elfriede Fuhrmann is Head of Unit II/1, Research & Development, Bundesministerium für Land- und Forstwirschaft, Umwelt und 
Wasserwirtschaft, Austria  

After a short welcome address given by Mrs. Elfriede Fuhrmann, Head of Unit Research and 
Development, the Think Tank Workshop opened with a plenary session. The goal was to find a 
common understanding of the SNOWMAN project and the European Research Agenda.  

 

10H30 Presentation of the ERA-NET SNOWMAN Stefan Vetter 

Stefan Vetter is the coordinator of the ERA-NET SNOWMAN. He works with the Unit II/1, Research & Development, Bundes-
ministerium für Land- und Forstwirschaft, Umwelt und Wasserwirtschaft, Austria 

Mr. Stefan Vetter, often called “Mr. SNOWMAN”, gave a short presentation of the ERA-Net 
SNOWMAN and the goals of the Think Tank Workshop in Vienna:  

1. Formulating SNOWMAN’s research agenda. 
2. Setting of research management tools. 

SNOWMAN is an ERA-NET project within FP6. It aims at Sustainable Management of soil and 
groundwater under the pressure of soil pollution and soil contamination (Soil-water-sediment-
system). The duration of SNOWMAN is from 2004-2006 (36 months) and the funding is 1.0 
MEUR.  

The partnership of SNOWMAN:  
• AT : Bundesministerium für Land- und Forstwirtschaft, Umwelt und Wasserwirtschaft, 

BMLFUW 
• FR : Agence De l‘Environnement et de la Maitrise de l‘Energie, ADEME 
• DE : Umweltbundesamt, UBA 
• NL : Stichting Kennisontwikkeling en Kennisoverdracht Bodem, SKB 
• UK : The Environment Agency of England and Wales, The EA 

 
The important issues of SNOWMAN are formulated below:  

• How to answer scientific needs set up by stakeholders 
• in co-operation with research programme managers on contaminated sites managing 

national research programmes  
• in a transnational setting 

 

The SNOWMAN outline:  
• JAN 2005 : Think Tank Workshop 
• JUL 2005 :  Memorandum of Understanding 
• OCT 2005 : Consoil 
• APR 2006 : Consortium‘s Contract for a coordinated call 
• DEC 2006 : Contracts for proposals financed by a coordinated call 
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11H00 CLARINET’s WG RTD Johann van Veen 

Johan van Veen has been involved in research and consulting services regarding the management and remediation of contaminated soils 
and sediments since 1983. He is participating in SNOWMAN on behave of SKB, a Dutch research funding agency on basis of a 
secondment from TNO. Mr. Van Veen is chairman of a number of conferences and member of European research networks. 

Mr. Johann van Veen, member of the SNOWMAN core group, presented interesting insights 
into a European RTD Project called CLARINET.  

Coordinator: Federal Environment Agency Austria, Mental Coach: Harald Kasamas  
Start: Athens September 1998, Final Conference: Vienna June 2001 

Concerted Action in the EU 4th RTD framework programme, focussing on contaminated land 
management; 20 participating European countries; Main stakeholders: Experts and  
Representatives from national authorities.  

The objective of the CLARINET Project is to improve 
sustainable management of contaminated land by: 

• Use of available knowledge; 
• Improving the knowledge basis by focusing the 

research; 
• Promoting stakeholder interaction; 
• Focussing on problem solving and common practice. 

 
Results of CLARINET:  Broad acceptance of RBLM in Europe; an approach towards a better 
organisation and focus of research in Europe; a better relation between Authorities and Industry; 
continuing networking in the network on Brownfields (Cabernet).  

 

11H15 European Framework for Groundwater protection Philippe Quevauviller 

Philippe Quevauviller works with European Commission, DG Environment, Unit D2, Water and Marine. Since 2002, he has joined 
the Water Framework Directive Team at the DG Environment where he is now responsible for the development of a new Groundwater 
Directive which will complement the existing water policy framework.  

Mr. Mr. Philippe Quevauviller gave a presentation on the European Framework for Groundwater 
protection against pollution and integration needs. 

• Groundwater Directive expected to be adopted by the end of 2005. This will roughly 
coincide with the first year‘s results of SNOWMAN. 

• 2006 is a cornerstone year for groundwater when monitoring programmes will be 
designed and work on threshold values should be initiated. SNOWMAN could contribute 
to the establishment of criteria linked to groundwater threshold values, in close 
cooperation with the BRIDGE project.  

• Member States’ reports on threshold values should in principle be ready by the end of 
2006 (under negotiation). Here again, RTD projects will represent an important element 
with respect to gathering of scientific knowledge and providing advices to tackle specific 
cases = Communication needs 

 

11H30 The European Soil Research Agenda Winfried Blum 

Winfried Blum is director of the Institute of Soil Research of the University of Natural Resources and Applied Life Sciences (BOKU), 
Vienna, Austria. He is President of the European Confederation of Soil Science Societies (ECSSS). He was Chairman of the 
"Technical Working Group Research" within the "European Soil Thematic Strategy".  
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The European Soil Research Agenda, with special focus on soil contamination, was the topic of 
the next plenary presentation given by Mr. Blum. He presented the main outcome of the efforts 
of "Technical Working Group Research" within the "European Soil Thematic Strategy" during 
the last two years. Internet address: 
http://www.ecsss.net/documents/sci_basis_soil_manag.pdf  
 
Europe faces two major, ambitious challenges:  

• becoming the most competitive and dynamic knowledge-based economy in the world; 
• assuring a high level of quality of life and wellbeing, for citizens by providing a healthy 

environment. 
 
The five main soil research clusters:  

• Analysis of processes related to the 8 threats to soil and their interdependencies: erosion, 
loss of organic matter, contamination, sealing, compaction, decline in biodiversity, 
salinisation, floods + landslides 

• Development, harmonisation and standardisation of methods for the analysis of the state 
of the soil (S) and of the 8 threats to soil and their changes with time = Soil monitoring in 
Europe 

• Relating the 8 threats to Driving forces (D) and Pressures (P) = Cross linking with 
cultural, social and economic drivers, such as EU and other policies (agriculture, 
transport, energy, environment etc.) as well as technical and ecological drivers, e.g. global 
and climate change 

• Analysis of the Impacts (I) of the 8 threats, relating them to soil eco-services for other 
environmental compartments: air, water (open + ground water), biomass production, 
human health, biodiversity, culture 

• Development of strategies and operational procedures for the mitigation of the threats = 
Responses (R) 

 
 Concept for integrated research in soil protection and soil resource management

Main research goals Research clusters Sciences involved

1

To understand the main
processes in the eco-subsystem
soil; underlying soil quality and
soil functions, in relation to land
uses and soil.

Analysis of processes related to the threats
to soil and their interdependency: erosion,
loss of organic matter, contamination,
sealing, compaction, decline in biodiversity,
salinisation, floods and landslides

Inter-disciplinary research through co-
operation of soil physics, soil chemistry, soil
mineralogy and soil biology

2
To know where these processes
occur and how they develop with
time

Development, harmonisation and
standardisation of methods for the analysis
of the State (S) of the threats to soil and
their changes with time = soil monitoring

Multi-disciplinary research through co-
operation of soil sciences with
- geographical sciences,
- geo-statistics,
- geo-information sciences (e.g. GIS)

3

To know the driving forces and
pressures behind these
processes, as related to policy
and decision making on a local,
regional or global basis.

Relating the threats do Driving forces (D)
and Pressures (P) = cross-linking with
cultural, social and economic drivers, such
as policies (agriculture, transport, energy,
environment etc.) as well as with technical
and ecological drivers, e.g. global and
climate change.

Multi-disciplinary research through co-
operation of soil sciences with political
sciences, social sciences, economic
sciences, historical sciences, philosophical
sciences and others

4

To know the impacts on the eco-
services provided by the sub-
system soil to other
environmental compartments
(eco-subsystems)

Analysis of Impacts (I) of the threats
relating them to soil eco-services for other
environmental compartments: air, water
(surface and ground water), biomass
production, human health, biodiversity,
culture

Multi-disciplinary research through co-
operation of soil sciences with geological
sciences, biological sciences, toxicological
sciences, hydrological sciences, physio-
geographical sciences, sedimentological
sciences and others

5
To have operational tools
(technologies) at one's disposal
for the mitigation of threats and
impacts

Development of strategies and operational
procedures for the mitigation of the threats
= Responses (R)

Multi-disciplinary research through co-
operation of natural sciences with
engineering sciences, technical sciences,
physical sciences, mathematical sciences
and others

W.E.H. Blum and J. Büsing, 2004
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12H30 Lunch Buffet in Hotel Restaurant “Borromäus” 

 

 

6 Plenary Discussion – Monday afternoon 
Discussion of basic questions about the research agenda and coordinated calls 

 

13H30 Goals of the afternoon session Johann van Veen 

 

Mr. Johann van Veen presented the goals of the afternoon session to the plenum. The two main 
goals are:  

• To check the possible fit of the European Research agenda with the existing national 
programmes. 

• To identify topics for a joint call of SNOWMAN partners; selection, definition and 
formulation of up to five topics for SNOWMAN’s research agenda. 

 

13H45 Plenary Discussion   Johann van Veen 

 

In the plenary discussion, the research funders had the opportunity to ask questions and to 
contribute to a common understanding.  

The basic questions for the discussion were: 

• Do the research funders recognise the agenda in their own programmes? 

• Do the research funders agree on the research agenda? 
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Page 16 ERANET 003219 SNOWMAN          

Mar2005  Report Think Tank Workshop (TT) 

 

14H15 Vision Paper 0: Workshop in Den Haag,  
Oct. 2004, Results and Visions 

Harry Vermeulen 

Harry Vermeulen is Programme Director of the Dutch Research Programme on In-situ Bioremediation (NOBIS) and Programme 
Director Dutch Centre for Soil Quality Management and Knowledge Transfer (SKB). NOBIS and SKB both are public-private 
foundations in which the demand and supply side of soil quality management are represented.   

 

Mr. Harry Vermeulen gave his presentation on the results of the SNOWMAN Vision Paper 0 
(VP0). He argued that enduser orientiation is important for any kind of research. The three main 
typs of research projects are: fundamental, strategic and applied research / with a long-mid-short 
term range / and with local-regional-(inter)national scales. For the SNOWMAN project, the issue 
of cooperation becomes cirtical. He defined goals for cooperation as follows:  

SHORT TERM Goals: 
• The information source of soil knowledge 
• Improving involvement of end users 
• Stimulation of the use of best practices 
• Starting up of common dissemination plans 
• Sharing procedures of funders 
• Creating a data base of evaluators and reviewers 

 

MID TERM: 
• Sharing a common R&D agenda 
• Creating a common forum for reviewing proposals 
• Improving involvement of industry 
• Integrating alpha and gamma sciences 
• Decreasing bureaucracy in international programmes 

 
LONG TERM 

• Coherence in European and national R&D programmes 
• Common vision on soil R&D in FP7 
• Increased use of R&D results 
• National programmes open for international bidding 
• More research funders 
• Attractive European climate for researchers 

 

For a coordinated call, the following aspects need attention:  
• Common subject 
• Common procedure 
• Shared dissemination strategy 
• Common review process and panel 
• One submission address 
• Commitment of national programme funders 

 

14H45 Coffee break  
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7 The interactive Session – Monday afternoon 
Dialog and decision making about the topics of the first SNOWMAN Call 

  

15H15 Interactive session with an inventorying part 
and a voting procedure (matrix of research) 

Wallner 

 

The two questions for the interactive session were as follows: 

1. Which issues of the agenda are in accordance with national programmes? 

2. Which issues of the agenda (matrix of research) should be topics of the first co-ordinated 
SNOWMAN call? 

In order to deal with these questions effectively, the pelnary group was asked to gather in five 
small working groups. The preparation team had already assigned each participant to one of the 
five groups.  

The reason for countrywise working groups was to get information about national programmes. 
Each group was assigned to one table. At these tables participants were welcomed by their table 
hosts.  

The tasks for the group work were (cf. workbook page 11) 
• Discussion of  the issues of research as presented in the research matrix. Development of 

a common understanding of the issues. 
• Participants of the working groups were asked to mark their positions for Question 1 in a 

worksheet of the research matrix using the abbreviation of their nations. 
• After that, the table hosts summarized the results on a prepared Flip Chart.  
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The research martix with focus on contamination: 
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Question 1: 

Which issues of the research agenda are in accordance with national 
programmes?   

 

7.1 Summarized results of all five working groups:  
 

UK, AT, 
(BE), NL, 

DE, SE, CY, 
FR, PL, RO, 

SP TR

    T4-6

UK, AT, 
(BE), (NL), 

SE 

  UK, AT, ES, 
FR, BE, NL, 

SE, DE 

 T4-5

UK, PL, TR, 
RO, PL, TR, 
ES, FR, RO, 

DE, SE 

UK, AT, FR, 
BE, NL, DE

 

 UK, AT, FR, 
RO, BE, NL, 

DE, SE 

 T4-4

UK, PL, FR, 
RO, ES, BE, 
NL, DE, SE 

UK, AT, 
CY, ES, FR, 

PL, (BE), 
NL, SE 

 UK, AT, 
CY, FR, BE, 
NL , DE, SE

 T4-3

UK, AT, FR, 
BE, NL, DE, 

(SE) 

UK, ES, FR, 
RO, PL , BE, 

NL, SE 

UK, FR, BE, 
NL 

UK, AT, FR, 
RO , DE, SE

 T4-2

UK, AT, TR, 
ES, FR, BE, 

NL, DE, 
(SE) 

UK, AT, TR, 
ES, FR, RO, 
BE, NL, SE

UK, AT, 
CY, DE 

UK, AT, TR, 
ES, FR, BE, 
NL , DE, SE

UK, AT, BE, 
NL, DE, SE, 
CY, FR, PL, 
RO, SP, TR 

T4-1

C5 C4 C3 C2 C1  

 
The blue colour indicates that there is general interest but that currently  

no programmes exist for this issue. 

 

Conclusion: The research agenda presented is definitely a european research agenda, which finds 
accordance in almost all of the partcipating countries.  

Many countries are active / interested in almost all various boxes. 

o The agenda is a real European agenda. 

It is important to elaborate what exactly is being done in the various countries: 

o Are we doing all the same? 

o Do we have added value? 

o EURGRIS will look for details. 

UK, AT, (BE), 
NL, DE, SE, 
CY, FR, PL, 
RO, SP, TR 
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7.2 Results of the five working groups:  
AT BE, NL  

(crosses mean that these should not be part of 
 the joint call) 

  
 

DE, SE, FI CY, FR, PL, RO, SP, TR 
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UK Tables: 

Table 1 AT 

Table 2 BE, NL 

Table 3 DE, SE, FI 

Table 4 CY, FR, PL, RO, SP, TR 

 

Table 5 UK 

 

 

Question 2: “Voting Procedure” 

Which issues of the research agenda should be topics of the first  
co-ordinated SNOWMAN call?   

 

7.3 Summarized results of all five working groups:  

1, 3, 4    T4-6 
1, 2   2, 5  T4-5 

 2, 4  2  T4-4 
1, 2, 3, 

4
2, 3, 4 4, 2  T4-3 

1, 2, 4 3 4  T4-2 

1, 2 2, 5 3 4 2, 5 T4-1 
C5 C4 C3 C2 C1  

 

Research Issues: 

 

YELLOW: research in soil 
water system;  

BROWN: natural 
attenuation;  

PURPLE: risk based land 
mangament 

 
 

Numbers stand for Table 
Numbers (see above) 
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Conclusion:  

There is no research issue that could fit all national priorities. However, there are several research 
issues which show quite a high potential to become topics of the first SNOWMAN Call and 
which could find general agreement.  

Some of the research issues in the field of “risk based land mangament” show a high acceptance.  

 

7.4 Country results of all five working groups  
 

AT, CY, FR, 
PL, RO, SP, 
TR, DE, SE 

    T4-6 

AT, NL, BE  UK, NL, BE T4-5 

 NL, BE  NL, BE  T4-4 

AT, CY, FR, 
PL, RO, SP, 
TR, DE, SE, 
FI, NL, BE

CY, FR, PL, 
RO, SP, TR, 
SE, NL, BE 

 CY, FR, PL, 
RO, SP, TR, 

NL, BE 

 T4-3 

CY, FR, PL, 
RO, SP, TR, 

NL, BE 

 AT, DE CY, FR, PL, 
RO, SP, TR

 T4-2 

AT, NL, BEUK, NL, BE SE CY, FR, PL, 
RO, SP, TR

UK, NL, BE T4-1 

C5 C4 C3 C2 C1  

 
 

AT, CY, FR, 
PL, RO, SP, 
TR, DE, SE, 
FI, NL, SE 
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7.5 Results of the five working groups:  
AT BE, NL  

  
 

DE, SE, FI CY, FR, PL, RO, SP, TR 
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UK Tables: 

Table 1 AT 

Table 2 BE, NL 

Table 3 DE, SE, FI 

Table 4 CY, FR, PL, RO, SP, TR 

 
Table 5 UK 

 

 

7.6 What is missing? 
Table 1: 

 
Table 2:  No comments on that 

 

Table 3: 

 



ERANET 003219 SNOWMAN         Page 25 

Report Think Tank Workshop (TT)  Mar2005 

 

Table 4: 

 
 

Table 5: 

 
 
 

7.7 Comments to results of the  working groups 
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8 Summary Process of Day 1 
 

1. At the beginning: Confusion about what is within SNOWMAN 
2. Looking for common ground 

3. Found common ground 

4. We have now clarification about what the audience thinks should be in 
SNOWMAN 

5. The Core Group can decide on a subject for a co-ordinated call 

 

 

19H00 Dinner at “Salm Bräu”, Rennweg 8, 1030 Vienna 
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TUE, January 25th, 2004 

2nd Day 
 

“Large Group Planning Meeting” 
Methodology based on: 

1. The Future Search Conference  
(by Marvin Weisbord, www.furturesearch.net)  

2. World Café  
(by the World Café Community, www.theworldcafe.com) 

3. Design: SNOWMAN Core Group, coordinated by Mr. Stefan Vetter, 
Lebensministerium (www.lebensministerium.at), in cooperation with  
Wallner & Schauer GmbH (www.nachhaltigberaten.at)    

 

9 Group planning meeting – Tuesday morning  
Dialog and decision making about the management of the first SNOWMAN Call 

 

09H00 2nd Welcome address 

Review of the first day 

Goal of this day: 

Setting of research management tools 

Stefan Vetter and Johann 
van Veen 

 

09H10 Presentation of the ERANET BONUS (Baltic Sea) Kaisa Kononen 

 

09H20 Goals of the next session. 

Information about the Workshop setting, time 
schedule, methodology 

Heinz Peter Wallner   
Kurt Schauer 

 

First task: “getting the whole system into the room”! 

The Workbook gave the table lists on page 17. In order to deal with the following questions 
effectively, the preparation team decided to arrange another five working groups. The team 
already had assigned each parcicipant to one of the five groups. This time the groups were mixed 
to the maximum. The reason for this arrangement was that the the working groups were 
supposed to integrate as many different points of views as possible. Each group was assigned to 
one table. At the tables the participants were welcomed by their table host. 
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09H30 Presentation of the working tasks at the tables 
(Working groups):  

SNOWpersons 

 

First, some partners of the SNOWMAN team presented FIVE questions the working groups 
dealt with during the day.  

 

Introduction of the five questions of the day: 

Question: SNOWperson: 
(Table Host) 

Call: 
Which procedures might fit a one stage application?  
What are their respective (dis)advantages? 

Jörg Frauenstein  

Evaluation: 
Which criteria for the evaluation of proposals are to be named?  
Which are MUST, which are COULD?  

Jon Greaves  

Funding: 
What are criteria for different funding models?  
Can you name their respective dis/advantages?  

Harry Vermeulen  

Co-operation: 
How to manage projects funded by the coordinated call? Nadine Dueso  

Dissemination: 
How would you like research results to be disseminated?  Maike Hauschild  

 

09H45 Introduction, methodology, philosophy of facilitating, 
principles and rules 

Heinz Peter Wallner,  
Kurt Schauer 

 

The workshop facilitators presented the Workbook and gave a short introduction to the 
philosophy of „large group planning meetings“. They introduced:  

• the working agreement for the Think Tank Workshop, 

• the self management guide for Working Groups and 

• the Ground Ruls 

(Consult the Workbook of the Think Tank workshop for further details) 

Working groups started at their first table (Tables 1 to 5). After the first session, all groups 
changed their tables (group 1 from table 1 to table 2, etc.). During the day, all groups were able to 
contribute to all five research questions asked at the tables.  
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10 Results of Table 1: The Call 
(Jörg Frauenstein) 

 

Call: 
Which procedures might fit a one stage application?  
What are their respective (dis)advantages? 

 

The table considered the following questions: 

1. What level of research (fundamental – applied – premarket) are we targeting? 

2. Who are our target audience? 

3. Where will the call be advertised? 

4. How will the call be advertised? 

5. How will the work programme be split between countries? 

6. Will we encourage trans-national partnership? 

7. Will applications be on paper or electronic? 

8. Can we use some already established systems (eg JeS)? 

9. Will we pre-allocate funding into thematic areas or take a more open approach? 

10. How many projects will we seek to fund? 

 

10.1 Conclusions:  
 

• Stepwise approach - (call for participation?) – concept or project outline submission  –   
full proposal 

• Transnationality of projects 

• Existence of a clear working programme for the call and a guide for proposers (eligibility, 
award and selection criteria, principles of funding and expectations regarding own 
financial contribution) 

• Preference of paper based proposal submission (Therefore SNOWMAN has to deliver 
simple templates) 

• A proper advertising strategy by using existing infrastructure of national and European 
topic related programmes, networks and media. 

• Requirement for a dissemination concept 
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Open questions for the Call:  

 

• Availability of EU grant (amount / percentage) 

• Participation of non–snowman countries 

• Who will (and can) be the call manager (secretariat?) 

• Where do overhead costs that come with the call come from? 

• Some  legal aspects (SNOWMAN cannot be the contract partner, IPR,…) 

• Commitment among the founders as precondition for starting the call (MoU/ contract)  

• Serve different streams of research? (Fundamental, applied and demonstrative) 

• An evaluation process, which is strictly in line with those from each founder.  

• Assert a claim from SNOWMAN to streamline or summarise project outlines to a real 
project  
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10.2 Results of the final session:  
The SNOWMAN Call should be an open Call.  

SNOWMAN looks for five Projects (Minimum) 

Before the Call there should be a Call for 
participation! 

Basis for the Call: 

• Topic, work programme 

• Guide for proposals 

• Deadlines / Address 

• Indicative Budget 

• Main topic / sub topics 

 

The SNOWMAN projects shall be transnational 
projects. 

For the Program Management, existing 
infrastructure may be used as much as possible. 
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10.3 Important Results at Table 1 
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10.4 Tablecloth (Table 1: Call) 
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11 Results of Table 2: The Evaluation Procedure 
(Jon Greaves) 

 
Evaluation: 
Which criteria for the evaluation of proposals are to be named?  
Which are MUST, which are COULD?  

 

The table considered the following questions: 

1. What are our eligibility criteria? 

2. What are our selection criteria? 

3. What selection process should these fit into? What resources will this process demand? 

4. What is our attitude to project risk? 

5. How should peer review be undertaken? 

6. How do we set up evaluation guidelines / model? 

7. What audit trail is required? 

8. Should we use a one or two stage application process? 

 

11.1 Conclusions 
 

11.1.1 Eligibility Criteria 
Eligibility Criteria will split naturally into 2 groups: “Formal Requirements” and “Fit to Call”. 
They should be set out in the call advertisements and repeated in the call package. 

 

Formal Requirements 

Some simple criteria can be applied: 

• Meeting the submission deadline 

• Submitting a complete application 

• Meeting EU gender / discrimination criteria 

• Project duration matches programme (2 – 4 years?) 
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We should look at the criteria used in FP6 and decide which are appropriate, as these are already 
accepted as common practice throughout the EU. 

 

• Which kinds or organisation should be eligible?  

 

These should be the organisations which are eligible to apply to the national programmes in the 
participating countries 

 

• Is transnationality a requirement? 
 

YES. Given that the concept of ERANet is to encourage opening up of research programmes, 
then all projects should have at least two countries involved. This will also reduce the probability 
of one of the partner countries failing to have any projects funded. 

 

• Can organisations from outside the partner countries apply to the programme? 

 

NO. There are too many concerns from the funding bodies about research funds leaving their 
own country.  

 

However, also some are concerned that this might mean SNOWMAN does not fund the best 
research (if this was to be found outside the participating countries). This might be overcome if 
top up EU funding becomes available (ERANET+). 

 

• Dissemination 

 

Considering that lack of uptake seems to be a widespread problem in this field of work, it was 
felt that all projects should have some sort of dissemination plan – going above and beyond 
publication in the scientific literature as a minimum requirement. 

 

Fit to Call 

Each application needs to be judged as to how well it fits the overall call. There was considerable 
discussion regarding where this judgement fits into the overall evaluation process.  

Some thought that it should be a simple black or white decision and that it should be the first 
criterion applied, others had the opinion that it should be later in the process and that it would be 
primarily a qualitative judgement. There was also the view that the calls need to be viewed as 
parts of a jigsaw making up the whole programme and that there is a need to ‘fit the pieces’ 
together in a coherent way later in the process. 

Another aspect is who decides what is ‘fit to call’.  Is this something that can be judged by the 
SNOWMAN ‘office staff’ or does it need to be part of peer review? 
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11.1.2 Selection Criteria 
The group identified selection criteria for the programme but noted it may be appropriate to 
apply different selection criteria depending on the focus of the call. The criteria that are 
appropriate for fundamental / strategic research might not be appropriate for applied research or 
demonstration projects. 

 
Fundamental / Strategic Applied / Demonstration 

Novelty of the research Relevance and fit to call / programme 

Quality of research Quality of research 

Quality of the research team Quality of research team 

Cost effectiveness Cost effectiveness 

Ability to deliver (on time) Ability to deliver (on time) 

Risk Risk 

Probability of application in the medium 
term 

Likelihood of use / uptake in the short 
term. 

Project management quality Quality of dissemination plan 

 Quality of project management 

 Practicality and viability 

 Inclusion of end users in the team / 
proposal 

 

Each factor would then be scored against a model (e.g. 1 to 5 scores for each factor) for which 
the team will need to set up an evaluation model. Projects falling below pre-defined minima 
would be rejected at this stage.  The funding bodies will need to agree on the selection criteria 
before the call is made. 

In addition to that, demonstration projects might be asked to bear a higher proportion of capital 
/ equipment costs themselves. Preference might be given to those projects in which such costs 
are covered by funding sources other than SNOWMAN. 

 

11.1.3 The Selection Process 
Three basic selection processes are available: 

- One Stage:  Applicants make full application in response to advert 

- Two Stage:  A pre-proposal followed by selection of projects for full 

proposal 

- Three Stage Expression of Interest stage used to help define the 

scope of call, followed by 2 stage process. 
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Most delegates felt that a two stage process would be most appropriate to SNOWMAN. This has 
the advantages of: 

 

- Avoiding the possibility that applicants invest a lot of work in full proposals which cannot 
meet our needs 

- The first stage offers the opportunity to pre-select and to shape the programme of work 
(making sure the jigsaw pieces add up to a full programme). 

- The first stage offers the opportunity to balance the geographical distribution of projects 
against the distribution of funding contributiuons and the need to integrate programmes 
across the countries 

- It also provides an opportunity to review and revise pre-proposals which are close to meeting 
our needs but ‘not quite’. 

 

The process after the reception of an application would be in more detail: 

1. Pre-proposal application received 

2. SNOWMAN office performs an ‘eligibility check’ 

3. Valid applications go to the SNOWMAN selection panel who will decide which ones go to 
the full application stage.  This evaluation will be based primarily on coverage of the scope of 
the call. Marginal applications or those which can be better fitted to the call are allowed 1 
opportunity to re-submit at this stage.  

4. SNOWMAN office asks relevant researchers to submit full applications 

5. Full applications will be reviewed in 2 ways: 

- Science peer review – judge the quality of the planned research – Select alpha projects. 
Suggested size of the panel is 3 to 5 experts in each field of work, selected from across the 
funding countries if possible. 

- SNOWMAN review – judge relevance and programme packaging, project management 
criteria, and risk / reward for the whole programme 

 

There was no agreement as to whether these two reviews should be carried out together or 
separately, or in what order. However, there was consensus that the review panels should meet in 
order to discuss issues and should not work remotely. 

 

6. The selection panel would make the final decisions on the programme and take their 
recommendations back to the national funders. The national funders would review the 
portfolio of projects they were asked to fund but would NOT perform further peer reviews.  
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To make (6) happen the funders must have had a chance to input and to agree both on the scope 
of call and on selection criteria. Furthermore they must have had a chance to delegate selection 
powers to their representatives on the review panel. Their final review should be simply a final 
cross check of whether the projects are within the expected remit. 

 
A possible timescale for such a process is: 

Advertise call – 2 months 

Assess pre-proposals – 2 months 

Develop full proposals – 2 months 

Peer review full proposals – 4 months 

Negotiate and sign contracts – 2 months 

 

Total 12 months! 

 

 

11.1.4 Overarching Issues 
The evaluation process needs to be clear and be in agreement with the funding bodies before the 
call is made. This would allow them to delegate powers to the SNOWMAN panel and pre-empt 
any funding withdrawals. 

The valuation process should be used to demonstrate ‘added’ value from SNOWMAN – i.e the 
programme balancing  / overview stage is critical to the process. 

 

11.1.5 Risk 
There was consensus that SNOWMAN should take a balanced view towards risk.  

We could afford to take on a few ‘high risk’ projects because one failing project will not sink the 
whole SNOWMAN ship. On the other hand, if we want to secure more funding in the future we 
need to be able to demonstrate success. 

Risk should be viewed in the context of ‘risk –reward’, especially where fundamental research is 
to be undertaken. In this area, a common feature is that the most novel / adventurous / cutting 
edge science is also the most risky. 

 

We should break down risk into a number of aspects: 

1. The Goal - Science risk (of the unknown)  - can be a positive thing 

2. The team - Science risk (due to flawed science) – is negative 

3. The method - Project management risk – is negative but might be correctable. 
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11.2 Results of the final session:  
The Evaluation procedure may be a two 
step procedure:  

1. Proposal will be preselected by 
the SNOWMAN core group. 

2. Selected proposals will be 
evaluated at the national level: 
- scientific review 
- research programme 

The interests of the endusers shall be 
considered during the evaluation 
procedure.  

 

 

Proposals must fit to the Call and 
respond to all formal requirements. 

 

Eligibility Criteria: 

- Formulated by those organisations 
eligible for national programmes 

- Proposals shall be transnational 

- Proposals must include a 
dissemination plan 
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11.3 Important Results at Table 2 
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11.4 Tablecloth (Table 2: Evaluation) 
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12 Results of Table 3: Funding 
(Harry Vermeulen) 

 
Funding: 
What are criteria for different funding models?  
Can you name their respective dis/advantages?  

 

The table considered the following questions: 

1. What possible funding models are there? 

2. Which ones would our potential funding bodies prefer? 

3. What are the advantages and disadvantages of each? 

4. What scale / size of individual project are we looking for? What will be their duration? 

5. Should we offer a 100% grant rate, and if not, what should we offer? 

 

12.1 Conclusions 
 

12.1.1 Budget 
Projects for the coordinated call should not take too long in order to gain experience with 
international cooperation within a few years. Preferable duration: 

- Applied research: 2 years 

- More fundamental research: x  years 

A minimum budget for a country to participate is about  Є 200.000,--. With at least 3 countries 
participating in one project the average project budget would be Є 600.000,--. A programme 
consisting of at least 12 project would then require a budget of 8 million Euro. With an average 
funding rate of 50% the participating countries will have raised at least 4 million euro for a 
coordinated call. 

 

12.1.2 Commitment 
The question in what way participating countries can be committed to the funding of the 
coordinated call has been discussed. One way is a so called two stage committing process: 

• At the start of the coordinated call a general commitment has to be expressed by the 
participating countries, for instance with a letter or a signed contract of intention.  

• Final commitment will be expressed on the basis of the selected individual projects after 
the process of selection. 
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12.1.3 Funding models 

During the discussion 4 funding models have been taken into account: 

a Common pot: each participating country contributes to a common pot. Projects are 
financed out of the common pot. Financial control over the projects and the 
programme is carried out by one of the participating countries or an independent  
third party. All participating countries have to agree on the procedures of the 
financial control and need to have trust in the controlling organisation. The balance 
between the contribution and expenditures per participating country out of the 
common pot can be taken into account. The responsibility of the financial control 
of the coordinated call is a shared common responsibility. 

b Adaptation of projects: each participating countries adopts (a) selected project(s) 
that fit their national programme best. The country that adopts the project is 
responsible for the financial control over this (these) project(s). One of the 
participating countries has to be responsibility for the management and financial 
control of the general activities of the coordinated call. 

c National contributions: each country funds their own national contributions to 
the projects of the coordinated call. Special arrangements have to made between the 
country which is responsible for the management of the project (leading partner) 
and the countries that are responsible for the financial control. 

d Mixed funding: A difference can be made between the funding of the general 
activities of the coordinated call and the research projects themselves. General 
activities such as preparation of the call, selection, dissemination, can be funded 
from a common pot. The projects can be funded by one of the models mentioned 
under a, b or c. 

 

Decisions about the funding models also depend on the possibilities to get additional funding by 
the EU. The closer the cooperation, the higher the change of getting additional funding by the 
EU. In model d the EU may be willing to fund the common pot for general activities. 
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12.1.4 Pros and cons of the different models 
The pros and cons of the different funding models are discussed. The results of the discussion 
are listed in the next table. 

 

Model Advantage Disadvantage 

Common pot Flexibility 

Higher chance of additional EU-
funding 

Common responsibility, 

Funding of researchers of other 
countries 

Acceptance of common procedures for 
financial control 

Adaptation 
of projects 

Clear responsibilities 

National procedures apply to adopted 
projects 

Funding of researchers of other 
countries 

 

National 
contributions 

National procedures apply to national 
contributions 

Only funding of national researchers 

Mixed responsibilities for project 
management and financial control 

Mixed 
funding 

Flexibility 

Different models for project funding 
are possible 

Higher chance of additional EU-
funding 

 

 

 

The funding model with a common pot is the most difficult to agree upon in the participating 
countries. Funding national contributions is probably the most realistic model. Also the mixed 
funding, combined with the funding of national contributions of research projects is a possible 
model. A way to proceed is to start with a simple realistic model – but taking funding based on a 
common pot as a final long-term ambition. 
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12.2 Results of the final session:  

  

 

 

Funding model: Common Pot! 

The size of the call shall be about 8. Mill € 

Number of projects: 10 to 12 

 

The Call itself and parts of the dissemination 
should be funded by an EU budget. The common 
pot needs national contributions.  
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12.3 Important Results at Table 3 (Funding) 
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12.4 Tablecloth (Table 3: Funding) 
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13 Results of Table 4: Co-operation 
(Nadine Dueso) 

 
Co-operation: 
How to manage projects funded by the coordinated call? 

 

The table considered the following questions: 

1. How do we measure cost-effectiveness in the projects we support? 

2. What are the criteria to manage projects funded by the coordinated call? 

3. Would you name different models for monitoring the contracts? What are their 
respective dis/advantages? 

4. How to support the projects during their implementations? 

 

13.1 Conclusions  
 

• One main recommendation is to have a simple management system, and not to spend too 
much money on it! 

• “SNOWMAN Steering Committee” could be the SNOWMAN Core group. Research 
funders involved in the SNOWMAN Call could be integrated in a “Programme 
coordination team”. 

• Number of programme coordinators (PC) will depend on the call structure, and on the 
number of topics, or sub-topics. 

• After projects have started, the Peer review group (see evaluation) may be in charge of 
the work evaluation. End-users of research should be involved in this evaluation. 

• During the time,  the SNOWMAN projects running, various “meeting points” shall be 
arranged. 

• An important aspect is the exchange of knowledge within the SNOWMAN projects. We 
must avoid overlaps between the different projects, even after the projects have started. 
The exchange of knowledge with other research programmes (outside of SNOWMAN) is 
also very important. 
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13.2 Results of the final session:  

  

 

13.3 Important Results at Table 4 (Co-operation) 
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13.4 Tablecloth (Table 4: Co-operation) 
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14 Results of Table 5: Dissemination 
(Maike Hauschild) 

 
Dissemination: 
How would you like research results to be disseminated?  

 

The table considered the following questions: 

1. What will be our dissemination criteria? 

2. What are specific dissemination requirements? 

3. What are dis/advantages of funding dissemination based projects? 

4. What are dis/advantages of funding the dissemination of research projects? 

 

14.1 Conclusions 
Dissemination was defined as “flow of knowledge” in the table discussions. 

For a successful dissemination of results from research projects several conditions should be 
clarified before the SNOWMAN call is published: 

• Who is the target audience?  

• What type of research is considered? 

• When should dissemination take place (time)? 

• Who is doing the translation? 

 

All four criteria have an influence on the selection of dissemination tools. There is not one 
standard for all programmes or projects. SNOWMAN has to find an appropriate dissemination 
strategy for the funded projects or finally for each project if the nature of projects is significant 
different. The dissemination strategy contains a mix of media and type of information. 

 

Possible dissemination tools are (numbered without ranking): 

 

1. Newspapers 

2. Scientific journals 

3. Websites (internal and external) 

4. Fact sheets 

5. Partnerships of projects (composition of the project consortium) 

6. Conferences 

7. Workshops 

8. Scientific posters 
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9. Reports 

10. TV, Radio 

11. Networks 

12. Guidelines 

13. Teaching 

14. Common Database 

(1 and 10 can be combined as the media.) 

 

Four different audience groups are differentiated: 

• the research community 

• technical experts (applicants, operators, consultants) 

• end users (policy makers, industry, problem owners, consultants) 

• the general public 

 

For a specific audience particular output types from research are helpful. Consultants and 
engineering companies should be addressed by proven technologies. Final commitments and 
school programmes may be other helpful outputs from research. A complete list of outputs was 
not discussed at the table. 

 

Three types of research are identified as: 

• basic/fundamental research, which is research driven, 

• strategic research, which is policy driven and 

• applied research and demonstration, which is end-user driven. 
 

The point of time is also important for the dissemination. Dissemination is a process that starts 
at the beginning of the project or even during the programming phase, the so called early stage 
dissemination. This can be assured by involving the end users of the results in the process. It 
is important to “turn on the receiver” (= end user) right from the start, otherwise dissemination 
at the final stage may fail the receiver. The final stage dissemination focuses on the output of 
results. Besides the output of results, also knowledge management (transfer of expertise, skills, 
knowledge) is important. Each project manager of a SNOWMAN funded project should outline 
his/her concepts to disseminate the results in the proposal. Dissemination is a part of the project, 
just like collecting R&D information. The SNOWMAN call should describe the dissemination 
rules (e.g. involvement of end users, certain number of dissemination actions, defined number of 
dissemination outputs, etc.) which projects are obliged to follow.  

 

A translation is necessary that the messages to transport are understandable for the target 
audience. Translation is necessary in terms of  

• information content and 

• language (national languages) 
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Regarding the information content, the technical information has to be translated in 
understandable information for the target audience. Depending on the audience group, the 
information has to be simplified or focussed on certain aspects. The translation secures that 
interdisciplinary language barriers are overcome (scientists from different disciplines use the same 
words but mean totally different things).  

 

For the audience in the national countries a translation is favoured in two aspects: 

• the information should be translated in the national languages and 

• the dissemination of research results should consider the research in the context of each 
partner nation.  

 

In any case a “common language” with the target audience is necessary. This can only be 
achieved by an objective translation that is performed by professionals. The scientists 
themselves are often not the right persons for that. The dissemination is seen as a task of the 
SNOWMAN programme co-ordination level together with professional support. 

Dissemination needs money. SNOWMAN should consider a certain percentage of the 
programme budget for dissemination. 

The following matrix (table 1) indicates which dissemination tools are appropriate for which 
research type and which audience group. 

 

Table: Appropriate dissemination tools per research type and audience group 

Audience  

Research 
community 

End users Technical 
experts 

General public

Fundamental 

 

2, 3, 6, 7, 8, 14 3 2, 3 1, 3, 10, 13 

Strategic 

 

2, 3, 6, 7, 8, 14 3, 4, 5, 6, 9, 
12 

3, 4, 9, 12 1, 3, 10, 13 

Re
se

ar
ch

 ty
pe

 

Applied + 
demonstration 

2, 3, 5, 6, 7, 8, 
14 

2, 3, 4, 9, 12 3, 4, 9, 12 1, 3, 10, 13 

Note: Numbers of dissemination tools used as above. 
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14.2 Results of the final session:  

  

 

 

A certain amount of the project budget 
should be dedicated to dissemination.  

In the whole dissemination procedure, the 
end-users (receivers of the results) should be 
involved!  

For the SNOWMAN Call a “Flow of 
Knowledge” Matrix will be developed.  

Flow of Knowlegde Matrix: 

- Who is the audience?  

- What kind of research (fundamental, 
strategic, applied)? 
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14.3 Important Results at Table 5 (Dissemination) 
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14.4 Tablecloth (Table 5: Dissemination) 
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15 Comments on the final presentations   
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16 List of Participants  
 

Lastname Firstname e-mail Institution address City 

Belocky Reinhard belocky@fwf.ac.at FWF Weyringergasse 35  A-1040 Wien 

Bernhardt Iris iris.bernhardt@ptwte.fzk.de 
Forschungszentrum Karlsruhe 
GmbH, PtWT+E Hallwachsstr. 3 

D - 01069 Drese-
den 

Bieber Andreas andreas.bieber@bmu.bund.de Bundesumweltministerium Postfach 12 06 29 D -  53048 Bonn 

Blum Winfried winfried.blum@boku.ac.at Universität für Bodenkultur Perter-Jordan-Straße 82 A-1190 Wien 

Breure Ton ton.breure@rivm.nl 
RIVM Head of Laboratory for 
Ecological Risk Assessment P.O. Box 1 

NL - 3720 BA  
Bilthoven 

Burgess Sally sal.burgess@defra.gsi.gov.uk Defra 
4/E Ergon House, 
Horseferry Rd 

UK - London SW 
1P 2AL 

Collis Amanda amanda.collis@bbsrc.ac.uk BBSRC Polaris House North Star Ave. 
UK Swindon SN2 
1UH 

De Steenwin-
kel Miech  miech.desteenwinkel@minvrom.nl Ministry VROM PO Box 30945 

NL - 2500 GX  Den 
Haag 

Delmas 
Andre-
Bernard andre-bernard.delmas@ecologie.gouv.fr MEDD 20 avenue de Segur,  

FR-75302 Paris 07 
SP 

Diels Ludo ludo.diels@vito.be Vito Boeretang 200,  B-2400 Mol 

Dueso Nadine nadine.dueso@ademe.fr ADEME 
2 Square Lafayette BP 
406 

FR-49004 Angers 
Cedex 01 

Frauenstein Jörg joerg.frauenstein@uba.de Umweltbundesamt Seektstraße 6-10,  D-13581 Berlin 

Fuhrmann Elfriede  
elfrie-
de.fuhrmann@lebensministerium.at BMLFUW, II/1 Stubenring 1 A-1010 Wien 

Geysen Daneel daneel.geysen@ovam.be OVAM Stationsstraat 110 B-2800 Mechelen 

Greaves Jon 
jon.greaves@environment-
agency.gov.uk EPA 

Richard Fairclough 
House, Knutsford Road 

UK-Warrington 
WA4 1HG 

Gruber Sultana sultana.gruber@ba-ca.com Bank Austria-Creditanstalt 
Vordere Zollamtsstraße 
13 A-1030 Wien 

Guess Perry perry.guess@earth.ox.ac.uk First Faraday 

University of Oxford, 
Dept of Earth Sciences, 
62 banbury road,  

UK - Oxford, OX2 
6PN 

Harris Bob  bob.harris@environment-agency.gov.uk EPA 
Olton Court, 10 Warwick 
Rd. 

UK-Olton, Solihull 
B92 7HX 

Hauschild Maike maike.hauschild@uba.de Umweltbundesamt Seektstraße 6-10,  D-13581 Berlin 

Jansbo Kerstin kerstin.jansbo@naturvardsverket.se Swedish EPA Blekholmsterrassen 36 
SE-106 48 Stock-
holm 

Kasamas Harald harald.kasamas@lebensministerium.at BMLFUW, VI/3 Stubenbastei 5 A-1010 Wien 

Kearney Theresa theresa.kearney@doeni.gov.uk Environment & Heritage Service 
Commonwealth House, 
35 Castle Street 

UK-Belfast BT1 
1GU 

Kempton Pamela PDK@wpo.nerc.ac.uk 

NERC Science & Innovation 
Manager, Terrestrial & 
Freshwater Sciences 

Polaris House, North 
Star Avenue 

UK - Swindon, SN2 
1EU 

Kind Vanessa vanessa@sniffer.org.uk SNIFFER 

c/o SEPA, Erskine 
Court, Castle Business 
Park,  

UK - Stirling FK9 
4TR 

Kok 
Mustafa 
Versan mustafa.kok@tubitak.gov.tr Tubitak 

Ataturk Blv. 221, 06100 
kavaklidere,  

TR - Ankara, 
Turkey 

Kononen Kaisa kaisa.kononen@aka.fi Academy of Finnland 
Vilhonvuorenkatu 6, 
POB 99, FIN-00501 Helsinki
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Korcz Marek korcz@ietu.katowice.pl 
Inst. For Ecology of Industrial 
Areas ul. Kossutha 6,  PL-40833 Katowice

Kwapisz Joanna joanna.kwapisz@mos.gov.pl 

Ministry of Environment, 
Department of Environmental 
Policy  St. Wawelska 52/54 

PL - 00-922 
Warsaw 

Meixner Nora nora.meixner@lebensministerium.at BMLFUW, II/1 Stubenring 1 A-1010 Wien 

Moser Andrea andrea.moser@lebensministerium.at BMLFUW, IV/4 Marxergasse 2 A - 1030 Wien 

Okx Joop Joop.okx@wur.nl   P.O. Box 47 
NL - 6700 AA  
Wageningen 

Quevauviller Philippe philippe.quevauviller@cec.eu.int 
Water Framework Directive 
Team, EC, DG Envir. Rue de la Loi 200,  B-1049 Brussels 

Rijnaarts Huub h.h.m.rijnaarts@mep.tno.nl TNO-MEP P.O. Box 342 
NL - 7300 AH  
Apeldoorn 

Schamann Martin martin.schamann@umweltbundesamt.at Umweltbundesamt Spittelauer Lände 5 A-1090 Wien 

Sellberg Björn bjorn.sellberg@formas.se Formas Birger Jarls Torg 5 
SE-111 82 Stock-
holm 

Silmbrod Anita anita.silmbrod@lebensministerium.at BMLFUW, II/1 Stubenring 1 A-1010 Wien 

Smitz Jean j.smitz@ulg.ac.be 
Environmental Centre, 
University of Liege Sart Tilman B. 5 B-4000 Liege 

Symeonides Nicos ipe@research.org.cy Research Promotion Foundation PO Box 23422,  CY-1683 Nicosia 

Tansley Claire claire.tansley@epsrc.ac.uk EPSRC 
Polaris House, North 
Star Ave.  

UK - Swindon SN2 
1ET Wiltshire 

Tiberiu Apostol tiberius96@k.ro 
Univ. of Politehnica of 
Bucharest 

313, Splaiul 
Independentei RO- 060042 

Trondl Doris doris.trondl@lebensministerium.at BMLFUW, II/1 Stubenring 1 A-1010 Wien 

Urzelai Arantzazu arantzazu@labein.es 
LABEIN, Calle Geldo-Parque 
Tecnologico de Bizkaia Edificio 700 

SP-48160 Derio 
(Bizkaia) 

van Reijsen Ingrid ingrid.vreijsen@cur.nl SKB PO Box 420 
NL - 2800 Gouda 
AK 

van Veen Johan h.j.vanveen@mep.tno.nl SKB P.O. Box 342 NL-7300 Apledoorn

Vermeulen Harry harry.vermeulen@cur.nl SKB P.O. Box 420 NL-2800 Gouda 

Vetter Stefan stefan.vetter@lebensministerium.at BMLFUW, II/1 Stubenring 1 A-1010 Wien 

Weber Ute ute.weber@dfg.de 
Bundesumweltministerium, 
Referat Wasserforschung Kennedyalle 40 D-53 173 Bonn 

 

 

Participants per Country: 

 

AT 11 FI 1 SE 2 

BE 3 FR 2 SP 1 

CY 1 NL 7 TR 1 

DE 5 PL 2 UK 9 

EU 1 RO 1 Total 47 
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17 Arrangement of working groups  
 

“Day 1: homogenious groups by countries” 
 

 

Table 1 Table 2 Table 3 Table 4 Table 5 

Table host: 

Kasamas Harald 

Table host: 

Diels  Ludo  

Table host: 

Hauschild Maike 

Table host: 

Quevauviller  
Philippe 

Table host: 

Harris 
Bob 

AT BE, NL DE, SE, FI CY, FR, PL, RO, 
SP, TR UK 

Belocky Reinhard Vermeulen Harry Bernhardt Iris Syme-
onides 

Nicos Burgess Sally 

Blum Winfried Geysen Daneel Bieber Andreas Delmas Andre-
Bernard 

Collins Amanda

Fuhrmann Elfriede  Smitz Jean Frauenstein Jörg Dueso Nadine Greaves Jon 

Gruber Sultana Breure Ton Weber Ute Korcz Marek Guess Perry 

Meixner Nora de Steen-
winkel 

Miech  Jansbo Kerstin Kwapisz Joanna Kearney Theresa 

Moser Andrea Okx Joop Sellberg Björn Tiberiu Apostol Kempton Pamela 

Pollak Doris Rynaarts Huub Kononen Kaisa Kok Mustafa 
Versan 

Kind Vanessa

Schamann Martin van Reije-
sen 

Ingrid Bernhardt Iris Urzelai Arantzazu Tansley Claire 

Silmbrod Anita van Veen Johan       
Trondl Doris         
Vetter Stefan         

 

(As there where from many countries only one person, one table was a mixed table) 
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“Day 2: mixed to the maximum” 
 

Table 1 Table 2 Table 3 Table 4 Table 5 
Call Evaluation Funding Co-operation Dissemination 

Table host: 
Frauenstein Jörg 

Table host: 
Greaves Jon 

Table host: 
Vermeulen H. 

Table host: 
Dueso Nadine 

Table host: 
Hauschild Maike

Belocky Reinhard Blum Winfried Fuhrmann Elfriede Gruber Sultana Kasamas Harald 

Meixner Nora Moser Andrea Pollak Doris Schamann Martin Silmbrod Anita 

Trondl Doris Vetter Stefan Diels Ludo Geysen Daneel Smitz Jean 

Symeonides Nicos Bernhardt Iris Bieber Andreas Weber Ute Quevauviller Philippe

Kononen Kaisa Delmas 
Andre-
Bernard Breure Ton 

de Steen-
winkel Miech  Okx Joop 

Rynaarts Huub 
van 
Reijesen Ingrid van Veen Johan Korcz Marek Kwapisz Joanna 

Tiberiu Apostol Jansbo Kerstin Sellberg Björn Urzelai Arantzazu Kok 
Mustafa 
Versan 

Burgess Sally Collins Amanda Guess Perry Harris Bob  Kearney Theresa

Kempton Pamela Kind Vanessa Tansley Claire     
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18 The Agenda of the Think Tank Workshop 
 

 

SON, January 23th, 2005 

 

Start Issue N.N. Time 

19H00 Welcome Reception  

Hotel Renaissance Penta Vienna  

Hotel Restaurant “Borromäus” 

All 02H00 

 

MON, January 24th, 2005  

Hotel Renaissance Penta Vienna 

Room “Reitschule” 1st floor 

 

09H00 Registration All 01H00 

09H00 Thermometer of participants’ opinion:  

How is your humor to engage in a concerted call 
mutual opening of national programmes? 

Please mark your position! 

All 01H00 

  

Start Issue N.N. Time 

10H00 Welcome address Fuhrmann 00H15 

10H15 Information about Workshop setting, time 
schedule, moderation 

Wallner 00H15 

10H30 Presentation of the ERA-NET SNOWMAN 

(goals, context, content) 

Presentation of the TT goals: 

Formulating SNOWMAN’s research agenda 

Setting of research management tools 

SteVe 00H20 

10H50 CLARINET’s WG RTD van Veen 00H20 

11H10 European Framework for Groundwater 
protection 

Quevauviller 00H20 

11H30 The European Soil Research Agenda, with 
special focus on soil contamination 

Blum 00H45 

12H15 Questions and Answers Wallner 00H15 

12H30 Lunch Buffet in Hotel Restaurant “Borromäus”  01H00 
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13H30 Goals of the afternoon session: 

To check the possible fit of the European 
Research agenda with the existing national 
programmes 

To identify topics for a joint call of SNOWMAN 
partners 

Selection, definition and formulation of up to 
five topics for SNOWMAN’s research agenda 

van Veen 00H15 

13H45 Plenary Discussion  

Do the research funders recognise this agenda 
in their own programmes? 

Do the research funders agree on the research 
agenda?  

van Veen 00H30 

14H15 Vision Paper 0: Results and Visions Vermeulen 00H30 

14H45 Coffee break   00H30 

15H15 Interactive session with an inventorying part 
and a voting procedure (matrix of research) 

Which issues of the agenda are in accordance 
with national programmes? 

Which issues of the agenda (matrix of research) 
should be topics of the first co-ordinated 
SNOWMAN call? 

Wallner 01H30 

16H45 Break   00H15 

17H00 Feedback to the plenum 

Questions & Answers 

Wallner 

Chairpersons 

01H00 

18H00 Preview of the second day, methodology of the 
tomorrow meeting, design of the process 

Time schedule and dinner  

Wallner 00H05 

18H05 Announcements 

Invitation to dinner  

Hauschild 

SteVe 

00H05 

19H00 Dinner at “Salm Bräu”, Rennweg 8, 1030 
Vienna 

All  
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TUE, January 25th, 2004 

Hotel Renaissance Penta Vienna 

Room “Reitschule” 1st floor 

 

Start Issue N.N. Time 

08H45 Welcome   

09H00 2nd Welcoming address 

Review of the first day 

Goal of this day: 

Setting of research management tools 

Steve & van 
Veen 

00H15 

09H15 Goals of the next session. 

Information about the Workshop setting, time 
schedule, methodology 

Wallner / 
Schauer 

00H05 

09H20 Presentation of the working tasks at the tables 
(Working groups):  

SNOWpersons 00H25 

(3-5 min. 
each) 

 Call: 
Which procedures might fit for a one stage 
application? What are their respective 
dis/advantages? 

Frauenstein  

 Evaluation: 
Which criteria for the evaluation of proposals 
are to be named? Which are MUST, which are 
COULD?  

Greaves  

 Funding: 
What are criteria for different funding models? 
Can you name their respective dis/advantages?  

Vermeulen  

 Co-operation: 
How to manage projects funded by the 
coordinated call? 

Dueso  

 Dissemination: 
How would you like research results to be 
disseminated?  

Hauschild  

09H45 Introduction, methodology, philosophy of 
facilitating, principles and rules 

“get the whole system in the room” 

Wallner,  
Schauer 

00H15 

10H00 Working session ONE  
(introduction of the group, downloading of 
thoughts) 

All 00H45 

10H45 Working session TWO  All 00H30 

11H15 Coffee break   00H30 
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11H45 Working session THREE  All 00H25 

12H10 Working session FOUR All 00H25 

12H35 Working session FIVE All 00H25 

13H00 Lunch Buffet in Hotel Restaurant “Borromäus”  01H30 

14H30 Final working session (structuring and 
preparing for the presentations) 

All 00H30 

15H00 Presentations of the working sessions and short 
Plenary Discussion of the results 

amendments & modifications 

questions & answers  

Part 1 

SNOWpersons 
Wallner, 
Schauer 

Plenum 

00H30 
(15 min. 
each) 

15H30 Coffee break   00H30 

16H00 Part 2 (as above) 01H00 

17H00 Closing Session, “Dialogos” All 01H00 

18H00 End of the ThinkTank Workshop   

 

 

Location 

Hotel Renaissance Penta Vienna  

Ungargasse 60 

A-1030 Vienna 

Tel +43 1 711 75-0 
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19 Foto Galery “People in creative settings” 
 

The participants of the Think Tank Workshop Vienna 

 

 
Mrs. Elfriede Fuhrmann 

 
Mr. Stefan Vetter Mr. Johan van Veen 
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Thank you very much!  The SNOWMAN Team 

 
(from the left to the right: Jörg Frauenstein, Harry Vermeulen, Johann van Veen,  

Nora Meixner, Jon Greaves, Stefan Vetter, Bob Harris, Nadine Dueso, Maike Hauschild) 

 
No Partner Address Contact 

1 Bundesministerium für Land- 
und Forstwirtschaft, Umwelt und 
Wasserwirtschaft (BMLFUW) 

Stubenring 1 

1010 Wien 

Austria 

Stefan VETTER 

Nora MEIXNER 

2 Agence De l’Environnement et 
de la Maîtrise de l’Energie 
(ADEME) 

2, square Lafayette 

49004 Angers 

France 

Nadine DUESO 

3 Umweltbundesamt (UBA_DE) Seektstrasse 6-10 

13581 Berlin 

Germany 

Jörg FRAUENSTEIN, 

Maike HAUSCHILD 

4 Stichting Kennisontwikkeling en 
Kennisoverdracht Bodem (SKB) 

Büchnerweg 1 

2800 AK Gouda 

The Netherlands 

Johan van VEEN 

5 The Environment Agency of 
England and Wales (EA) 

Olton Court 

10 Warwick Road, Olton 

B92 7HX Solihull 

United Kingdom 

Jon GREAVES, 

Bob HARRIS 
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20 Feedback to the Think Tank Workshop 
 
This is the situation at the end of the two days - “The very end of the Think Tank Workshop” in 
Vienna!  It is the “end of the beginning” of the SNOWMAN Call.  

The two questions we asked for:  

 

“How contented are you with the organisation/moderation of the Think Tank 
Workshop?” 

“How contented are you with the results of the Think Tank Workshop?” 
 

The diagram below gives a relatively clear picture what the thinking of the participants was, as the 
Think Tank workshop ended.  

 
 
The average opinion says:   
The workshop organisation/moderation: “highly pleased” 
The results of the Think Tank Workshop: “pleased”  
 

 

Wallner & Schauer – Consulting and Research for Sustainable Development GmbH 
Neubaugasse 25/II/3, 1070 Vienna, Austria, Tel: +43-1-4035611, Fax: -16 
Schönaugasse 8a/II, 8010 Graz, Austria, Tel: +43-316-814665, Fax: -16 
www.nachhaltigberaten.at, wallner@nachhaltigberaten.at   


