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	1
	Introductions and apologies for absence

The following representatives of the partner countries attended the meeting:

Kenneth Aitchison (KA
) Institute of Field Archaeologists, United Kingdom
Marc Lodewijckx (ML) University of Leuven, Belgium
Despo Pilides (DP) Department of Antiquities, Ministry of Communications and Works, Cyprus
Efthymia Alphas (EA) Department of Antiquities, Ministry of Communications and Works, Cyprus
Jan Frolik (JF) Archeologicky Ustav Praha, Czech Republic
Martin Tomasek (MT) Archeologicky Ustav Praha, Czech Republic
Carla Nübold (CN) Verband der Landesarchaeologen in der BRD, Germany
Pantos Pantos (PP) Syllogos Ellinon Archaiologon, Greece
Angeliki Kossyva (AK) Syllogos Ellinon Archaiologon, Greece
Alcestis Papadimitriou (AP) Syllogos Ellinon Archaiologon, Greece
Conor McDermott (CMcD) University College Dublin on behalf of Institute of Archaeologists of Ireland, Ireland
Margaret Gowen (MG) Institute of Archaeologists of Ireland, Ireland
Patrizia La Piscopia (PLP) University College Dublin on behalf of Institute of Archaeologists of Ireland, Ireland
Karen Waugh (KW) Vestigia, Netherlands
Vesna Pintarič (VP) Univerza v Ljubljani, Slovenia
Danica Staššíková-Štukovská (DSS) Archaeological Institute of Slovak Academy of Sciences (attending in a personal capacity)
Raimund Karl (RK) University of Wales, Bangor, UK, representing Austria (AT)
Rachel Edwards (RE) Project Evaluator – Arboretum Archaeological Consultancy, United Kingdom
John Collis (JC) Project Consultant, United Kingdom
Apologies were received from:

Kristine Magerman (KM) University of Leuven, Belgium
Dirk Krausse (DK) Verband der Landesarchaeologen in der BRD, Germany
Eva Fottova (EF) Archaeological Institute of Slovak Academy of Sciences
Lucia Benedikova Archaeological Institute of Slovak Academy of Sciences
Predrag Novaković (PN) Univerza v Ljubljani, Slovenia
Anthony Harding (AH) European Association of Archaeologists, Czech Republic (represented by MG)
Dóra Mérai (DM) Magyar Régész Szövetség (Association of Hungarian Archaeologists), Hungary

	

	
	Day 1, 5 July 2008
KA welcomed all to the meeting. He thanked all those present for attending, and thanked University College Dublin (UCD) for hosting the meeting.
MG welcomed all to Dublin at the end of the World Archaeological Congress (WAC). She congratulated all for producing an excellent series of posters from the project. The posters had been very impressive, and had a considerable impact at the Congress. The WAC session which included papers from the project had been good, and had generated much interest.

CMcD passed on UCD Professor Gabriel Cooney’s best wishes for the meeting.

	

	2
	Action points from previous meetings 
Action points from the previous meeting were reviewed. The following items had not been completed: 
Written outline or summary of the archaeological profession in each country, approx 1000 words. Not completed for UK
. (Meeting 4 Action point 1). 
‘Job description’ of who is an archaeologist in each country, what training is required, if any, <1000 words if at all possible, in national language and English. Not completed for UK or SI. (Meeting 4 Action points 4 and 5).
Check on progress with data requested for EAA annual membership profile, and collate, back to start of EAA (1994). 

Send feedback to partners on the 12-month report from Ecotec (check what feedback has been sent, as several partners had not received any).

All expenditure which is to come from Leonardo da Vinci funds must be completed or invoiced on or before Tuesday 30 September. Any expenditure or staff time after that date can only come from partner contributions.

Send the completed CY financial report covering expenditure to December 2007 to KA.

Arrange final signature on retrospective subcontracting agreement for Margaret Gowen & Co with IAI, the national partner.

Remember to use Leonardo logo on all valorisation products, including reports.

Agree national language report covers with CMcD as soon as possible, as he will be out of contact in August.

Send high resolution posters and report covers to all on CDs.

Continue to ensure that Ecotec understand the nature of this project, which is not producing the kind of ‘products’ which they are used to. Valorisation is therefore different in our case, as much will happen after the end of the project.

Produce short text on valorisation of the previous Irish project, as this had a significant influence on recruitment projections for the major infrastructure projects carried out in IE over recent years.
All other action points from the previous meeting were either completed, or are covered in more detail below.


	KA, by 11 July (Action point number 1)
KA, VP/PN, by 18 July (2)
MG/EAA, by 18 July (3)

KA, by 9 July (4)

All, as required (5)

EA, by 11 July (6) 

MG, as soon as possible (7)

All, as relevant (8)

All (except UK & IE) by 18 July (9) 

CMcD, by 25 July (10)

KA, as relevant (11)

MG, by 18 July (12)

	3
	Review of purpose (why we are doing the project)

All present were aware of and understood the purpose of the project which is described on page 16 of the full project proposal (available from the project website). This states:
This project seeks to improve understanding of the requirements for, and capacity to provide, transparent qualifications for archaeologists across Europe.

The project has a number of objectives at both European and individual state levels
• to identify barriers to entry to the profession of archaeology and to transnational mobility

• to identify labour market information and trends, including training investment, recruitment and career progression difficulties

• to establish the number of archaeologists working in each state

• to identify training needs and skills shortages

• to provide archaeological employers with information to aid business planning and improve organisational performance

It will achieve these objectives by identifying, collecting and disseminating information on archaeologists and archaeological employment across Europe (labour market intelligence), in order for employers, professional associations, the European Association of Archaeologists, training providers and other bodies
• to develop knowledge of practices and conditions in order to facilitate transnational mobility of labour

• to define specific criteria and methodologies to identify training needs across Europe

• to improve analysis and anticipation of skills requirements

• to enable comparisons between skills requirements in states

Currently this kind of information is unavailable in most individual states and has never been collected or applied on a transnational basis before.

A number of specific comments were made.
ML reported that the survey in BE had produced interesting results in that complex country. He asked whether partners could focus on specific points of interest in their own country in national reports. KA confirmed that this would be acceptable.

MG noted that archaeological employment in IE was at its highest at the time of the survey, and that since then, employment on infrastructure projects has been slowing down. The results would be very different in a year’s time, or even now.

RK emphasised that the outcome of these projects has been hugely important.

CMcD noted that the posters had already had an impact during WAC. The summaries in English allowed people to compare the different countries, and identify patterns and differences.


	

	4
	Review of principles (objectives of the project, what data we will collect)
Core data to be collected in all countries were agreed at the meeting in Reading (UK), as follows:

1. ‘Archaeologist’ should be defined and justified by each country. Definitions should be as broad as possible. Education should not be regarded as of primary importance in determining whether an individual is to be regarded as an archaeologist.

2. How many people work in archaeology?

3. Age and gender of individuals working in archaeology. (The 2002 UK survey identified ages in ten-year bands, <20 years old, 20–29, 30–39 etc, then ‘60 and over’.)

4. Disability status of individuals working in archaeology.

5. The country of origin of individuals working in archaeology.

6. Whether individuals are employed part time or full time.

7. Were more or fewer people employed in archaeology one year ago, three years ago and five years ago?

8. Is it expected that more or fewer people will be employed in archaeology next year and in three years time?

9. The highest qualification obtained by individuals, to include post-doctoral level Habilitation or equivalent. 
Whether this qualification was obtained a) in the partner country, b) in another European country, or c) elsewhere. 
Whether this qualification included archaeology.
Both academic and technical/craft qualifications should be included as applicable.

10. Information on training needs and skills shortages from the point of view of employers. Whilst this is a core data area, the specifics will vary from country to country. (The way in which these areas were considered by the 2002 UK survey is demonstrated in the questionnaire on pages 122 and 123 of the report.)

11. Salaries or wages paid for archaeological work. It was emphasised that this area of investigation needs to be treated anonymously and confidentially. One advantage of the 2002 UK survey approach to organisations was that salary bands could be provided by employers, eg £20,000 to £25,000 per annum. 

All had now completed the data collection stage of their projects. Good consistent data had been gathered, which would enable comparisons to be made between the different countries.

	

	5
	Review of partnership and roles
The partnership and roles have been discussed and agreed at previous meetings. As summarised at meeting 3, these were:

The IFA (Institute of Field Archaeologists) in the UK is the Project Promoter. As such the IFA is responsible for providing information to Ecotec, the UK agency for the Leonardo da Vinci programme. IFA also holds overall financial responsibility for the project.

The ten partners, including the IFA in its role as leader of the UK project, are responsible for collecting data in their countries; for valorisation of their own country projects; for contributing to the valorisation of the overall project; and for management of the finances in their own countries, including management of partner funding for the project.

The role of the EAA (European Association of Archaeologists) as a partner in the project is to contribute to valorisation, publicising and disseminating information about the project and its results.

As the IFA has a dual role, as leader of the overall European project, and as leader of the UK project, it will prepare two separate reports.
RE as Project Evaluator and JC as Project Consultant have specific roles as specialist subcontractors to the project.

A second associate partner had joined the project in addition to AT. Hungary (HU) is represented by Dóra Mérai of the Magyar Régész Szövetség (Association of Hungarian Archaeologists). Unfortunately DM was unable to attend the meeting. As voluntary partners, AT and HU have no contracts with IFA for work on the project, nor will they receive any funding from the project.
Feedback to KA has indicated that Ecotec on behalf of the EC are very impressed with the partnership.

	

	6
	Progress report (12 month) to the UK National Agency 
The 12 month progress report to Ecotec, the UK National Agency for the Leonardo da Vinci programme, was eventually approved. This was not straightforward, as a significant number of small changes were required to the presentation of financial data, and the report could only be accepted after these had been made. These were different issues than those identified in the 6 month progress report.


	

	7
	Progress/highlight reports
Progress in each partner country was summarised verbally. 
UK
KA reported that a final draft of the national report was complete. Copies of the 250 page publication draft were provided for each partner country. This will be published and distributed to archaeologists in the UK and to policy makers. KA has been disseminating information about the UK project and about DISCO at conferences and in the IFA’s magazine. By coincidence, the census survey date for the UK project coincided with a significant fall in the UK stock exchange, and since that time house prices have been falling. House-building companies are now reporting significant redundancies, and the impact will affect archaeologists working in advance of housing development.
IE
CMcD reported that the final draft of the national report was complete. As a consequence of accepting delayed data the report had had to be rewritten twice. PLP had rejoined the project, giving a paper on the IE results at WAC, and contributing to the DISCO meeting. Overall the IE project was at an advanced stage and moving ahead into valorisation.

MG noted that the results for IE demonstrate the effect of major infrastructure development works on the demand for archaeologists. Significant numbers of non-IE nationals from a wide range of countries were recorded by the survey, but most were not employed in managerial roles. On some projects in IE archaeological recording sheets were in Polish, and site records were made in Polish. This experience may be of relevance to the newer EU countries such as HU where similar major infrastructure works are anticipated.
CY
The national report is complete in Greek and in English, but both are still in draft form awaiting small content and layout corrections.

DP reported that this was the first time such a project has been done in CY, and that it would be very useful within the country. To be part of a wider EU project was also beneficial, as it would allow alternative models for the organisation of the profession to be compared and considered for use in future reorganisation. The results of the survey had been presented by EP at a workshop on 21 June at the Cyprus American Archaeological Research Institute (CAARI), and by DP at WAC. There is also a web page for the project. DP summarised the results briefly for the meeting.
SI
VP reported that the results of the project had been analysed and compiled. Most of the report had been written in Slovenian, and a third had been translated into English. PN had checked the report and identified a small number of amendments for VP to make. When VP has completed the translation and revisions to the report, PN will sign off the final version. KA emphasised the need for the report to be finalised as soon as possible, as he will be writing the transnational report in August and will need the national reports in English by then.
VP summarised the results briefly for the meeting.

CZ
JF reported that the national report had been completed and translated. Copies were provided for those attending the meeting. This is the first time such data has been collected for CZ, and the results are interesting and important, particularly as new heritage legislation is being prepared for implementation in 2010. This is expected to result in the need for significant numbers of professional archaeologists. The survey has demonstrated that there are insufficient people to meet this need. Repeating the survey in five years time would be good. The results of the survey have been presented at a conference in CZ, and at other meetings. 
JF summarised the results briefly for the meeting.

SK
DSS reported that the national report had been drafted in Slovak but needed editing, and some final official figures are still awaited. The project is now being led by EF. KA emphasised the need for EF to complete work on the report as soon as possible as he will need the English translation by early August in order to compile the transnational report.

EL
PP reported that the national report was nearly complete in Greek, and should be finished and translated into English within a couple of weeks. The survey had produced important information about the archaeological profession in EL, which would be of use to the Ministry in planning for the future. 
PP summarised the results of the project for the meeting.


	PN, as soon as possible (13)
EF, by 18 July (14)

	
	The meeting adjourned for lunch, generously hosted by Nick Maxwell and Una MacConville of Wordwell Books at the Archaeology Ireland Conference which was taking place at UCD. 

All subsequently expressed their thanks for a delicious meal.

MG was unable to attend the afternoon session.


	

	
	AT
RK summarised the results of the survey in AT. Research for the project had identified an issue relating to contracting for work which had led to two questions being asked in parliament in AT. The meeting discussed the appropriate level of detail to include about this in the national and transnational reports, and concluded that it was important to state the facts of the case, but that further comment would probably not be appropriate from the project.

KA noted that the issue was significant to the project, as it affects the potential for transnational mobility, but that it was also a political issue.

This was discussed further under AOB.

BE
ML reported that the national report had been written, and that translation into English and French was almost complete. The survey had demonstrated that the regional, cultural, political and linguistic differences between Flanders and Wallonia were also clearly apparent in the organisation of the archaeological profession. The results indicated that there was more transnational mobility between Wallonia and France and between Flanders and NL than within BE between Wallonia and Flanders.
ML summarised the results briefly for the meeting.

NL

KW reported that a draft of the national report would be available in English by the beginning of August. Data collection from questionnaires was complete, despite the planned delay in sending out the survey, timed to follow rather than coincide with a major reorganisation of heritage legislation and practice in NL. In NL there are too few archaeologists, particularly too few with the specific qualifications required by the new legislation, for the work available.
KW summarised the results briefly for the meeting.

DE
CN reported that she had completed the national report in German and the English translation was also finished. Formal acceptance of the report was awaited. 
It had proved difficult to obtain information in some cases. Presentation of the results of the draft report in May at the State Archaeologists’ conference brought in additional information from two state archaeologists, so parts of the report had to be revised. In DE there are more archaeologists than posts available, so some university-qualified archaeologists work on sites as Workers (normally with no qualifications). It is extremely unusual in DE for people to be employed below their level of qualifications.

CN summarised the results briefly for the meeting.  
HU
KA reported on behalf of the Hungarian associate partner to the project.

A report on a survey carried out in 2006 has been completed in Hungarian and translated into English. This was largely similar to the DISCO survey, but did not include salary data. 

	

	8
	Consultant progress report
JC reported that his contribution to the overall project relating to qualifications had not progressed as far as had been hoped, but that he aimed to complete this in time to fit in with the overall project timetable.

KA clarified that JC would use the national reports and the outlines of archaeology / job descriptions for archaeologists to compile his overview, and that this would then be incorporated into the transnational report. The overview by JC will not be circulated to partners for comment in advance of incorporating it in the transnational report.

KA and JC arranged to discuss progress and agree the next stages of this part of the project on their return to UK.

	JC and KA, by 11 July (15)

	9
	Overall progress and timetable
In relation to the formal project timetable of Work Packages, KA is pleased with the progress of the project. All partners have now reached the Data Analysis Work Package IV, and most have completed this stage, which was timetabled to end in August 2008. 

The project overall has now reached Work Package V, the aims of which are
V/1 preparation of final reports for each partner country

V/2 preparation of overall, transnational report

V/3 preparation of recommendations for future work

V/4 preparation of project proposal for future work, involving a widened network


	

	10
	Evaluation
RE explained that there was little to report on at this stage regarding evaluation. Evaluation reports had not been requested from partners for this meeting.
This meeting had originally been scheduled for presentation of the second interim evaluation report. In the light of the progress of the project in practice this was considered to be inappropriate. This report will now be presented to the Malta meeting.
Evaluation of the first part of the project had focussed more on process, or how the project was progressing. Evaluation of the final stages of the project will include consideration of the products of the project, in particular the national and transnational reports.


	

	11
11a
	Process (how we will do the project)

Data collection
KA was pleased to report that this stage of the project had been completed by all partners.

	

	11b
	Data analysis
Data analysis had been causing concern and anxiety to some at the last meeting, especially those who had not yet begun this stage of work. At this meeting it appeared that all had now succeeded in analysing the data collected. All partners could be congratulated for this achievement.

	

	11c
	Data presentation
Posters 

The posters presented at WAC were a great success. People were very interested, and the unified design had a great impact.
KW asked for permission to use all the national posters as an appendix to the NL report. All agreed.

It was noted that the posters have an effective publication date of May 2008. Some partner countries received additional data after the posters had been produced, so the national reports will have slightly different data than the posters. It was agreed that the posters would not be changed, as they have been available for download for some weeks. Any new web pages which include the posters will indicate this date.

National reports 
1. The national reports in national languages should be produced as formal, bound reports. 
2. The national reports in English translation do not need to be formally laid out, as these will be published on the website, not as printed reports.

3. The unified design of front and back covers should be used for national language reports, and Conor will provide digital versions of these for each partner.
4. ISBN or ISSN numbers may be used if partners wish, but are not essential.
5. KA will write a sentence for all to incorporate in their national reports. This will provide a cross-reference to the transnational report, which will therefore allow a link to all other project reports.

6. All partners must include this sentence and cross-reference to the transnational report in the final versions of their reports.

7. Each partner should decide how best to bind their report. It is not necessary for all the reports to have the same binding.

8. Style and layout of the report text is for each partner to decide. Photos may be used, but this is for each partner to decide.

9. All partners must provide KA with five bound copies of their reports in national languages by 30 September 2008. These will be part of the products of the project and therefore some of these copies will be submitted to Ecotec. (English translations are to be submitted in digital format, not on paper or bound.)
PP asked KA to provide feedback on the English translation of the national report, so any necessary amendments can be made.


	KA, by 11 July (17)

All, as soon as relevant (18)

All, by 30 September (19)

	
	The meeting closed for the day at 17:00.

	


	
	Day 2, 5 July 2008 

MG rejoined the meeting.

Clarification of the different project ‘reports’.

Products of the project include

1. National reports on the project in each partner country, by national partners, in national language and translated into English

2. Transnational report by KA summarising the results from all countries and identifying significant issues, in English, to be translated into all national languages

3. Posters, both digital and laminated paper copies

4. Website

The project documentation includes

5. The 6 month report to Ecotec completed by KA covering the financial details and progress for the first 6 months of the project

6. The 12 month report to Ecotec completed by KA covering the financial details and progress for the first 12 months of the project (including the period covered by the six-month report) and submitted in December 2007

7. The 24 month report to Ecotec to be completed by KA after the end of the project in November 2008. This will cover the whole 24 months of the project, including the periods covered by the 6 month and 12 month reports.

8. The series of Progress / Highlight reports which KA aims to request every 3 months. Two remain, one covering work to the end of June 2008, and the final one to cover work from July to the end of September 2008.

9. The External evaluation reports completed by RE, based in part on the evaluation of progress documents requested from partners. One interim report has been completed, a second interim report is to be completed soon, and there will be a final report after the end of the project.

	

	12

	Administration and project documentation

Documents required by Ecotec, the Leonardo da Vinci UK agency
There is only one more report for KA to complete. This is the end-of-project report for all 24 months of the project. This will cover what we did in the project compared with what we intended to do at the start, and what was spent on the project compared with what was originally intended to be spent on the project. This report, together with the products of the project – the national and transnational reports, the posters, the website – will be assessed by Ecotec. The project will then receive a mark out of 10 for the product and for the finances.

The scoring system used is such that any score of 5 or more means that the project is very good. Most projects score 5 or 6, scores of 7 or 8 are achievable, there have been very few to score 9, and no project has ever scored 10.

The reasons for projects not achieving scores of 7, 8 or 9 generally include

· Spending not being as planned
· The products of the project not being as planned

· Valorisation not being good enough, not as wide-ranging as possible. 
NB Ecotec do now understand that much of the valorisation for this project will take place after the end of September 2008.
There are penalties for lower scores. If a project scores 3 or 4, Ecotec will remove 50% of the costs for personnel. This would be 50% of costs over the whole project, not just of the final payment. If a project scores 1 or 2, they remove or claim back 100% of the personnel costs over the whole project. (This would be for an extremely bad project.)

Therefore, we must make sure that the 24 month report is correct and contains all necessary information. This is likely to take some time, and will include requests from KA for information and in some cases for clarification, as for the 6 month and 12 month reports. KA aims to submit the 24 month report around 30 November (the final formal deadline is 30 December). This means that the final payment is not expected before 2009.
We may consider that the project is doing well, and that it therefore should score well. However, the previous Leonardo-funded project which KA coordinated, Training the trainers with partners from UK, NL and FR scored just 5, despite being successful and having a lot of positive outcomes. 

The project will be assessed by Ecotec, by an independent assessor and by assessors in Brussels.

The financial reports of project usually do not present problems, but it is necessary to demonstrate that all the money has been spent. Spending more than the budgets is permitted, but no additional money will be available from the Leonardo da Vinci programme, so any overspend would need to be covered from individual partner organisation budgets.
The 24 month report will include the same valorisation and spending questions as the 12 month report, but covering all 24 months of the project. If something was omitted from the 12 month report, it can still be included in the 24 month report.

KA will request the information for the 24 month report around 20-31 October 2008, after the end of the project. All partners are expected to provide this information and respond to any queries, even though this is after any Leonardo-funded work can take place. The information needed will be discussed at the September partner meeting. Information will be needed both in digital form with scanned receipts and on paper with appropriate signatures.
In addition to the financial information, the project assessment will include the national and transnational reports, the website, valorisation activities undertaken by partners, and the external evaluation reports. The five copies of the national reports in national languages which KA has requested include those required for the project assessment. No paper copies of the report in English will be required.
KA will archive the project management documentation which is currently on the website, but will leave the map, the reports, the transnational report and the posters available for download in perpetuity.

Projects may be audited. One third of Leonardo da Vinci funded projects have an internal audit, which is carried out at Ecotec. One tenth of projects are audited at the project office, in our case this would be at the IFA office. 


	

	
	Internal project documentation
KA needs the next Highlight / Progress reports covering work to the end of June 2008 from all partners. The UK report is available on the website.
A final Highlight / Progress report will be needed at the end of the project covering work from July to September. This will be required in October with the information for the 24 month report.

	All, by 21 July (20)

	13
13a
	Financial reporting
Reporting so far
Two formal financial reports have been completed so far: the 6 month report and the 12 month report. 

An update financial report from each partner is needed by the end of July. This should cover work from the start of the project to the end of June 2008.


	All, by 31 July (21)

	13b
	Reporting at the end of the project 
The information for the 24 month report will include everything spent from September 2006 to the end of September 2008. KA will provide blank spreadsheets with columns for this information as before. Corrections to the previous reports can be included – please indicate these in some way for KA’s benefit.
KA will need evidence for each partner’s actual expenditure. This means that if part of the work was estimated to take 20 days, but actually took 30 days, the information for the 24 month report should say 30 days. The financial reports can show excessive expenditure, but all must understand that no extra funds will be received.
The adjustments to payments to cover expenditure by one partner on behalf of others will be made in the final payments. This includes additional costs incurred by partners which hosted meetings, the costs of production of the posters for WAC and the additional costs to the BE partner for double translation (from Flemish into English and Flemish). Payments to partners which did not host a meeting and which did not pay for posters will be reduced. KA has information on meetings 1-4 and will request information about the Dublin meeting and posters. He will report back to all partners about the financial adjustment at the end of July.
CMcD reported verbally at the meeting that the Dublin accommodation costs were €68 per person per night, and that the posters were approximately €38 each. MG noted that following a suggestion from CMcD the overall cost of the Dublin meeting had been reduced by changing the venue to UCD rather than the proposed meeting room in the city centre.

Partner budgets
Each partner’s overall budget includes money from the Leonardo da Vinci fund, and money/resources from national partners. The financial reports which KA needs must include all money/resources from both Leonardo and from national sources. The reports should not list Leonardo and national money/resources separately, but add these together under each heading. 
EA emphasised the need to have the information on adjustments to the budgets as soon as possible.

KA clarified for CN that the host partners have kept the receipts for expenditure incurred for the whole group during meetings. Guest partners only need to demonstrate expenditure which they incurred themselves. For example, at the Leuven meeting, the host partner paid for most of the meals, and will present the appropriate receipts covering all participants. Individual partners paid for their accommodation, and will need to present receipts for this, and include it in their own country’s expenditure.

Reporting personnel
The original project budgets used standard EU figures for the daily costs of Managers, Researchers and Administrative staff. KA needs all partners to give him the actual costs of staff when they give him the information for the 24 month report, as well as the actual number of days spent. 
KA confirmed that CN need only provide documentation of the € spent on staff, rather than € and time, given that she is not permitted to know the cost of some who have worked on the project.

Budget headings – staff costs / production / travelling etc
Although the original project budgets were separated out by country, when the project is assessed, the total figures for all staff costs, production, travelling etc will be what is considered. Money can be moved from one heading to another within the total project budget up to 10% or €5000, but if more than this is moved between headings KA must have approval from Ecotec. Therefore, all partners must let him know what money has been moved between the different budget headings.
Subcontracting
The ‘subcontracting’ budget heading is different from the ‘staff costs’ heading, and in some ways this is less complex. There is no need to record the number of days spent on the task, or the daily rate, or the different levels of staff on the task. All that is required is proof of the original contract to produce a product, the product itself, the invoice from the subcontractor, and proof that the invoice has been paid. Moving money in or out of the subcontracting budget heading is different from moving money between other headings. KA will need a formal request if money is to be moved out of subcontracting. Leonardo prefers partners to be doing the work themselves, rather than subcontracting it to others. EL, IE and CY are almost all subcontracted, and in the context of the project overall this is OK.
Translation is very often carried out by subcontractors.

PP noted that in EL translation can very often be carried out similarly to photocopying, so there will not be a contract, just an invoice for translation of 5 pages of text. KA responded that this was unusual, but this form of documentation would be sufficient.

Overheads
The total budget in the project proposal to Leonardo has a heading named ‘overheads’, which amounts to 6%–7% of each partner’s budget. This is not real money for partners to spend, however. No money should appear in partners’ financial reports under ‘overheads’.

KW asked what to do about the proportion of her staff costs which she would normally call ‘overheads’, which for this project do not include a profit element, but do include the overheads of providing heating, lighting etc for members of staff. KA said that these costs could be included, and that it does not matter if the daily rate of staff is considerably more than the budget figures. KW will recalculate the figures and give them to KA to check.

	KA, by 31 July (22)

	
	Please note 
All budgeted money from Leonardo da Vinci must have been spent before 30 September 2008. Any expenditure made after that date cannot be refunded, and will be deducted from the final payment.
Subcontractors need to submit their final invoices in time for payments to have been made by partners before 30 September, or these amounts will not be included in the final payment from Leonardo da Vinci.


	

	14
	Valorisation
All partners have undertaken or are planning a range of valorisation activities, including presentations at conferences or workshops, posters, reports, and the project website. These have a wide range of target audiences, often archaeologists, but others as well. The national and transnational reports will be the most significant valorisation product, and who these are sent to is information which should be recorded as valorisation activity. Any letters sent to ministers, or any political interest also counts as valorisation. Valorisation will also continue after the end of the project.
KA asked all to send him a list of all valorisation activities undertaken so far from the start of the project to the day the list is compiled. Not the valorisation plan, just a list, which is needed by Ecotec as an interim statement. It is not necessary to update the valorisation plans.
At the end of the project a full account of valorisation will form part of the final reporting. This will need to include what was done, and who were the audience or recipients.

MG asked for a pdf version of the article published in The Archaeologist about the project in IE when this is available.
MG asked whether the digital posters could be put on the EAA website. All agreed. It was noted that the link should include the publication date of the posters.

The project website would change at the end of the project, so the map, the national and transnational reports, the outlines of archaeology and the posters would be available, but not the project documentation. The website will be available in perpetuity.

AP noted that there is a web page for this project on the website of the Union of Greek Archaeologists (Syllogos Ellinon Archaiologon).

KA asked all to email him with web links to any web pages about the project. He will add these to the project website.
KA reported that he had discussed the nature of valorisation for this project with Ecotec, and had explained to them that much would follow the end of the project. They understand this, and are interested in what we are doing.

	All, by 18 July (23)

KA, by 15 August (24)

All as relevant, by 18 July (25)

KA, by 25 July (26)

	15
	Cost and staffing review
VP reported that the last payment had been received by the University in SI in US $, not in €, so was significantly less than it should have been.
KA asked VP to email him about this, and he will then ask the bank to make the necessary changes. 


	VP, 11 July (27)

KA, 14 July (28)

	16
	Change requests
This agenda item is for formal requests to the Leonardo da Vinci agency. Three types of request could, in theory, be considered: 
· Changes to the overall budget, to increase or decrease the total amount

· Changes to the timetable, eg to ask for more time to complete the project 

· Changes between overall budget headings of more than 10% or €5000

KA proposed that no changes to the budget were needed, and all agreed.
RE asked whether it achievable to complete the remaining work in the three months left to the project. KA responded that the timetable was tight, but could be achieved. If a Contract Amendment Request Form for a formal change to the timetable were needed, this would have to be submitted before the end of August. The meeting noted that it would not be possible for all to agree such a change in August due to summer holidays. 

KA emphasised that the project could be achieved in the remaining time. All agreed that it would be vital to keep to timetable for the remainder of the project.
KW asked whether partners would have the opportunity to check the translation into national languages of the transnational report. This would be important, to ensure that any translators who are not specialists in this area do not introduce errors or confusion.

KA said that partners would have this opportunity.

The meeting discussed the implications of this for the project timetable, as it might prove difficult for some partners to check the translation if away carrying out fieldwork, or on holiday. MG suggested asking for a short extension to the timetable, as a contingency, in case difficulties arise. KA responded that the transnational report would be short, around 10,000 words, would therefore be achievable within the time, and would not be a huge task for translators.
CMcD emphasised the need for all to check the national report covers he will be sending out, as soon as possible as he will not be available in August (see Action point 9, agenda item 2 above).
VP noted that it will be necessary to move money from the subcontracting budget to the staff budget for SI. KA asked her to email with a formal request, which he will then formally accept.


	All, as relevant (29)
VP, 11 July (30)

KA, 14 July (31)

	17

	Team and meeting management (including date and venue of next meeting)
Meeting 6, Malta, 17 September 2008
The next meeting will take place during the EAA conference in Valletta, 16-21 September 2008. 
As this meeting will not have a host partner, all are to arrange their own accommodation and transport. 

Attendance at the conference could be a valid valorisation activity, if partners wish. KA would recommend enabling project researchers to attend the final meeting and EAA. ML noted that Kristine will not be able to attend the meeting as she is getting married in September.

KA has already booked his own accommodation, and asked RE and JC to arrange their own accommodation as well as travel for the meeting and EAA as relevant. IFA can be invoiced in advance of the meeting should this be needed.

MG asked whether maintaining the DISCO network after September could be considered a valid valorisation activity. KA responded that it could.

There will not be an entire session at EAA devoted to the project now. DISCO will be included in the half-day session being organised by KA with Elin Dalen, Terje Hovland and Mark Spanjer, titled: From the cradle to the horizon: the Valletta Convention and the future of European archaeology. KA will give one paper about the project as a whole, but there will not be papers about the project in each country. 

The DISCO posters have not yet been booked in to the conference. MG will contact the conference organisers to arrange space for the posters.

MG offered to take all the posters to Malta. All thanked her.

All will discuss by email whether to hold a formal end-of-project meal in Malta, possibly on 16 September, the evening before the meeting.

MG agreed to investigate booking a room for the meeting. This would be part of the EAA contribution to the project, given that EAA is a full partner with a budget.

It was not clear whether the sessions being organised by KA, by MG and KW, and by ML would clash with the meeting date. This will need to be checked.

KA agreed to act as contact person during the meeting. He will be arriving on Saturday 13 September, and will contact all in advance to check where people will be staying, and to let them know where the meeting will be held.


	RE, JC, by 1 September (32)
MG, by 7 July (33)

MG, September (34)

All, by 15 August (35)

MG, by 18 July (36)

MG? KA? as soon as possible (37)

KA, August, September (38)

	18
18a

18b

	AOB (any other business)
KA summarised the political issue which had arisen in AT as a result of the survey (see agenda item 7 above). MG suggested that members of EAA from AT might bring the matter to the attention of the EAA board. KA gave his opinion that it would not be appropriate for DISCO to comment.
Future projects

KA raised the possibility of repeating this project in the future. This would allow trend data to be compared and contrasted. It would strengthen and support this transnational network. Other countries could be brought in, such as Spain, Portugal, Poland and Italy, each of which have expressed interest. One of the tasks for Work Package V is to recommend repetition of the project. It is not possible to work out the details of submitting a bid for funding at this stage, as this would be too far ahead.
RK suggested further investigation of some of the issues which this project has identified. For example, other than language, the project has identified a range of blocks to mobility between countries, including some which could be addressed through training. 

MG suggested that this might fit in with ‘Networks of Excellence’. This funds projects from EU resources through the ‘Sixth Framework Programme’ (FP6) which is a ‘framework programme for research and technological development’ contributing to a ‘European Research Area’ (see http://cordis.europa.eu/fp6/whatisfp6.htm).
KA asked all to look into future potential projects and sources of funding.

	All, as relevant (39)

	18c

18d

18e

18f

18g

18h
	CN asked whether it was necessary for the core data to be presented separately from the national reports. KA answered that the national reports would be sufficient.

PP asked when the minutes would be produced.

RE responded that the Action points would be circulated as soon as possible after the meeting and that the minutes would follow soon afterwards. She apologised for the delay in circulating the Leuven minutes.

AP asked whether partners would have to pay for the translation of the transnational report. KA answered that this was part of IFA’s budget, not partners’ budgets.

ML noted that BE as a single entity might cease to exist in the future, which could affect his involvement in any future project. The results of the survey have clearly demonstrated separation between two parts of the country.
MG noted that the WAC poster session from the project had had a huge impact. KA’s paper on the project in her session had been well-received, and was well-attended. DISCO had generated interest worldwide, from Australia for example. The current and former WAC presidents have expressed interest. Credit was due to KA and to IFA for organising the project. On behalf of EAA she formally acknowledged KA for initiating the project.
Mobile telephone numbers to allow contact in Malta will be circulated in the form of an updated version of the contacts list.

	RE, by 11 July (40)

	
	Close and thanks
KA thanked all for attending the meeting, for their contributions to the discussions, and for their patience throughout. He acknowledged and thanked those for whom English is not their first language for their efforts in speaking and listening to the meeting in English.
KA thanked RE for taking the minutes of the meeting.

KA thanked the local organisers, IAI, UCD, MG, CMcD and PLP for their work in setting up the meeting, arranging meals, and providing help and support throughout.

All thanked KA for chairing the meeting and coordinating the project.

The meeting closed at 13:13 on 6 July 2008.


	


Appendix 1: EU statistics
	Country 
	Population (millions) 
	Surface area (1000 km²) 
	People per km²

	
	2005 data
	2001 data
	

	Belgium (BE) 
	10.4
	30.5
	341.0

	Czech Republic (CZ) 
	10.2
	78.9
	129.3

	Denmark (DK) 
	5.4
	43.1
	125.3

	Germany (DE) 
	82.5
	357.0
	231.1

	Estonia (EE) 
	1.3
	45.2
	28.8

	Greece (EL) 
	11.1
	131.6
	84.3

	Spain (ES) 
	38.2
	504.8
	75.7

	France (FR) 
	60.6
	544.0
	111.4

	Ireland (IE) 
	4.0
	70.3
	56.9

	Italy (IT) 
	58.5
	301.3
	194.2

	Cyprus (CY) 
	0.7
	9.3
	75.3

	Latvia (LV) 
	2.3
	64.6
	35.6

	Lithuania (LT) 
	3.4
	65.3
	52.1

	Luxembourg (LU) 
	0.5
	2.6
	192.3

	Hungary (HU) 
	10.1
	93.0
	108.6

	Malta (MT) 
	0.4
	0.3
	1333.3

	Netherlands (NL) 
	16.3
	33.9
	480.8

	Austria (AT) 
	8.2
	83.9
	97.7

	Poland (PL) 
	38.2
	312.7
	122.2

	Portugal (PT) 
	10.5
	91.9
	114.3

	Slovenia (SI) 
	2.0
	20.3
	98.5

	Slovakia (SK) 
	5.4
	49.0
	110.2

	Finland (FI) 
	5.2
	304.5
	17.1

	Sweden (SE) 
	9.0
	410.9
	21.9

	United Kingdom (UK) 
	60.0
	243.8
	246.1


Source: official EU website, accessed 07 February 2007:

http://europa.eu/abc/keyfigures/sizeandpopulation/howbig/index_en.htm

http://europa.eu/abc/keyfigures/sizeandpopulation/howmany/index_en.htm

� Abbreviations used for all references to individuals are shown in brackets after their names


� Standard abbreviations will be used for all references to countries, see Appendix 1
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