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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
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
Conor McDermott (CMcD) University College Dublin on behalf of Institute of Archaeologists of Ireland, Ireland
Margaret Gowen (MG) Institute of Archaeologists of Ireland, Ireland
Karen Waugh (KW) Vestigia, Netherlands
Vesna Pintarič (VP) Univerza v Ljubljani, Slovenia
Gregor Bajc (GB) Univerza v Ljubljani, Slovenia
Katja Uršič (KU) Univerza v Ljubljani, Slovenia
Danica Staššíková-Štukovská (DSS) Archaeological Institute of Slovak Academy of Sciences
Rachel Edwards (RE) Project Evaluator – Arboretum Archaeological Consultancy, United Kingdom
Apologies were received from:

Dirk Krausse (DK) Verband der Landesarchaeologen in der BRD, Germany
Despo Pilides (DP) Department of Antiquities, Ministry of Communications and Works, Cyprus
Predrag Novaković (PN) Univerza v Ljubljani, Slovenia (attended briefly to welcome partners to Ljubljana)
John Collis (JC) Project Consultant, United Kingdom
Anthony Harding (AH) European Association of Archaeologists, Czech Republic (represented by MG)

	

	
	Day 1 17 September 2007

KA welcomed all to the meeting and thanked PN and VP for hosting us in Ljubljana. PN attended briefly to welcome all to the Univerza v Ljubljani.
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	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. Now completed for IE
, CY, CZ, SK and BE; drafts or awaiting translation for EL and DE; UK, NL and SI not started. 
These will be needed both in English and in national languages.

‘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 by 15 November, translated into English by 15 January. 
KA to request generic background data about each country, to facilitate understanding between different countries, and to allow the nature of the archaeological profession in each country to be understood in context. He will also provide the data for the UK, as an example. All to provide this data by 15 January.
KA to revise and circulate contact details for all project leaders and researchers in partner countries.
KA to provide a € £ conversion rate for the census date being used for the IE questionnaire.

KA to provide DP with copies of receipts submitted following the Reading meeting.


	All, as required, by 15 October
All by 15 November, and 15 January

KA, by 15 October

All, by 15 January

KA, by 30 Sept
KA by 2 October

KA by 15 October
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	Review of purpose (why we are doing the project)

The purpose of the project was reviewed briefly for those who had not been present at previous meetings. This is described on page 16 of the full project proposal (available from the project website), which 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.
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	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, 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. 

Action points from the Athens meeting relating to generic background data for each country, and to the ‘job description’ for who is an archaeologist, are included in 2 above.
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	Review of partnership and roles
The partnership now has a new member: Slovakia has been able to take the place of Malta, as no organisation there was able to make the necessary commitment to the project. All welcomed DSS, the representative from Slovakia.

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.

MG noted that the purpose of the report in the national countries may not entirely match the requirements of the European project. In IE there may be two separate reports, as national agency requires something different from the overall European project.
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	Interim report (6 month) to the UK National Agency 
The schedule for formal progress reports on the project to the UK National Agency for the Leonardo da Vinci programme is for an Interim report after the first six months (from the formal start date of October 2006), a  Progress report after twelve months, and a Final report at the end of the project, 24 months after the start.
The submission of the Interim report covering work up to 31 March 2007 was delayed, but the report has now been accepted by Ecotec, which produced a formal Assessment Summary of the Interim report. This was circulated by email in advance of the meeting. The Assessment Summary assesses the project’s activities and finances, and uses a grading system of ‘red’, ‘orange’ and ‘green’, where green means no problems, orange means some issues and potential problems can be identified, and red means that there are serious problems. The Activities of the overall project after the first six months were classed by the assessors as ‘orange’. The greatest weaknesses were considered to be the initial delay to the project, the loss of the Maltese partner, a lack of clear financial monitoring systems, and an unclear valorisation plan. Strengths were the good partnership, which is working well together, the website which was developed early and allows communication between partners, and the external evaluation of the project. Finances were assessed as ‘green’.
The conclusions of the assessment were discussed.
KA agreed with the strengths and weaknesses identified.

CMcD pointed out that of the weaknesses identified, whilst some can be addressed, others are part of the history of the project, and cannot be changed.

MG noted that at this point in the project there is a real need for some partners to accelerate their progress to achieve the project targets.

KA emphasised that the 12-month Progress report will contain much more than the Interim report did. He will be instituting new arrangements for monitoring progress, discussed later in the meeting.

RE queried the relationship between the official review points at 6 months, 12 months and 24 months and the actual project timetables, which differ from the intended timetable established before the start of the project. KA confirmed that the UK agency accepts the actual timetables of the projects in the partner countries.

KA also reported on his meeting with the UK agency. The Ecotec representatives were impressed by the range of countries and agencies involved in the project. Archaeology fits in well with the social and environmental themes of the Leonardo programme. They discussed bureaucratic problems with the detail of reporting, but were impressed overall.
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	Progress/highlight reports
Progress in each partner country was summarised verbally. 
KA will produce a revised proforma for the written highlight reports. This will include the red/orange/green codes described above to indicate serious problems (red), some issues or problems (orange), and no problems (green). All partners will produce written progress/highlight reports in English and email these to KA by 7 October.

UK
KA reported that IFA had been successful in obtaining funding from national agencies to start the project in the UK. The mailing list and questionnaire were complete, and questionnaires were being mailed out at the time of the meeting. The deadlines were 26 October for paper responses and 9 November for emailed replies. The UK report will be finalised by the end of March. Although the project had started late, the aim is to have caught up by the next DISCO meeting.
NL

KW reported that work had not started as early as anticipated, but the delay has meant that the project timing fits in with external changes. New monument legislation has just come into force, with significant implications for how archaeologists work. There is now a very strict permit system, and all organisations must have applied for a new permit by 15 October 2007. Informal discussions with agencies have taken place. Formal letters are going out asking for responses and comments on the draft questionnaire. The mailing list is complete. The aim is to send the questionnaires out in early October, so the response period will coincide with the national conference at the beginning of November. Review and analysis will take place after Christmas, work will be finished in April. In addition to the aims of the overall project, the NL survey will contribute to other objectives within the country, which have different timescales.
EL
PP reported that data collection had begun. The mailing list was compiled, and questionnaires were distributed between early June and August. The deadline for replies was 31 August, but as this proved unreasonable in some cases, it is intended to extend this to the end of October, or later for individual returns. Analysis of data will begin in October.
The Valorisation strategy is still to be completed. The best times for project promotion are autumn, winter and spring, not summer.

The Minister of Culture has now signed the agreement to pay the national contribution, which is welcome news, as the Syllogos has been funding the project to date.

There has been a delay in contracting a translator.

PP listed the products of the project and the aims before the Dublin meeting. One specific aim is to conduct interviews with representatives from key organisations. It will be important for future projects to include more interviews, as these produce different kinds of information. KA agreed, noting that interviews produce quality information, which enhances quantity information which is typically produced by the questionnaire approach.
It was also noted that the types of organisations employing archaeologists in Greece are very diverse, as some are employed as guides, or in publishing houses etc.

IE
CMcD reported that the address list had been prepared in late spring. This had uncovered around 30% more than anticipated. The database was designed, questionnaires were circulated, and are being returned now. Responses tend to be reticent about income data. Of the 180 organisation questionnaires sent out, at least half are to self-employed individuals. The response rate has been about 30-40%, with non-responses tending to be from self-employed individuals. Around 300 follow-up phone calls had been made, targeting significant respondents. Database queries to link to the report will make it possible to accept late responses. Hoping to do some qualitative work alongside the survey, eg to users of archaeologists. Queried what to do when respondents are wrong, eg corporate members of IAI being unaware that this means that their organisations do have quality standards. 
Universities and teaching institutions have been slow to respond; it is hoped to use the October conference to encourage responses.

CY
Questionnaires have been designed and were sent out at the beginning of July, with a deadline of 15 September. 3 replies have been received so far, so EA has been contacting organisations by phone. The deadline has been extended into October. It has been necessary to translate the questionnaire into English for English-speaking individuals and organisations. The next stage will be to design the database.
The outline of the profession has been completed. The valorisation plan is being enriched. Data will be gathered from applications for a post in the Department of Antiquities – this will provide additional information about those seeking employment. 70 applicants applied for the single post – there are only 15 such posts in total in CY. The applicants are currently in other jobs, in other countries, and would not be available to the survey in any other way.
CZ
Questionnaires sent out in May to 136 organisations. 85 returned by the end of August, around 60%. Weak return from universities, especially the large ones, partly due to holidays. In October will repeat the mailing to these organisations. Data collection will be complete by the end of October, and this will be followed by analysis. Some small museums have included data for all staff, not just archaeologists and support staff, so it will be necessary to make relevant adjustments from the post profile data. Most questions have been answered, but there are frequently gaps relating to salaries.

The valorisation plan is complete and has been sent to KA. A project website will be set up which will link to the main project website. Preliminary results are ready, JF will email these to KA.
SK
Project only just started. Questionnaires being prepared. DSS not optimistic about rate of response, but is incorporating this into her programme. Summary of the profession in SK completed, read out to meeting. Estimates number of archaeologists as around 200, not all licensed. Commercial archaeology is very new, only instituted two years ago. Now there are 3 commercial organisations.
MG had to leave the meeting for EAA, 12:45

BE
Archaeology works differently in each of the three autonomous regions. Recent legislation has changed how things work.
Flanders – 400 questionnaires sent out, including to individuals no longer permitted to work in archaeology. 90 responses, mostly enthusiastic. Questionnaires sent to professional archaeologists, to amateur archaeologists, to institutes, services and other organisations. The responses to individual questionnaires will be very important.

Walloon – here the profession is centralised, and ML needed formal approval from the Director General. This was achieved in the summer, although the current DG retires on 1 November. He did suggest that the Grand Duchy of Luxembourg could usefully be included in the project. ML has made an appointment with his successor, who has already commented that the questionnaire is too long. The questionnaire will be translated into French for this region.

Brussels is more straightforward, and work here is progressing well.

Overall the project is progressing more or less as planned, but the regional differences mean that effectively two projects are being undertaken, not one.

SI
Questionnaires and database are complete. Around 60 questionnaires have been returned, representing a 50% response rate, with an extended deadline to increase this. The personal questionnaire caused most problems. The intention is to review the questionnaires received, and then plan for personal meetings. Student questionnaires will be distributed in October when the academic year starts. The team are still searching for archaeology graduates to determine where those with an initial training are now.
DE
First phase of data collection about to finish. 435 questionnaires sent out, 85 received, about 20% return, although it is a national characteristic to exceed deadlines, so CN is hopeful of a better response. The first phase was by email, the second phase will be by post. At a big annual conference in June, federal state archaeologists were encouraged to respond. CN will be following up these contacts.

Two organisations have sent incognito responses, and CN is trying to establish where these are from. 
Of the questionnaires for which data has been entered, nobody has filled in any disability data. At present CN is uncertain whether this means that there are no disabled archaeologists, or whether the question was unanswered.

There is more work to do on the database design, probably changing from Excel to Access.

The summary of the profession is complete, and the job description, both in German, awaiting translation.

Next steps are questionnaire reminders and data entry. The intention is to get federal summaries of the profession from the federal archaeologists.

Commercial archaeology is new to Germany. Not all the federal archaeologists are aware that commercial archaeologists are working in their areas.

Highlight reports

When KA receives the highlight reports, these will be posted on the website.

It was agreed that there was a long gap in the programme between now and the next meeting in June/July in Dublin, and that therefore it would be helpful to add two additional highlight reports. The first of these will cover work to the end of December, and is due by 15 January 2008, and the second will cover work to the end of March and will be due by 15 April 2008. 

There was initial discussion of the potential for holding an additional meeting, as there was a general consensus that it was a long time until the Dublin meeting. The long gap coincides with the data analysis stage for most partners when it would be useful to be able to meet and compare results.

	KA, by 30 September

All partners, 
by 7 October
KA as reports are received
All partners by 15 January 2008

& 15 April 2008
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	Evaluation
8a Project Evaluator’s report
RE gave a short verbal report, apologising for the lack of a written report on the first stage of the project. This will be produced and circulated shortly.

8b Reports by partners
Project partners evaluated the progress of projects, according to the precirculated proforma questions:

1 Evaluation of progress within each partner country: 

1.1 Has the project got as far as you expected it to by this time; what worked as expected; what did not work as well; what worked better than expected?

1.2 What problems were encountered, if any; why did they occur; what impact will problems have; will this affect what you hope to achieve by the next meeting in June 2008; is there anything you can do to make sure problems do not recur?

1.3 Have you progressed further than you expected to by this time, with the project as a whole, or with part of the project; what impact will this have?

2 Evaluation of the overall transnational project; any comments on management and communication and how these have worked since the last meeting; any suggestions for how these might be improved.

3 Any comments on the evaluation process so far.

4 Any other relevant information.

NL
1  Delay has partly been caused by difficulties with getting the partner resources which had been promised to the project. Composing the questionnaire was straightforward, the mailing list was easy to compile. 
Significant legislative changes meant that it was better to distribute the questionnaire now, rather than earlier. The impact of the changes may result in some degree of questionnaire fatigue. 

2  The significance of the overall project may ultimately be small in NL, given the restrictions on who is permitted to work in the country. Transnational mobility is restricted by the licensing system.

EL
1.1  The questionnaire responses are coming in late, due to the late circulation of questionnaires, due to the late start to the project.

1.2  The problem with securing the national contribution has now been resolved. Summer holidays coincided with data collection, then when the forest fires were affecting many areas of Greece, protection of sites became the priority. This was followed by general elections, which affected all public services. The deadline for responses has been extended by two months in mitigation. Work in September and October will be intensified, data collection will continue in parallel with data analysis, and as a result the overall timetable will be maintained.

2  KA has been managing the project efficiently; email communication has been good; the web site is helpful and informative.

CY
1.1 The questionnaire was circulated on time, but there is concern about the response rate – 3 of 18 received to date. 
1.2  Problems include the lack of responses, the lack of response from the ministry. CY is not accustomed to questions of this sort. Personal contact will be one way to encourage responses. Data collection will continue in parallel with analysis.

2  The overall project seems to be going OK, the website is helpful.

CZ
1.1  Progress has been as expected; there has been enough time to chase up missing responses.

1.2  The main problem at the moment is with data omitted from the responses received.

2  No problems with management or communication; the project website is helpful.

SK
Evaluation is not relevant as SK only joined the project at the beginning of September.

BE
1  The strongly federal nature of BE resulted in delay with starting the project in the Walloon region, as formal support was required from the Director General. The different systems in the different regions may mean that separate reports will be required.

Changes in archaeology over the last 20 years have been more profound than ML was initially aware of. 

ML is concerned about the extent to which the data will be representative, and about the high expectations which some have of the project in BE.

SI
1  The project has not got as far as expected, as VP has not had as much time to work on the project as she hoped. Responses have been received but are coming in slowly. On track for review and analysis. Directors of museums seem to have found it difficult to understand the meaning of the project. 

It has taken some time to compile the outline of the profession, due to delays in receiving information from other agencies.

2  Overall communication is good. Better use could perhaps be made of the website.
DE
1  There have been fewer responses than expected, and also incomplete responses have been received – eg just 2 of 8 pages returned. Now back on schedule after delays reported previously. Database design has proved more difficult than expected.

2  It will be helpful to have the additional progress reports suggested, as this will assist internal project monitoring. 

The delayed payment led to pressure from the financial director. Otherwise, communication and management generally OK. 

IE

1  Some parts of project progressing well, others behind schedule, but the project has been structured to allow for problems and avoid wasting time, and some tasks can easily overlap one another. 
2  It will be good to have more encouragement and requests for information. It is good to hear that all partners are having similar problems.

UK as project partner
1  The UK project is a little behind its projected schedule, but this will not affect its overall timetable. Although the project started late, the programme will catch up with the overall timetable over the next few months.
UK as project manager of the overall project
1.1  The overall project is behind its original schedule, but on time for the revised schedule. Meetings are working well. It has been more problematic getting the financial reports required by the funding body. The map on the website is better than expected, thanks to CMcD.

1.2  Financial delays have resulted from the problems with financial reporting.
1.3  The project has not got ahead of itself.

2  Need to improve communication, from KA to partners; between partners. Very happy with the rapid recruitment of SK as the tenth partner, many thanks to DSS.

3  The evaluation process is contributing well to the overall project
Action points
All to produce written evaluation reports for May to 30 September.

RE to produce second External evaluation report.

8c Feedback from Leonardo on monitoring and internal evaluation

Feedback from Leonardo after the visit to Reading identified a weakness in the project. The Leonardo representatives from Ecotec recommended that KA introduce regular monitoring of the project in each country. There was also little evidence of internal evaluation by partner countries of their own projects.
KA will institute monthly phone calls to each partner, early each month. He will email at the end of the previous month to agree a good time to call. These phone calls will check on expenditure, progress, valorisation and internal evaluation. 


	RE by 15 October

All partners by 15 October

RE by 
30 October

KA monthly emails and phone calls to all partners
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9a
	Process (how we will do the project)

Data collection
Details of data collection have been covered in previous meetings. Many partner countries are now at the stage of chasing up responses, and this process is country-specific.

ML noted that good data can be acquired without the need for questionnaires. Some topics can be considered ‘dangerous’ in some countries, but this need not be a problem for the project as a whole, as long as the same level of overall information is gained in all countries.
EA reported that in CY very few questionnaires have been sent out. She is working on other sources of data, covering three categories of archaeologists: archaeologists in archaeological employment, unemployed archaeologists, and archaeologists in non-archaeological employment.

KA responded that data about the second two categories will be significant additions to the project, although they lie outside the agreed core data. An additional chapter in the final report could focus on archaeologists who are unable to work in their country due to lack of opportunities.
CMcD is concerned that following the UK model of questionnaires to employers means that data about individuals is lost. It is not possible to carry out multivariate analysis of individuals, eg it will not be possible to interrogate the data about discrimination against disabled archaeologists, or to find out whether non-nationals are employed in low-status posts despite high level qualifications. 

KA responded that this data can only be obtained by surveying all individuals, and it was agreed early on in the project that this was not essential.

CMcD’s concern is that if the other countries are collecting this data, the data from IE will be below standard. 

ML reported that the BE questionnaire to employers asks about attitudes to employing nationals of other countries. There was some discussion on this point, as in some countries it would not be legal to ask this, nor to answer it other than positively. 
KA noted that even when precise data on issues such as discrimination against individuals or by employers cannot be obtained, it is possible to make inferences by identifying broader trends. 

Data on qualifications

In John Collis’ absence, KA informed partners that JC will be contacting them to collect information about qualifications in archaeology in each country. He will use the summaries and job descriptions currently in preparation, but will need additional information, especially about use of the Bologna system in universities.
JC will contact all partners initially by the end of December, and will need detailed information by May 2008

EA asked about software for data analysis and whether a model database could be made available. KA and RE responded that the 2002-03 project in UK had used Access and Excel to analyse data, but that samples would be unlikely to be useful, as the programmes were used in a very raw fashion, and data were coded for ease of data entry, with some data queries in Access exported to Excel for further analysis.

CMcD asked how core data should be presented – as percentages of estimated total archaeologists, or as percentages of actual numbers.

KA responded that partners should follow the example given in the UK 2002-03 report, where most data were presented as real numbers and percentages of real numbers. The estimated numbers were used only in a few places in the report. It will be important to show real numbers as well as estimated numbers, to make clear the basis for the estimates. These will principally apply to core data no. 2 ‘how many people work in archaeology’.

ML asked what data KA will need from partner countries for the overall project report. KA responded that he will need the core data, which will be in the partner country reports. 

After some discussion KA agreed to provide written guidance on how to present the core data statistics for the overall report. This will be discussed in more detail in the proposed January meeting.

KA emphasised that he does not want to receive copies of databases from partner countries.

The reports on projects in partner countries will need to be translated into English.
If KA needs additional information not in reports or in core data statistics, he will contact partner countries. It will be the responsibility of partners to ensure that this information can be provided by researchers up to the end of the overall project, even if individual researchers have completed their contracts.


	JC by end December 2007, all by May 2008

Action KA by January 2008

	9b
	Data analysis
Data analysis will be discussed in more detail at the proposed January meeting.
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	Administration and project documentation
cf Leonardo Visit Feedback Form, especially the table of immediate action points, reproduced below as Appendix 2, with added reference numbers in square brackets [ ] . The following points relate to administration and project documentation.
[4.02] The monthly phone calls from KA discussed earlier will provide the ‘clear monitoring and reporting system’ required.

[4.03] KA encouraged all to make more use of the website’s facility to allow comments. Following discussion, he will test it with different browsers, in addition to Mozilla Firefox, and soon Microsoft Internet Explorer. It was established that none of those present uses Macintosh computers, but the website will need to be compatible with these in future and for those outside the project. PP asked about having two levels of access to the website, one for project members, and a more general level for others. KA responded that he did not see that anything on the website could not be made public.
It was agreed that the document control grid should be used for documents posted on the website, so that dates of compilation and revision would be available.

KA intends the website to be available in perpetuity.

The partners’ reports will need eventually to be in English as well as the national languages, and the overall project report will need to be translated into all partner languages.

[4.04] The agreement with SK has been completed. The ‘CARF’ referred to is the ‘Contract Amendment Request Form’. This will not only now need to include SK instead of MT, but will include an earlier change to the contract with Ecotec. This relates to the sum of €5000 which was initially included to cover the bank guarantee originally requested by Ecotec, but was subsequently not required. The €5000 was therefore transferred from the budget heading ‘Other’ to ‘Consultants’. This change is a transfer of funds between budget headings, and will not add or remove funds from partners’ budgets. All agreed to this change. 
The meeting closed for the day at 17:20.

	

	11
	Financial reporting
Day 2, 18 September 2007

The second instalment of funds have now been received by IFA, following successful presentation of financial information for the first stage of the project to April 2007. KA has requested that funds be transferred to partners.

There have been some problems with financial reporting, for which KA apologised. Leonardo has changed the system, so invoices and receipts must now be submitted at each project stage, not just at the end of the whole project.

The Leonardo Visit Feedback Form requires some changes in financial and time reporting (see Appendix 2, table reproduced from Feedback form, with added reference numbers in square brackets). See [4.01], [4.11], [4.12] and [4.13].
[4.01], [4.11] KA will now be requesting information about expenditure on a monthly basis in his phone calls to partners. He will need to know how much has been spent, under the standard budget headings. He will email a form monthly, to allow this information to be summarised. Formal written financial reports and copies of receipts will be required on a quarterly basis, ie every 3 months. This must include staff costs on the project including both Leonardo and partner contributions. By the end of the project it is necessary to demonstrate that all the money from the project has been spent, or it will have to be paid back.

Those who are carrying out the project as part of their overall employment will need to produce timesheets as documentation of how much time has been spent on the project. Everything since 1 October 2006 should be included.
Everyone has reported to the end of March 2007. KA will need a report to the end of September 2007 and subsequently formal reports will be needed every 3 months.

The next report is to include all information including receipts and invoices from 1 October 2006 to 30 September 2007. Thereafter formal reports will be required every 3 months showing the cumulative, total amounts spent to the reporting date.
The meeting clarified the staff/sub-contractor status of those working on the project:

Staff

Sub-contractor

UK

KA

RE, JC

NL

KW

EL

PP, AK

CY

DP

EA

CZ

JF, MT

SK

DSS

BE

ML, assistant

SI

All

DE

All 

IE

MG??  CMcD

This raised two points: 
1) EA should not previously have been reported as staff. For internal reasons she has to be paid separately as a sub-contractor for this project work.
2) KA will check MG’s status, as she is not an employee of IAI, it is possible that she is also a subcontractor. 

Staff need to produce timesheets confirming time spent on the project, signed by the relevant superior. See [4.12].
Subcontractors do not need to produce timesheets. Copies of their invoices will be required, whether these are monthly, as in CY, or at set times in the project, as in UK, or at the end of the project for IE. See [4.13].
[4.13] It is very important to give KA the information for the actual hours and money spent.
KA will need invoices and receipts to be organised by quarter in future, and retrospectively for the year 1 October 2006 to 30 September 2007. The budget headings to be used are: 


Travel


Subsistence


ICT (information and computing technology)


Production – the cost of printing and binding the report

Subcontracting costs, including translation

Subcontractors’ travel receipts need to be provided.

The report for SK will be just for the month of September 2007, as the SK project started on 1 September.

EA asked whether her subcontractor status might be a problem, given that there is a limit to the budget for subcontractors. KA responded that this is an overall project limit, not by country, but that he will check what the total is.

KA requested that the copies of receipts should be scanned and then sent to him electronically. Please use graphic file formats (eg .jpg) rather than .pdf Adobe formats. Scans can be in black and white or colour, but need to be legible, eg 300dpi, rather than at very low resolutions. ML asked whether he could present .pdf files, as this is the output provided by the university. KA said this would be OK, but he would generally prefer graphics formats, if possible. 
Receipts and invoices can be provided in national languages and will not require translation.

Budget headings summarised:
At the start of each project each partner had a budget for each different budget heading. Some partners will need to transfer funds from ‘staff’ to ‘subcontracting’ headings. By the end of the project there must be evidence that the total budget for each heading has been spent. The ‘overheads’ heading is effectively imaginary. Travel and subsistence costs will be redistributed between partners, so additional resources will be transferred to each country which hosts a meeting. Later on in the project, if some countries have recorded less staff time, this can be transferred between countries.
It is not necessary to prove that the national partner contribution has been spent, just that each partner has done 100% of the planned work, of which Leonardo is paying for 47%.

Financial statements of staff costs must be the real cost to the partner, not the notional EC/Leonardo country rate which was used to calculate the cost to the project and which was shown in the original application.  This has to be demonstrated with timesheets, to show the amount of time spent, and proof of the amount that the person was paid in that period.

	Action all by 15 October, then every 3 months

KA by 31 October

KA by January 2008

	12
	Valorisation
This word is foreign to all of us, including those of us from the UK. Leonardo UK used to use the term ‘dissemination’, but now use the word ‘valorisation’, to include two aspects:
1)
Dissemination – telling others about what we have done (passive understanding of achievements and results of project)

2)
Making sure that what we have done is being used and exploited (active use of the project’s results) 

Partners have already provided simple, short valorisation plans. KA intended to use these to produce the overall valorisation strategy. However, Leonardo actually want more detailed valorisation plans, probably as a result of constant improvement to Leonardo processes.
cf Leonardo Visit Feedback Form, and the table of immediate action points, reproduced below as Appendix 2, with added reference numbers in square brackets [ ]. Points [4.03], [4.05], [4.06], [4.07], [4.08] and [4.09] are relevant to different aspects of project valorisation.
[4.03] The meeting has already discussed and agreed that the website is a valorisation tool for everyone. Partners are, however, at liberty to set up their own project websites as well.

[4.05] Results and impact, targeting policy makers in partner countries and at European level. This could include senior archaeologists, ministers, politicians. Ecotec will be able to advise us of policy meetings at EU level which project representatives could attend to influence policy makers. 

PP noted that in EL this aim can be achieved by sending the final report, including an Executive Summary, to senior people, including senior politicians.
EA noted that in CY a good way of influencing policy can be through personal contacts with good journalists. This can make a significant difference. The personal relationship is important though, as more than just a press release is required. 
KA noted that this aim is something to keep in mind as the project progresses, and once there are some results all will need to consider how these can be publicised at the highest levels.

In DE and UK annual meetings and conferences are a good means of targeting senior archaeologists.

PP noted that the EL Leonardo website contains guidance for valorisation.

All should check their national Leonardo websites for guidance in national languages.

[4.06] The meeting discussed the suggestion of possible product commercialisation, including IPR. 

All agreed 

· that the product/s of the project will not be commercialised

· that this would be counterproductive to the effective dissemination and uptake of the results.

[4.07] KA will work on a valorisation strategy for the project as a whole, on receipt of the valorisations plans from partners. Completion by 15 October.

[4.08] Leonardo logo must be included on the website and on all published materials. KA has already added it to the website. It should be used on letters to publicise the project, and must be included on the final report. The version circulated after the Athens meeting can be used. NB if the logo is not used when it should be, money can be taken back.
[4.09] Reporting of valorisation activity. KA will ask about valorisation activities undertaken when he makes the monthly phone calls. 

There is a table to use for the partner valorisation plan, which can be updated when new ideas occur or when events take place. This table asks for more information on why the activity was done and how you know it was successful. KA will email the blank form, and the completed UK version, to all partners. This must include the document control information and version numbers for ease of updating as new activities are carried out.

All should complete the form, including all activities already carried out, back to the official project start date of 1 October 2006.
Valorisation plan
This will include activities at WAC in Dublin. KA has submitted a proposal for a session, in collaboration with John Jamieson in US (sessions have to be proposed by people from 2 different countries). This has not been formally accepted, although KA is optimistic that it will be. KA asked all partners to consider giving papers. He will forward any emails about the session, including deadlines.
CMcD has reserved the poster session discussed previously. 1 panel per country. The poster sessions for Dublin will be made available as pdfs on the conference website before and after the conference. CMcD offered to design a blank proforma poster for partners to fill in for each country, and also offered to have the resulting posters printed in Dublin, if project funds could be transferred for this. He will liaise with KA over the draft. It will be good to include pictures of archaeologists working, but overall content will be up to partners.
Posters will be presented at WAC in English, but can be translated into national languages for other valorisation purposes. This would be particularly good for the website pdfs.

CN suggested considering other forms of publicity for the project, including T shirts, badges etc.

	All by January 2008

KA by 15 October

KA by 2 October

KA as relevant

KA and CMcD to liaise

	13
	Progress Report (12 month) to the UK Leonardo National Agency

This is the second report due to the agency – the first was the 6 month progress report, which covered activities to the end of March.

KA will be preparing this report based on information up to the end of September.

The meeting had already discussed and agreed monthly reporting, and written reports and financial summaries for April 1 to September 30. As soon as KA’s report is approved, the next slice of funds will be released. This may be as early as December, but it may take longer. This will represent 30% of the whole. It will not take account of alterations to be made between partners to cover expenses of meetings.


	KA by 15 October



	14
	Cost and staffing review
Some cost and staffing matters have already been discussed, eg the issues relating to staff/subcontractors.
KA will be able to report on this item at the next meeting, after the 12 month report has been completed. 


	

	13
	Change requests
This standard agenda item is for formal contract change requests to Leonardo. This can include costs or timetable changes, and also includes changes between budget headings. No changes were requested at this meeting.


	

	14

	Team and meeting management (including date and venue of next meeting)
The next scheduled meeting will be in Dublin, before or after the World Archaeological Congress. Following discussion earlier in the meeting, when a strong preference was expressed for an additional meeting, KA checked the finances, which suggest that this would be possible. January was considered to be a good time, as this would permit discussion of the results and analyses of the surveys in the partner countries. All partners agreed that an additional two-day meeting would be useful. 

Meeting 4

ML offered to host the additional meeting in Leuven. The dates proposed are Thursday and Friday 24-25 January. ML will check if this will be possible; all partners to check whether they will be able to attend on these dates.

Meeting 5
Dublin, Ireland, 2 days. It was agreed that after the World Archaeological Congress (29 June – 4 July 2008) would be best, as several partners will be involved in setting up the congress. It was therefore suggested that the meeting could be held on Saturday and Sunday 5 and 6 July 2008, and that KA would request that the WAC session be held on Friday if possible.

Meeting 6
Malta, 2 days, before start of EAA conference in Valletta, September 2008, dates to be confirmed. EAA as a partner will arrange the meeting.

	ML by 15 October

All by 15 October

	15

	AOB (any other business)
i) Action points from Athens

Further to the Action points from the Athens meeting, the Northern Ireland research will now be undertaken as part of the UK project by IFA.

The explanation of overheads and guide to spending and spending rules on the project which were action points for KA following the Reading meeting were covered in discussion at the present meeting.

ii) CMcD proposed that Powerpoint be used as the software for preparing the posters. All agreed.

iii) DSS asked where she could access the UK report on the previous survey. KA noted that there was a link from the project website to the report on the IFA’s website at http://www.archaeologists.net/modules/icontent/inPages/docs/prof/LMI_Report1.pdf 
iv) PP asked when the minutes would be available. RE hoped to complete these during the week beginning 1 October after a week’s leave. Subsequently she agreed to compile the urgent action points as soon as possible. These were completed on 3 October.

v) KA thanked all for a very successful meeting, with good contributions from all. He thanked RE for her role in minuting the meeting and assisting with structuring discussion. All gave especial thanks to VP, GB, KU and PN for all their work in hosting and arranging the meeting, accommodation, meals and travel.

The meeting closed at 12:40 on 18 September 2007.

	


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

Appendix 2: Extract from Leonardo Visit Feedback Form: 2006 Call 



(NT-162_583_Visit_Feedback_Form_1.doc, with added reference numbers)

4.  Immediate action points

The project 

	Details
	Action
	Completion Date

	[4.01] Financial monitoring
	Set up a robust and transparent financial monitoring and reporting system. Collect financial reports from partners monthly/quarterly – and discuss it with partners at the next meeting
	By next partnership meeting

	[4.02] Progress monitoring (activities)
	Set up a clear monitoring and reporting system and strengthen communication among partners – collect reports from partners monthly/quarterly – and discuss it with the partners at the next meeting
	By next partnership meeting

	[4.03] Website
	Encourage partners to actively use the website to comment on other partners’ work, monitor progress and use blog for uploading news.

Make sure all materials are available to download.
	By next partnership meeting

	[4.04] Partnership
	Reach an agreement with the Slovak partner regarding joining the partnership – CARF to be submitted to NA 
	By next partnership meeting

	[4.05] Results and Impact
	Discuss with partners how to target policy-makers (also at the European level)
	At the next partnership meeting

	[4.06] Results and Impact
	Discuss possible product commercialisation, including IPR, with partners
	At the next partnership meeting

	[4.07] Valorisation
	Develop an overall valorisation strategy
	Draft by next partnership meeting / Final version – mid-October

	[4.08] Valorisation 
	Put Leonardo logo on the website and all published materials
	Ongoing

	[4.09] Valorisation
	Incorporate valorisation activities into quarterly activity reports. Partners to report on their valorisation activities on a regular basis 
	Ongoing

	[4.10] Internal evaluation
	Discuss with partners formalising of the internal evaluation system 
	At the next partnership meeting

	[4.11] Finances and Record keeping
	Put in place a transparent system to record all payments and expenses for the project. It is recommended by the NA that the Contractor sets up a separate project folder with all expenditure broken down by budget heading (based on the interim reporting financial tables) and by partner
	ASAP/Ongoing

	[4.12] Finances and Record keeping
	IFA to collect signed copies of timesheets from partners
	ASAP/Ongoing

	[4.13] Finances and Record keeping
	IFA to collect evidence (copies) for all expenditure from the partners
	ASAP/Ongoing


� 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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