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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
Kristine Magerman (KM) 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
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
Eva Fottova (EF) Archaeological Institute of Slovak Academy of Sciences
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:

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
Anthony Harding (AH) European Association of Archaeologists, Czech Republic (represented by MG)

	

	
	Day 1, 24 January 2008
KA welcomed all to the meeting and summarised the purpose of the project, for those who had not previously attended a partner 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 started by UK, AT
, awaiting translation for SI, NL had been sent on CD but not received. These will be needed both in English and in national languages.

Contact details for all project leaders and researchers in partner countries were collected at the meeting in Leuven. To be circulated to all by RE.
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. 
‘Job description’ of who is an archaeologist in each country, what training is required, if any, <1000 words if at all possible, written in national language, then translated into English by 29 February. (CN had completed this for DE).
KA to provide DP with copies of receipts submitted following the Reading meeting.
All other action points from the previous meeting were either completed, or are covered in more detail below.


	KA, KW, VP as required, by 15 February (Action point number 1)
RE by 1 February (2)
KA by 15 February (3)
All by 29 February (4) (5)

KA 
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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.


	

	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. 

These items of core data are to be collected by all partners, as agreed at the first meeting in Reading. 
All partners will be producing separate reports for their own countries, which KA will use to compile an overall European report. Methods of data collection being used by different partners vary. Some have used questionnaires, others have supplemented data from questionnaires with information collected through personal contacts.

The core data were reviewed, no queries were noted.

	

	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.
IFA has a dual role, as ‘Project Promoter’ or leader of the overall European project, and as leader of the UK project. As Project Promoter, IFA has contracts with the project partners, some of whom have subcontracted the work. Of those present, some are staff of partners or of subcontractors, and others are subcontractors.

The meeting welcomed a new member. Austria (AT) is represented by Raimund Karl, based at the University of Wales, Bangor, UK. As a voluntary partner to the project, AT does not have a contract with IFA for the work. 

MG noted that the EAA collects data on an annual basis for a profile of the Association’s membership, and asked whether this data would be of use to the project.
KA responded that his would be an interesting addition, and would form a useful contribution from EAA as valorisation partner.

MG agreed to collate data from EAA annual membership profile, back to start of EAA (1994).

	MG by 31 March 

(6)

	6
	Progress report (12 month) to the UK National Agency 
The Progress report to the Ecotec, the UK National Agency for the Leonardo da Vinci programme, is the second of three formal progress reports. The Final report will be due at the end of the project, 24 months after the start.
The Progress report was submitted in December 2007. This was later than anticipated, as a result of delays in receiving financial reports from some partners. The report was eventually submitted without the full data, but including progress reports. No response from Ecotec had been received at the time of the meeting.

As soon as the Progress report is approved, funding will be released, and KA will authorise the third tranche of funding.

PP asked whether the Progress report would be made available to partners. 

KA responded that it would, following approval by the UK agency.
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	Progress/highlight reports
Progress in each partner country was summarised verbally. 
UK
KA reported that data collection in the UK was nearly complete. Data was awaited from two significant employers that had not yet returned information. The intention was to analyse all UK data before the end of March 2008, allowing presentation of ‘headline’ results at IFA annual conference 18-19 March, and final reporting to be completed later in the spring / early summer (ahead of overall project schedule). The Valorisation strategy had not yet been completed.

NL

KW reported that the questionnaire had been delayed until after new monument legislation had come into force and that funding partnerships had been confirmed. Funding had now been agreed from the state service, and from a research organisation, and the organisation of contractors. KW was concerned about how the questionnaire would be received, as there is a national dislike of providing information of this sort to others. 150 questionnaires were sent out, and 30 had been received. Personal visits were planned as a means of gaining significant information. The deadline for collecting information was 1 March; the database was being designed, and the aim was to report in June. KW had concerns about getting the work complete to the overall project timetable, and identified the project status in this respect as ‘orange’.

CY
EA reported that fourteen of the twenty questionnaires sent out had been received. The database had been designed, and most data had been entered. The figures indicated a maximum of around 60 archaeologists. Additional information on those with degrees in archaeology had been requested and was being collected, covering age, qualifications and gender. EA was hoping to receive information on those applying for positions in the state service. Collecting information had entailed making personal contact in many cases. Some respondents had reacted negatively to the request for information.

EL
PP reported that the database was complete. The project had used the narrow interpretation of ‘archaeologist’. The main employers in Greece are the Ministry of Culture, universities, and institutes of archaeology. Some archaeologists are employed as teachers. There are a few other organisations which employ archaeologists, but not many. The response from universities had been disappointing. Sixteen departments teach archaeology, of which around half teach combined history and archaeology, whilst the others have whole departments devoted to archaeology. Only two responses had been received, but these had been from the largest universities. No responses had been received from research institutes which employ archaeologists. The replies received included 43 responses to the 132 letters to Ministry of Culture departments; 4 responses to the seventeen letters to foreign institutes. In part the poor response can be understood as a reluctance from some to admit to areas where skills are lacking, eg universities. Attempts to collect further information were continuing. Analysis of the data would begin after the Leuven meeting.
IE
CMcD reported that data gathering was complete, and that data processing was progressing well. Data for Northern Ireland had been received from RE after collection as part of the UK survey. The report was due to be complete in early March. Results indicated a sectoral imbalance, with a particularly poor response from self-employed archaeologists. 170 questionnaires had been circulated, information on 1200 archaeologists was received, and the total number of archaeologists was calculated to be 1700. Respondents had been poor at identifying nationalities of their employees, and it had been necessary to contact those who had actually replied again to ask for additional information. Whilst IE provides a good example of transnational working, the information provided by respondent on where qualifications had been obtained was poor.
MG noted that the National Roads Authority had estimated that at the time of maximum employment of archaeologists on road schemes, the maximum number of archaeologists was 2000. Demand from infrastructure projects causes a high demand for archaeologists. The present project is believed to have reached the widest possible circulation, unlike the previous project in IE, which only went to IAI members, and is considered to have under-reported and under-estimated the numbers of archaeologists working in the country.
PLP noted that it cannot be assumed that qualifications have been obtained in the country of origin. 

MG suggested that data might be obtainable from universities about students’ nationalities.
PP noted that in EL there is an organisation which monitors the equivalency of qualifications from other countries. If someone comes to the country with a degree from somewhere else, they have to apply to have its equivalency within EL confirmed. Data on this might be available.

BE
ML reported that the survey had had to take account of the difference in the profession in the three autonomous regions of Belgium. Questionnaires had been sent out in Flanders in May/June, and had received an enthusiastic response, in general, and across the different sectors of the profession. The response in Brussels had been similar. In the Walloon region archaeology is centrally organised, and ML had to obtain agreement from the new Director General and his deputy. The questionnaire had to be adapted for the region, and translated into French, and an up-to-date mailing list acquired. As a result, progress in the Walloon region had been slower. Despite this, ML was sure that it would be possible to catch up with the timetable, and produce the report in time. As the central service for archaeology also collects information about archaeologists it will probably be possible to access this too. There was general enthusiasm for the project in Wallonia. Respondents saw it as potentially advantageous to their careers. Generally the quality of data was good. In Flanders there were more commercial organisations, whilst in Wallonia there was greater central organisation. It had not proved easy to ‘translate’ the questions from one regional structure to the other. Although the Director General had been enthusiastic about the potential of including the Grand Duchy of Luxembourg, his deputy had not. ML was exploring whether something could be done to include the 10 or so Luxembourg archaeologists.

DE
CN reported that the project was proving difficult and complex as a result of the federal structure of DE. Data collection was nearly complete. Some federal archaeologists had refused to send data or repeatedly sent excuses. Of the 452 federal questionnaires 150 returns had been received. Of the 101 sent to universities 15 returns had been received, but this information could be augmented from good information on websites. CN had begun to enter data onto the revised database. The outline of archaeology had been completed. She had hoped to get separate outlines for each of the sixteen federal states, but was not sure that this would now be possible, given the reluctance to complete questionnaires. The project was on schedule. The database was due to be completed in the following few weeks, and the intention was then to send statistics to federal archaeologists for comments. KA noted that if some federal archaeologists were not willing to contribute to the project that would not be a problem.

CN reported that her contract had been extended to March 2008, but that any further extension would be subject to receipt of further funds.

SI
VP reported that 48 questionnaires had been sent out. The response had been less positive than expected. Seven individuals had not responded at all. Only three of thirteen private commercial companies had responded. Those who had not responded were being contacted. The response from others had been about 50%. Database design was under way, whilst waiting for more responses and following others up. 

SK
DSS reported that 207 questionnaires had been sent out on 9 November. 63% had been returned by 15 January, a month after the publicised deadline, but a month before the real deadline. The largest company had not responded, but DSS was following this up. Most responses were enthusiastic about the questionnaire. Private archaeological companies are new to Slovakia. From an initial three companies, more and more were being established, very quickly.

CZ
JF reported that data collection had finished. Follow-up visits had been made to large employers. 136 questionnaires had been sent out, and 90 returned, a response rate of 66%. Although new universities have sent responses, the older, more established universities were more reluctant. Most questionnaires had been completely filled in, but a significant proportion had omitted information on salaries.

AT
RK reported on progress with the survey of Austria, a new, voluntary partner to the project. The questionnaire had been adapted from the German version, and would be sent out soon, with a deadline of the end of February, and a real final deadline of the end of March. Follow-up interviews would be carried out wherever possible. Thirty-two institutions employ archaeologists. Many are public, with good websites, and publicly-available salary levels. RK also intended to email individual archaeologists, but considered that most would be covered by organisation responses.

	

	8
	Consultant progress report
JC summarised how he proposed to collect data from partners relating to qualifications required to work as an archaeologist in each country.

KA noted that this related to the meeting he had just attended in Brussels, the ‘Lifelong Learning Programme’ of the EU. This aims to make the EU into the most competitive knowledge economy. Part of the programme is the development of a European Qualification Framework (EQF) across the EU. Each country is being asked to prepare an internal qualification framework, and these will be combined to produce the EQF. Internal frameworks have already been prepared by FR, IE, MT and England, Wales & NI, dividing qualifications into eight levels. If the part of DISCO relating to qualifications uses similar language, this will fit in well, and be approved of by the funding body.
The ‘Bologna process’ was outlined, as this is affecting higher education in some partner countries, eg SI, AT. This will have an impact on the qualifications needed to become an archaeologist in some partner countries, but this impact may not yet be clear.
KA emphasised that in the context of this project what is important is levels of qualifications across and between different partner countries, and what is needed to practice in different countries.
CMcD noted that the content of qualifications is important, because the actual knowledge is part of individuals’ transferability.

There was some discussion about the possible duplication of effort, as information about qualifications will be part of the ‘job profile’, or ‘job description’ which each partner is compiling to explain what is involved in being an archaeologist in each country.
The present project includes the qualifications needed to become an archaeologist in each country. The qualifications which enable progression in the profession could form a follow-on project. MG stated that EAA might well be interested in overseeing such a project. KA noted that this would constitute a valorisation link from the present project.
KA and JC agreed to meet the following week to discuss JC’s contribution to the project further.

	JC and KA to meet by 1 Feb (7)

	9
	Overall progress and timetable
Formal timetable
Different partner countries have reached different stages in relation to the Work Packages identified in the overall project design.

Work Package I – Start-up and preparation


Achieved during the meeting in Reading and by each partner since then
Work Package II – Data collection (December 2006–August 2007)

Ongoing in most countries

Work Package III – Review (September 2007)

Achieved at the meeting in Ljubljana

Work Package IV – Data analysis (October 2007–August 2008)

Some partners have reached this stage, others not yet
Work Package V – Results presentation (September 2008)


Some partners will be doing some presentation of results before this stage is timetabled. Presentation of national results will depend on progress by each partner country.
Timetable in practice
The following dates were agreed during the meeting as deadlines for the products of the project. 
25 April 2008
National reports complete in national languages

1 May 2008
Online version of posters (A4 size) complete for WAC

May 2008
Final posters for printing (A1 size) to be emailed to CMcD

30 May 2008
National reports complete and translated into English

WAC (29 June to 4 July 2008)

National reports printed to be available at WAC conference

29 August 2008
Overall project report complete in English

EAA (16 to 21 September 2008)

Overall report printed in English to be available at EAA conference

30 September 2008
Overall report translated into national languages and printed

KA reported that overall, he is happy with individual partners’ progress and with the overall progress of the project. 


	

	10
	Evaluation
RE summarised the interim evaluation report covering work to September 2007. 

This will be finalised and circulated to partners after the meeting.
KA expressed thanks for this contribution to the project.

CN noted that this was a helpful process.

MG congratulated all on their achievement to date. Despite the late start to the project, all partners were progressing well. Potential future projects were being identified. She was pleased to be reporting this to EAA.

	RE by 15 February (8)

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

Data collection
Most partners had already started on data collection, but any questions could be raised.
EA asked what to do with additional data, for example information gathered from phone calls, which were not included on an organisation’s original submission.

KA responded that this was for each partner country to manage as appropriate in each case. 

MG offered to liaise with a representative of INRAP to try to collect some data covering FR, as this organisation already collects some of the core project data. She will discuss this at the EAA board meeting, and email an update to KA subsequently.


	MG at EAA board (9)


	11b
	Data analysis
After some discussion it was agreed that KA and RE would prepare a model and guidance for how the core data should be presented for KA to incorporate into the overall report. 
As IE had already prepared a draft report, if this model presented difficulties, it need not be used, given that the draft report was based on the UK 2003 report.
PLP asked whether the answers to questions which individual partners ask could be shared with all, where this is relevant. KA agreed that this could be done via the website.

PLP noted that it is important when analysing data to consider whether the information is reliable, and comment on this where appropriate.

PP Not all respondents have answered all questions. Presumably therefore it will be necessary to say how many people answered each question. KA agreed.

KW asked whether database structure and software could usefully be discussed.

CN noted that she had redesigned the DE database in Access after the Ljubljana meeting. She had found that this actually had been very straightforward, as the questionnaire structure easily led to the database structure.

PLP noted that before beginning this stage of the project it appeared to be challenging for those who had not done it before. Once it was under way, however, it is actually not difficult. 

Extracting data from the database and analysing it in Excel had proved a good approach. 

	KA and RE by 15 February (10)

	11c
	Data presentation
KA gave a broad outline of the contents of each national report, which, he considered, would include data tables, text to expand and explain the data, and graphic presentation of data in charts or graphs. The core data will be listed in tables, and any other data relevant to each country will be included in other tables. Charts and graphs will be used to illustrate data as appropriate. 
CN noted that she was considering using a map as a graphic presentation of the numbers of commercial companies in each area.

KA responded that graphs, charts and maps can be useful ways of illustrating the meaning of data, but that is was important to include tables with all the data in as well.

The meeting closed for the day.


	

	12

	Administration and project documentation
Day 2, 25 January 2008 
KA reported on the planned monthly phone calls to discuss progress, which had been proposed at the last meeting. The approach was good, but had proved unworkable. He noted that it was crucially important that the project keeps to timetable, and that he carries out project monitoring.
Monitoring phone calls would be every two months from now on, in February, April, June and August, to ensure that all partners are working to time and within budget. Phone calls will check on progress and on budgets – amounts spent and amounts accounted for. There was some discussion about the timing of the calls, but no arrangement would suit all. 
Highlight reports will be required every three months, and cumulative financial reports (see below) every three months. Reports should cover October to December 2007 (due 15 February), January to March 2008, April to June 2008, before the next meeting in early July. 

The project contact list was updated during the meeting by all present, and details were provided for those unable to attend.

There were no comments or queries regarding project documentation.


	KA, all, end February

KA, all, end April

(11)

All, 15 February

All, end April

All, for next meeting/end July


	13
	Financial reporting
12-month financial report
KA reported that all contracted partners had been asked to produce first a 6-month financial report, then a 12-month financial report. This reporting had not been very good, overall, although some partners have been better than others.
By 18 December 2007 KA did not have all the data needed for the formal 12-month report which had been due in October, so it was necessary to submit the report in an incomplete state. There was no financial data for a small number of the partners. At the time of the meeting KA did not know what the outcome would be, but it was possible that the report might need to be re-submitted. He will contact partners when he hears the response from the UK national agency. The financial payment which was due had been delayed because of this, and KA did not know when payment would be received. He would, however, be able to write letters to explain this and to confirm that payments would be made, if needed (eg to ensure continuation of CN’s contract).
KA asked whether the difficulties with providing information were because the financial reporting system was difficult to use. Some present nodded their assent.

PP asked whether there were any problems which were common to most or all partners’ reports.

KA responded that ‘overheads’ had caused confusion. Overheads are a standard budgetary heading on Leonardo projects, which are calculated as a standard 7% of each partner’s budget. These should not be separately itemised in partners’ financial statements. They are regarded as part of the partner contribution, but no receipts are required under this budgetary heading.
PP asked whether it would be a problem that the financial statement in May included himself and AK as ‘staff’, but following the last meeting it was now understood that they would count as ‘subcontractors’, so the 12-month report included these costs under the subcontractor heading instead. 

KA did not know, but it was possible that this was the sort of issue which was being looked at.

KA noted that the final report will be in a very similar format to the 12-month report, not to the earlier 6-month report.

End-of-project financial report
The financial report due at the end of the project will need to cover all 24 months of work. All 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.

VP noted that this would be a problem in SI, as student services do not pay or process money quickly. KA responded that this was a problem for the partner to address, and to work out a way to sort out. Whatever needs to be done for the money to have been paid before 30 September must be done.
The final project report must be complete by 30 November 2008, so any expenditure during those two months must be paid for by partners.
Cumulative financial reports
The financial reports due every three months should be cumulative, that is each report should include all expenditure from the start of the project.

Report to end of 
month of
Date due
Period to be covered by report
September 2007

Done

12 months

December 2007

15 February 2008

12 months + 3 months = 15 months

March 2008
End April 2008
15 months + 3 months = 18 months
June 2008
End July 2008
18 months + 3 months = 21 months
September 2008
final report, to include
all receipts and invoices
End October 2008
21 months + 3 months = 24 months
CMcD asked about travel receipts for the January meeting, as for IE expenditure had been in December 2007. Should this be included in the December 2007 financial report or the March 2008 report? KA responded that it would be appropriate in this case to follow the system used by the partner organisation. If the partner organisation allows expenditure in December, include it for December.
EA noted that this indicated that the CY report would have a lot of individual entries. KA said that this would be OK.

CN noted that KA had been very polite in not naming the partners which had failed to produce financial reports, but suggested that it would be helpful for all to receive individual feedback on their reports, either positive or negative. This would help all to improve.
KA promised to provide feedback, after he hears back from the Leonardo UK agency. Financial reports had been included for UK, BE, CY, CZ, DE, IE, EL. Nothing was included for NL or SI. EAA have not incurred any expenditure, so were not required to submit any financial reports.

DSS asked why SK was not included, as she had sent a report. 

KA thought this might be because of the date of the formal amendment which authorised SK to be included, and will check this.

KA believes that corrections to earlier cumulative reports can be made, but will check that this is indeed the case.

	KA when response received (12)

All by 30 September (13)
All by 15 February

All by end April (14)
KA after information received (15)
KA by 15 February (16)

KA by 15 February (17)

	
	Subcontracting

KA reported that there had been more subcontracting on the project than had been anticipated at the start. He will need copies of all contracts or agreements with all subcontractors, and will check this at the next monitoring phone call.
MG identified a potential issue regarding her status, as she is not an employee of the IE partner (Institute of Archaeologists of Ireland). She confirmed during a break in the meeting that a retrospective subcontracting agreement would be needed to cover her time on the project.
PP noted that in EL there is a formal acceptance of the work carried out by subcontractors. Would KA need a copy of this as well as the contract?

KA answered that if this is normal practice in EL, this will be required.

PP also noted that there are separate contracts in EL for each of the Work Packages, so KA will receive several different contracts and formal acceptances.

ML noted that in BE a subcontract for translation can just be an email. Would this be sufficient? 

KA said it would be sufficient.

EA asked whether an invoice alone was acceptable. 

KA replied that there needed to be an agreement between the partner and the subcontractor, on the basis of which the work was carried out and invoice(s) submitted.

CN had been wondering whether collection of data (filling in questionnaires) from some organisations could be subcontracted.
KA agreed that it could, as long as there was a subcontracting agreement in place.

	All as relevant by 29 February (19)

MG (18)

	
	Translation
Very soon all partners will be writing their national reports in national languages. These will be translated into English.
IFA then writes the overall, transnational, report in English.

This will be translated into national languages.

IFA may use its own translators (it has contacts for French, German and Dutch), but with other languages he may approach partners to find contacts for translators.  DSS can provide KA with contacts for Slovak translators. 

ML noted that translation was a potential problem for BE, as there are two national languages, but this was not included in the initial project costs. This issue was discussed further under item 15 below.
Where translation is to be provided by a subcontractor, copies of the subcontracting agreements and invoices will be required.

PP asked what will need formal translation. 

KA responded that the national report will need to be translated into English, and the final transnational report will need to be translated from English into national languages.  This will be arranged by IFA.

PP asked whether any surplus in the translation budget could be moved?

KA believes that there is some potential for this. He will discuss with Ecotec what potential there is for moving money between budget columns. He understands that it is permitted to move money from staff to subcontractors, but is not certain whether it can be moved from subcontractors to travel/production. 
KA will discuss this with Ecotec, then send a brief report to all partner to clarify what is possible.


	KA by 29 February (20)

	15
	Cost and staffing review
Translation
KA reported that the original project budget for translation included an error, because the impact of BE having two official national languages had not been appreciated. ML’s report will need to be translated into French and English, and the transnational report will need translation into French as well as Dutch.

KA proposed that the translation budget of all partners would be adjusted to provide the additional resources needed for BE, and asked for agreement in principle.

All partners reluctantly agreed to a small reduction.

ML pointed out that the size of the report would be an issue. A longer report will need more translation budget.
KA responded that national reports should be as long as was needed to provide a good quality product. Reducing length to keep costs down would not be appropriate. 

Costs of arranging partner meetings
KA reported on costs for meetings:
· the meetings in the original project proposal
· this additional meeting

The original meetings were included in all partners’ budgets. At the first three meetings, the host partner paid a larger share, and it has been agreed that money will be transferred back to each host partner in proportion. The same principle will be used to pay for the Leuven meeting. The precise figures have not yet been calculated. The re-allocation of money will be made in the final project payment after September 2008.
KA asked for partners’ agreement in principle to this arrangement.

All agreed, but all asked for KA to calculate the adjustments which would be made for the first three meetings as a matter of urgency. He agreed to do this, and include these updates in his phone calls to partners.

The costs of the Leuven meeting would result in a lower adjustment, as partners were paying their own hotel bills. The meeting room had not incurred any costs. Meals were being paid for by the University of Leuven and by KA for IFA, so these costs would need to be re-allocated.

The cost of accommodation for the Dublin meeting would probably be paid initially by IAI, for subsequent re-allocation, but MG will confirm this.

The cost of accommodation for the Malta meeting is to be met by each partner separately.

	KA by 15 February (21)

	14
	Valorisation
KA reported that the word ‘valorisation’ is not an English word, it is a technical EU term, derived from French. Valorisation includes dissemination of the project’s results, but also more than that. It is about value, about making sure that the project results get used, that people know about it and are using the products. Our project will be useful at all levels, to individual archaeologists planning their careers, for organisations planning business activities, for those at a strategic level in each country, governments, state services etc. We need to endeavour to make the best opportunities for this to happen.

All contracted partners have produced short Valorisation plans. All are good, some have been amended and updated.

No plan has been produced for AT, but RK saw this as useful, so will complete a Valorisation plan shortly.

EAA has not produced a Valorisation plan, but this could be done, and would include the conferences at Zadar and Malta, a major journal article in The European Archaeologist, links between the project and the work of the Professional Associations Committee and the Education Committee. MG will discuss this at the next EAA board meeting, and aim to produce a report by mid-March.
KA noted that plans for different partners could well be of different lengths and complexities.

It would be useful if partners could send copies of anything produced about the project, eg presentations, articles, etc, to KA to put on the website. Materials in national languages could be included as well.

The circulation of national reports and the overall transnational report are included as valorisation events.

PP asked whether the valorisation budget could be used to organise events, for example a round table.

KA responded that this would be permissible, as long as the event took place before 30 September 2008.

The website would continue beyond the life of the project, in perpetuity.


	RK by 3 February (22)

MG by 14 March (23)

All as relevant (24)



	
	World Archaeological Congress – WAC 
Conference session This had been formally proposed by KA and John Jamieson of the National Parks Authority, USA. The title of the session is Archaeologists of the World, globalising archaeological practice. The session has been accepted, and is now formally in the timetable. Given the scale and complexity of WAC, the session will only be 2 hours long in total. The aim of the session therefore is for participants to circulate papers in advance to the website, and for actual presentations to be very short, headline pieces of around 10 minutes, followed by lots of discussion. The aim for this project would be to include some of our projects, but not all. 

Poster session CMcD reported that the hope is that the DISCO poster session will be outside the room where the conference session will be held, but this may not be possible. Those presenting posters are expected to attend by their poster for a programmed time slot. Posters will also be available online (at low resolution in A4 format). Ten panels have been provisionally booked, but there will be flexibility for one or two more. Each partner, including AT, will produce a poster, and there will be an overall project poster, and one from EAA. 
At the previous meeting it was agreed that the posters would follow a similar standard format, containing a similar range of data. 

It was agreed that the (online and printed) posters would be in national languages with a summary in English.

The online posters must be submitted by the beginning of May, although there is a little flexibility with this timetable. 

CMcD introduced the basic poster he has designed. This would be adapted for each partner, to include different logos etc as required. He agreed to produce a blank version for each partner, and a style guide for fonts to use when completing the poster using Microsoft Powerpoint. The posters will be A1 size in their printed form, and A4 size for the website.

The content of the posters was discussed. It was agreed that each country should include the sector divisions where archaeologists work in their country; the total number of archaeologists; how many non-national archaeologists there are; how much archaeologists are paid. Pie charts should be bilingual. The amount of text should be kept to a minimum, around 3 diagrams, some nice pictures of archaeology in each country (some of those provided for KA after the Athens meeting are in his powerpoint presentation on the website, and he has more as well).
CMcD offered to organise printing and laminating the posters on behalf of all partners as a special project favour (he is not offering this for all WAC poster sessions). The cost was estimated to be of the order of €40 at University College Dublin. MG offered to pay the costs of printing and laminating, to be reimbursed by each partner from valorisation budgets.
It is very important that the posters, and all other project valorisation products (eg reports) include the Leonardo logo. It has been known for the final payment to be reduced if this is not done.
Papers for the WAC conference session KA will include a paper on the project as a whole, and he would like two or three different partner countries to contribute as well. He will discuss this by email, and would like any offers of papers by 12 March.

The session will be part of the WAC Theme Archaeology, development and quality, organised by MG.

Project meeting accommodation
CMcD will need all to let him know whether they will be attending the Dublin project meeting, and how long they will be staying, so accommodation can be booked.

	All by 2 May (25)

CMcD by 15 February (26)

All as relevant (27)

KA by 12 March (28)

All by 29 February (29)

	
	EAA conference, Malta, September 2008
The posters printed for WAC will be used again in an EAA poster session.

There will be a whole conference session about this project, called From the cradle to the horizon: the Valletta Convention and the future of European archaeology, being organised by KA, with Elin Dalen, Terje Hovland and Mark Spanjer http://events.um.edu.mt/eaa2008/eaa_14.html 
KA noted that attendance at EAA will be a good valorisation event, which project money can be spent on.

	KA as required by EAA timetable (30)

	
	Report cover
KA asked whether partners would like all national reports to have similar covers. 

CN suggested using similar colours for the website and posters.

All agreed to have a ‘corporate identity’ for the project reports, based on the IE drafts for the posters and cover. CMcD and CN will liaise on design, then all partners will agree the draft.

	CMcD and CN by 29 February (31)

All by 14 March (32)



	
	Follow-on projects
KA introduced discussion about the potential for projects following on from this one. The most obvious suggestion would be a repetition of this project in five years time with the same partners. All partners should also consider whether the findings suggest other avenues for investigation or for future projects.

KA suggested that this project could be repeated project again, but in 2-3 years, with a different group of countries. CMcD noted that this might lead to double-counting of European archaeologists who migrate to where work is available on large infrastructure projects. KA accepted this point, but noted that a project of the size of DISCO, with 10 partners is big by Leonardo da Vinci standards. CMcD suggested two groups of countries, but building in the option for all to meet together if possible.
All agreed that this project has worked and that it would be good to extend and continue, bringing in more countries as partners.

MG noted that the most obvious add-on would be the idea discussed earlier (see 8 above) – an investigation of qualifications which enable progression in the profession. 
PP emphasised the importance of keeping the website going after the end of the project, and of updating it. KA agreed. It will be particularly important to add any publications which come out later. PP Translation of future documents would also be helpful.

CMcD suggested adding links from other websites back to the DISCO website, as further information is added and it becomes less of a project management tool, to raise the virtual profile of the project. KA agreed.

EA noted the potential effect the project could have in countries which do not have professional associations, in terms of raising the profile and understanding of the role and functioning of such organisations. 

MG noted that the Professional Associations network provided one model for linking organisations.

JC gave the example of the Council for British Archaeology in the UK (which links amateur archaeological societies together).

EA noted that archaeologists in some countries are unaware of what professional associations they could join.

RE noted that it is important to ensure that the Leonardo da Vinci national agency fully understands the nature of valorisation of this project. Other examples of projects funded by the programme result in products which can be used, and whose use can be assessed, eg training materials. The product of this project is knowledge, and it is more difficult to assess its effect. Much of the valorisation of the project will come after its completion.
MG noted that the previous project in IE had had a significant and fundamental influence on recruitment projections for significant infrastructure projects in IE. She offered to put this in writing.

	KA as relevant (33)

MG 8 February (34)

	16
	Change requests
This agenda item is for formal requests to the Leonardo da Vinci agency.
KA proposed that no formal changes were needed.

VP noted that it will be necessary to move money from the subcontracting budget to the staff budget for translation in SI. KA will report back on this.

	

	17

	Team and meeting management (including date and venue of next meeting)
Meeting 5
Dublin, Ireland, 1.5 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 agreed that the meeting would be held on Saturday and Sunday 5 and 6 July 2008.

Meeting 6
Malta, linked to EAA conference in Valletta, 16-21 September 2008. It was agreed that the DISCO meeting would be on 17 September, and the aim would be to hold the DISCO session on 18 September.

	

	18

	AOB (any other business)
JF asked about the Malta meeting and EAA conference session, as it will be necessary for some to make plans for this before the Dublin meeting.

MG replied that after the February EAA board meeting accommodation lists would become available, and that booking would be likely to begin in March/April. 

It was agreed to discuss this further by email.

ML had expected more discussion of data analysis at this meeting.

KA responded that the guidance on what data to present in the national reports would be circulated as agreed earlier in the meeting.

PLP advised those who have concerns about data analysis to get in touch with other partners by email, and using the website.

KA agreed to add a page on the website for discussing data analysis issues. All should check this regularly and contribute suggestions as relevant.

VP noted that there would not be sufficient time for translating the overall transnational report before EAA.

KA responded that the report would be presented in English for EAA, and that translation could follow.

RE and ML emphasised that it will be important for all to make sure that payment for the translation was included within the project deadline of 30 September.

CN expressed thanks to ML for a very good meeting. All agreed

KA thanked RE for taking the minutes, thanked ML for arranging the meeting, accommodation and meals, and thanked all present for a very constructive meeting. 

MG expressed thanks on behalf of EAA to KA, to ML and to all who had contributed to the meeting
The meeting closed at 14:50 on 25 January 2008.

	All March/April (35)

KA 28 January, all (36)


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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