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0. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The project is funded by the European Commission under a « cost-reimbursement contract for research and technological development/demonstration  projects », IST Program, Key Action 3, Action line 3-2-3 (contract Number IST-2000-26336). 

The project had a contractual duration of 24 months. 

The project review covered the period corresponding to the 3rd period of the project life (July 1, 2002 – March 31, 2003). 

Previous reviews took place on October 25, 2001 (Brussels) and on July 4, 2002 in Luxembourg.
The review aimed at assessing the fulfillment of the project work plan, the achievement of the project objectives, the fulfillment of the deliverables, the reality of the resources employed, the use of reasonable endeavors, the achievement of the results and their use potential.

The review took place on March 27, 2003 at the European Commission in Luxembourg, EUFO building, and was carried out as described hereafter under item 1 “Methodology”.   

Due to the number of partners in this project, only 12 partners attended the meeting, but the balance between cultural organizations and technical companies attending has been appropriate. All present partners contributed to the presentation of the activity reports and/or of the deliverables as well as of the exploitation plan. 

The review team received from the partners a comprehensive report, both in writing and verbally, on the project achievements.

Key achievements during the review period include:

· WP. 2
 - Implementation of the system, preparation of the services and product generation included:

· Market preparation;

· WP 3 - Validation of the REGNET Demonstrator and preparation of the Demonstration Phase.

· WP 4 – Execution of the Demonstration phase, refinements and analysis of the trial service.

· WP 5 – Finalization of the Technology Implementation Plan

· WP 6 – Information and Dissemination activities

No major deviations from the project objectives were observed. These objectives were to:

· Develop a service infrastructure enabling B2B and B2C transactions;

· Develop and use existing electronic catalogues referring to cultural & scientific objects contained in memory institutions;

· Integrate a distributed search and retrieval system to achieve to achieve interoperability  across the cultural organizations' catalogues;

· Run a trial service (demonstration phase) which should be followed by a regular service.

· Define  “Information Products and Services” including the “supply chains”;

· Set-up of the legal framework of the business transactions (payment features, copyright management, authentication control, etc).

The project is considered to have addressed the programme objectives fully.

In terms of provision of deliverables, the project was practically on schedule. Completeness and quality of deliverables was considered from average to good. The collection of deliverables was considered  too long and sometimes difficult to read.

The project proceeded fully in line according to the "Description of work". No change with respect to the  "Description of work" has been observed.

Project performance with respect to the "Description of work" was as expected. 

The review team considered that the setting up through technologies of a network of experts in CEEC and Russia constitutes a success story that merits publicity (e.g. for dissemination or to promote 3rd party exploitation).

Innovation enabled by the project can be qualified as at mainstream, close to state-of-the-art.

Reviewers identified no specific problems in terms of project management/co-ordination, apart those raised by the project coordinator. The successful co-ordination of a large groups of partners (23 partners, 2 subcontractors from 12 countries, including from Eastern and Central Europe and Russia) can be considered as close to best practice. 

The reviewers considered that there were overall no elements, which may give rise to reasonable doubts as to the use of reasonable endeavors by the contractors to achieve the results aimed at by the project. 

The reviewers considered that there were overall no elements which may give rise to reasonable doubts concerning the use potential of the project results. 
Reviewers consider that the consortium has very adequately taken account of developments outside the project in the state-of-the-art or the industry.

Reviewers consider that the consortium has fully taken account of potential synergies with other projects. 

Reviewers consider that the consortium has very adequately taken account of status and developments of standards.

The exploitation potential of project results is considered average. The potential seems to be good for the network. The e-publishing module offers very good prospects but its exploitation should be further developed. The “network” could be more user-friendly for the curators. The e-commerce potential depends very much on external players and competing products/services.  This issue was not sufficiently addressed.

Reviewers consider that TIP does not yet provide a coherent plan for the exploitation of the project results. The TIP was on schedule, formally almost completed, but should be enhanced: it lacks clarity and financial projections in terms of cost and revenue, break even, different scenarios, etc.

The information dissemination reported is considered very good in respect of methods to be used, means, events, publications, media coverage and technology transfer activities.

On the basis of their findings and Art 2A4 of Annex III of the contract with the Commission, the reviewers recommend to the Commission to acknowledge the successful completion of the project.

The following enclosures are attached to this report:

· Agenda of the meeting (annex 1);

· Attendance list (annex 2);, 

· Updated project synopsis/fact sheet (annex 3);

· Progress indicators fiche provided by the project manager (annex 4);

· Progress indicators fiche by the review team (annex 5);

· Review documentation list (annex 6). 

1.   METHODOLOGY

The technical verification aimed to objectively establish:

· The degree of fulfillment of the project work plan

· The degree of achievement of the project objectives as described in Annex I of the Contract

· The degree of fulfillment of the deliverables as described in Annex I

· Any elements which may give rise to reasonable doubts as to the reality of the resources that the contractors purport to have employed

· Any elements which may give rise to reasonable doubts as to the use of reasonable endeavors by the contractors to achieve the results aimed at by the project
· Any elements which may give rise to reasonable doubts as to the likelihood of the achievement of the results aimed at by the project, or which can reasonably be expected to result in a considerable diminution of the use potential of such results
The methodology and the rules provided in the contract concerning the "Technical verification" were respected, and in particular those provided in the Annex III, article 2A (Objectives of the technical verification) and article 2B (Organization of the review) as summarized hereafter:

a) Annex III - Article 2A 

The technical verification covered the provisions of the abovementioned article, but the reviewers considered also the potential for the longer-term exploitation of the project achievement and their recommendations expressed their opinion on how to enhance the chances of commercial success of the project outcome.

b) Annex III - Article 2B 

The contractors were informed by the Commission in due time of its intention to organize a review session and the names and CVs of the proposed experts were forwarded to the contractors according to the contractual provisions. The venue for the review was also agreed with the contractors (paragraph 1).

The coordinator approved the appointment of the experts (par. 2).

The meeting was chaired by Jan Hoorens, project officer representing the European Commission, Information Society Directorate-General (par. 3).

On the occasion of the review, the contractors provided as much evidence as requested by the review team and a practical presentation  gave a fair idea of the possible end-products (par. 4). Reviewers received the review documentation on 13.3.2003. Review documentation was considered complete and timely with respect to the standard review documentation requirements provided in annex 6. Delivery mode was by website access, e-mail, print and CD-Rom.

The review was conducted according to the guidelines for project reviews (project monitoring in IST final, 10 September 2001) as communicated by note 2912 of 6 November 2001 to IST Directors. A copy of this document was forwarded to the reviewers and to the project coordinator. 

This report refers to the deliverables produced by the contractors and to the verbal presentations made during the review. 

2. APPROVAL OF DELIVERABLES

2.1. DELIVERABLES PRESENTED

The following  main deliverables were produced during the review period:

	Deliverables 
Code & Description
	Originally planned
	Current planned
	Actual delivery
	Partner Responsible

	D6 System Services and Business Processes 
	30.6.2002
	
	20.1.2003
	IMAC

	D7 Validation of the Regnet System and preparation of the Demonstration
	30.6.2002
	
	6.12.2002
	IMAC

	D8 Prototype “The Regnet-System” V2
	30.6.2002
	
	6.12.2002
	VALT

	D9 Regnet System operation
	31.3.2003
	
	6.3.2003
	TARX

	D10 Demonstration – Trial Service
	31.3.2003
	
	6.3.2003
	VALT

	D11 Regnet Trial service and recommendations
	31.3.2003
	
	6.3.2003
	IAT

	D12 Technology implementation plan
	28.2.2003
	
	11.3.2003
	MOT

	D13 REGNET  Information Dissemination Activities
	28.2.2003
	
	10.3.2003
	SPAC

	D14  REGNET Quality Assurance System
	28.2.2003
	
	6.3.2003
	MOT

	D15 Final Report
	28.2.2003
	
	10.3.2003
	AIT

	Study 1: Cultural Heritage and e-business: a standards framework
	31.12.2002
	
	14.2.2003
	ZEUS

	Study 2: Cultural Heritage and e-business: doing business in the global market
	31.12.2002
	
	14.2.2003
	ZEUS

	Study 3: Cultural Heritage and e-business: the impact of modern access technology
	31.12.2002
	
	14.2.2003
	ZEUS


The partners were asked to send to the review team a copy of the “post-mortem” quality assurance report (MOTOROLA)

In terms of provision of deliverables, the project is on schedule. The final version of several deliverables was being edited at the time of the review.

2.2. REVIEWERS’ COMMENTS

In terms of completeness and quality of deliverables, performance was considered average. However, at the time of the review, the TIP was still to be formally completed.

The reviewers draw the attention on the following comments regarding completeness and quality of the deliverables:

D12 – Technology Implementation Plan

The project has produced several modules to be commercially exploited: Portal, Data entry, search and retrieval, E-shop, E-auction, E-procurement, E-publishing, Topic maps. However, a well articulated business plan is missing, although this was not specifically part of the initial contract. The exploitation potential needs to be clarified and further investigated:  staff needed, competitive position,  technology watch, etc. Today, there is no European cultural market but an addition of national markets with their specificities. TIP must include this constraint. The marketing of the project outcome as a whole is not clear. These remarks were already expressed at the previous review by the review team. 

Post Mortem analysis

The finality of this document is not clear. What are the real results of this procedure during the project? This kind of document/procedure seems more a formal approach to manage European projects than a practical tool to improve the quality of these projects.  

3. CONFORMITY TO THE WORKPLAN

3.1. ADHERENCE TO WORKPLAN

Work progress has been adequately reported in terms of specific objectives for the reporting period, progress by workpackage/task, deviations and corrective actions, follow up of previous reviews. However they did not deepen enough the Technology Implementation Plan.

Reviewers consider that specific objectives for the reporting period were adequate in light of the description of work. 

Reported progress by workpackage/tasks shows adherence to workplan in terms of resource investment, deliverables produced,  and follow up of previous reviews.

Project performance with respect to the "Description of work" is as expected. Some additional tasks were completed, such as the Topic Maps (management of all metadata terminologies), or also such as the fact that the project output was supposed to be the creation of an infrastructure, whilst it produced also commercially exploitable modules.

The review team considered that the setting up through technologies of a network of experts in CEEC and Russia constitutes a success story that merits publicity (e.g. for dissemination or to promote 3rd party exploitation).

Innovation enabled by the project can be qualified as at mainstream, close to state-of-the-art.

Reviewers considered that there were overall no elements which may give rise to reasonable doubts concerning the use potential of the project results. 
The project is considered to address the programme objectives fully.

3.2. DEVIATION FROM WORKPLAN

No major deviation from the workplan was observed.  

3.3. CONTINGENCY PLAN

No contingency plan was put forward by the consortium. Proposals for corrective action on observed deviations were submitted by the project co-ordinator in due time. 

4. PROJECT MANAGEMENT AND CO-ORDINATION

The reviewers examined how the project is being managed, taking account of technical achievements, business development issues, information co-ordination and human and financial resources.

Reviewers identified no specific problems in terms of project management/co-ordination, apart those raised by the project coordinator in due time. The successful co-ordination of a large groups of partners (23 partners, 2 subcontractors from 12 countries, including from Eastern and Central Europe and Russia) can be considered as close to best practice. 

Reviewers considered that there were overall no elements which may give rise to reasonable doubts as to the use of reasonable endeavors by the contractors to achieve the results aimed at by the project. 

Reviewers considered that there were overall no elements which may give rise to reasonable doubts as to the likelihood of the achievement of the results aimed at by the project, or which can reasonably be expected to result in a considerable diminution of the use potential of such results.

5. RELATION TO THE STATE-OF-THE-ART AND TO OTHER PROJECTS

Reviewers consider that the consortium has adequately taken account of developments outside the project in the state-of-the-art or the industry. 

Reviewers consider that the consortium has adequately taken account of potential synergies with other projects. 

6. ACTIVITIES RELATED TO STANDARDS

Reviewers consider that the consortium has adequately taken account of status and developments of standards. 

The repository allows to be independent from the data formats and is open therefore to wap and i-mode exploitation.

7. PLANS FOR INDUSTRIAL EXPLOITATION OF RESULTS

Reviewers consider that the TIP was produced on schedule and regularly updated. The final version of the TIP was still to be formally completed at the time of the review.

The exploitation potential of project results is considered average.

The potential is good for the network, but could include more user-friendliness for curators, and good for the thematic module (e-publishing) whose potential might have been further developed. Financial projections are generally missing. The e-commerce and e-auctions functionalities are in competition with many external players and services. The TIP does not yet provide a coherent plan for exploitation as it lacks clarity and financial projections in terms of cost and revenue, break even, different scenarios, etc.

8. PLANS FOR DISSEMINATION OF RESULTS/ WEB SITE

Reviewers consider that the past reporting and plans for dissemination of results were produced on schedule. 

Reporting on past information dissemination is considered complete. The information dissemination reported is considered very good in respect of methods to be used, means, events, publications, media coverage and technology transfer activities.

The plan for information dissemination is considered complete. The plan for information dissemination is considered average in respect of methods to be used, means, events, publications, media coverage and technology transfer activities.

9. SUMMARY OF REVIEWERS’ TECHNICAL COMMENTS

The following requests and recommendations were made by the review team.

9.1. DELIVERABLES 

· RN-D12 REGNET- Technology Implementation Plan 

· The final version of the TIP was still due at the time of the review.

· Several deliverables were too long and hard to read.

· The review team requested  a copy of the internal “post-mortem” quality assurance report. 

· The final version of some other deliverables was under preparation and should completed by the end of the contractual period. 

9.2. WORKPLAN 


No special request

9.3. PROJECT MANAGEMENT 

· The project management was very successful in coordinating a very large consortium. 

· Corrective actions were taken when appropriate.

9.4. STATE-OF-THE-ART AND OTHER PROJECTS 

No special request.

9.5. STANDARDS

No special request.

9.6. EXPLOITATION

· The exploitation potential should be refined and include financial analysis, better competitive positioning (e-commerce, e-auction) and investigate further the potential for the e-publishing module.

9.7. INFORMATION DISSEMINATION

No special request.
10. CONCLUSIONS

On the basis of their findings and Art 2A4 of Annex III of the contract with the Commission, the reviewers recommend to the Commission to acknowledge the successful completion of the project after receipt of the final version of the TIP.

ANNEXES:


1.   Agenda of the review meeting (Annex 1);

2. Participants list (Annex 2) ;

3. Project synopsis/fact sheet (Annex 3);

4. Progress indicators fiche by project manager (Annex 4);

5. Progress indicators fiche by review team (Annex 5);

6. Review documentation (Annex 6).

Annex 1

Agenda of Review Meeting

Agenda

Thursday, 2003-03-27

	REV-YY-##/Pos
	Time 
	Issue (rapporteur)
	Time

	REV-03-01/001
	10:00
	Opening and Approval of the Agenda (EC, review chair, project partners)
	1’

	REV-03-01/002
	10:01
	Introduction, content and purpose of the review (Commission – review chair)

(+ formal verification of Review Documentation)
	4’

	REV-03-01/003
	10:05
	Objectives and Progress, Follow up of REV-02 (AIT)
	15’

	REV-03-01/004
	10:20
	WP2 – Task 2.5 Market preparation (IMAC)
	10’

	REV-03-01/005
	10:30
	Detailed presentation of progress by workpackage:

· WP3 - Task 3.1 Validation and Preparation of Demonstration / D7 (IMAC)

· Presentation of content cases (KVA, ICCS, MECH, CC etc.)

· WP3 – Task 3.2 The REGNET- System Version 2 / D8 (VALT)
	20’

5’


10’

5’

	
	10:50
	Coffee Break
	15’

	REV-03-01/006
	11:05
	Detailed presentation of progress by workpackage:

· WP4 – Task 4.1 The REGNET System Operation / D9 (TARX)

· WP4 – Task 4.2 The REGNET Demonstration (Trial Service) / D10 (VALT)

· WP4 – Task 4.3 REGNET Trial Services and Recommendations / D11 (IAT)
	30’

10’

10’


10’

	REV-03-01/007
	11:35
	Detailed presentation of progress by workpackage

· WP5 – Development of a technological implementation
plan / D12 (MOT)
	10’

10’



	REV-03-01/008
	11:45
	Detailed presentation of progress by workpackage:

· WP6 -  Information Dissemination / D13 (SPAC)
	10’

10’

	REV-03-01/009
	11:55
	Detailed presentation of progress by workpackage:

· WP7 – REGNET Quality Assurance System / D14 (MOT)
	10’

10’

	
	12:05
	Lunch Break
	60’

	REV-03-01/010
	13:05
	Online Presentation of the REGNET System (2. Version)
	50’

	REV-03-01/011
	13:55
	Approval of Deliverables (AIT)

Status of Deliverables (actual / planned)

Q&A (reviewers)
	10’

5’

5’

	REV-03-01/012
	14:05
	Workplan adherence:

Presentation based on Progress Reports and Final Report  Version  1(AIT)

Q&A (reviewers)

Contingency plans (reviewers)
	10’

4’

3’

3’

	REV-03-01/013
	14:15
	Project Management and Co-ordination

Presentation based on Progress Reports (AIT)

Q&A (reviewers)

First impression (reviewers)
	15’

5’

5’

5’

	REV-03-01/014
	14:30
	Relation to State of the Art and other projects:

Presentation based on Progress Reports, Cluster issues (AIT)

Q&A (reviewers)

First impression (reviewers)
	15’

5’

5’

5’


	REV-YY-##/Pos
	Time 
	Issue (rapporteur)
	Time

	REV-03-01/015
	14:45
	Standards:

Presentation based on Progress Reports/final Report – Version 1 (AIT)

Q&A (reviewers)

First impression (reviewers)
	10’

3’

2’

5’

	REV-03-01/016
	14:55
	Exploitation of results:

Presentation based on D12 TIP (AIT)

Q&A (reviewers)

First impression (reviewers)
	18’

10’

3’

5’

	REV-03-01/017
	15:13
	Information dissemination:

Presentation based on D13 (AIT)

Q&A (reviewers)

First impression (reviewers)
	12’

5’

2’

5’

	
	15:25
	Coffee Break
	15’

	REV-03-01/018
	15:40
	Meeting of the review team to discuss:

· Initial impressions regarding assessment

· Formulate preliminary recommendations
	60’

	REV-03-01/019
	16:40
	Presentation of the initial comments and recommendations:

· presentation of initial impressions (review team)

· reply from consortium (AIT)
	20’

10’

10’

	REV-03-01/020
	17:00
	Closing of the meeting (review chair)
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PARTICIPANTS LIST

Attendance List in Alphabetical Order of Partner Acronyms
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AIT

AIT-Angewandte Informationstechnik GmbH

Klosterwiesgasse 32/I

A-8010 Graz

AUSTRIA

Phone: (43-316) 835359-0

Fax:(43-316) 835359-75

URL: http://www.ait.co.at/ 

· Gerda Koch

e-mail: kochg@ait.co.at

· Walter Koch

e-mail: kochw@ait.co.at
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CC

Consorzio Civita

Via del Corso 300

I-00186 Rome

ITALY

Phone: (39-06) 69203221

Fax:(39-06) 6796467

· Silvia Boria

e-mail: boria@civita.it 
· Raffaela Rimboschi
email: info@artconservation.it
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ICCS

Institute of Computer and Communication Systems

Bulgarian Academy of Sciences

Acad.G.Bonchev str. bl.2

1113 Sofia

BULGARIA

Phone: (359 2) 71 68 52; (359 2) 979 27 74
Fax:(359 2) 72 39 05

· Krasimira Stoilova

e-mail: k.stoilova@hsh.iccs.bas.bg 
· Todor Stoilov

e-mail: tstoilov@hsh.iccs.bas.bg 
IMAC
Information & Management Consulting

Weidenweg 60

D-10437 Berlin

GERMANY

Phone: (49-30) 42018684

Fax: (49-30) 42018685

URL: http://www.imac.de

· Silke Grossmann

e-mail: Silke.Grossmann@imac.de 
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KVA

The Royal Swedish Academy of Sciences

Box 50005

SE-104 05 Stockholm

SWEDEN

Phone.: +46-8-673 96 16

Fax: +46-8-673 95 98

URL: http://www.center.kva.se/English/Center.htm 

· Karl Grandin

e-mail: karlg@kva.se 

· Anders Eriksson
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MECH
Stedelijke Musea Mechelen

Minderbroedersgang 5

B-2800 Mechelen

BELGIUM

Phone: (32-015) 294036

Fax:(32-015) 294031

· Heidi De Nijn

e-mail: heidi.denijn@mechelen.be

· Bart Stroobants
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MOT
MOTOROLA Technology Center

Via Cardinal Massaia 83

I-10147 Torino

ITALY

Phone: (39 11) 291 1419 

Fax:(39 11) 291 2910

· Simona Ricaldone

e-mail: simona.ricaldone@motorola.com
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MUS
Museon

Stadhouderslaan 41

3823 CJ Den Haag

NETHERLANDS

Phone: (31-70) 3381 411

Fax: (31-70) 3381 339

URL: http://www.museon.nl

· Hub Kockelkorn

e-mail: hkockelkorn@museon.nl 

· Rob Schouten

e-mail: rschouten@museon.nl 
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SPACE
SPACE S.p.A 

Piazza del Carmine 22 

09124 Cagliari 

Italy

Phone: (39-0574) 27256

Fax:(39-0574) 404782

· Paolo Alongi

e-mail: paolo.alongi@spacespa.it 
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TARX
TARX nv

Bordekensstraat 30

1981 Hofstade

BELGIUM

Phone: (32 015) 62 14 05

Fax: (32 015) 62 03 35

· Vic Haesaerts

e-mail: vh@tarx.be 
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VALT
ValTech

Tersud, 5 Avenue Marcel Dassault

F-31500 Toulouse

FRANCE

Phone: (33 5) 62 47 52 00

Fax: (33 5) 62 47 52 01

URL: http://www.valtech.com

· Jean-Pierre Lorre

e-mail: jean-pierre.lorre@valtech.fr 
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ZEUS Kostas Votis

ZEUS Consulting S.A.

Trade Center - Riga Ferraiou 93 st.

26221 Patras

GREECE

Phone: (30 61) 622655 

Fax:(30 61) 272425 

URL: http://www.zeusconsult.gr/ 

· Kostas Votis
e-mail: votis@zeusnet.gr 

                                                                                  Annex 3

Project synopsys/fact sheet
Project URL: http://www.regnet.org/
	Coordinator

	Contact Person:

Name: KOCH, Walter

Tel: +43.316.835359-0

Fax: +43.316.835359-75

Email: kochw@ait.co.at
	Organisation:

AIT Angewandte Informationstechnik Forschungsgesellschaft mbH

Klosterwiesgasse 32/1

8010 Graz

Austria


REGNET aims to set up a functional network of service centres in Europe which provides IT-services dedicated to Cultural Heritage organisations and will be an enabler of eBusiness activities for CH organizations. Multi media industries enabling the production of electronic publications will be integrated. It will provide access and use of digital data (scientific and cultural) as well as of physical goods as provided by museum shops. The four players within the network are the content providers, the service centre operators, the system developers and end users. The content providers (museums, libraries, archives etc.) will provide access (via wired and wireless communication) to their digital contents, services and products and offer them to their clients (B2C). In return they can use the REGNET facilities for multimedia productions and data base management, or cooperate with other REGNET partners during the creation of data bases, generation of multimedia products or creation of a virtual exhibition (B2B). The service centre operators will generate income by providing the technical infrastructure (software/hardware) to content providers and other partners within the REGNET network. They offer additional IT-services and consultancies. And the system developers are selling the REGNET system to other cultural service centres and content providers. They implement additional components for the REGNET software system (additional ‘nodes’ like an ‘exhibition creator’, etc), and will generate income via licence fees for the REGNET system. For the end user the system will offer easy and wide access to cultural heritage data information and the purchase of CH related goods and services at one point, with stress on the production of personalized goods (e.g. CDROM) and services. The whole network will be governed by the CSC Europe EEIG umbrella organization.

Main objectives of REGNET are:

· Development of a service infrastructure which enables business to business (B2B) transactions as well as business to consumer (B2C) transactions

· Development and use of existing - locally held - electronic catalogues (OPACS: Online Public Access Catalogues) referring to cultural & scientific objects contained in libraries, museums, archives, and galleries, as well as to goods and services.

· Integration of a distributed search and retrieval system to achieve a 'virtual union' catalogue of all OPACS and product/service catalogues held locally

· Definition of Information Products and Services including necessary 'supply chains' and the connected business processes and functions to deliver digital and physical goods (to provide high quality services an editorial committee will be installed)

· Setup of a legal framework necessary for all business transaction on the B2B and B2C level (containing payment features, copyright systems, authentication control, etc)

· Integration and test of existing components, standards, and methods in the field of distributed search and retrieval and e-commerce

· Access to the REGNET-WEB services with mobile devices via de facto standard protocols (such as wireless application protocol, WAP etc) will be investigated.
· Run a trial service (demonstration phase) which should be followed by a regular service.

The technical (research and development) objectives of REGNET are:

· Development of the ‘REGNET building blocks (nodes)’ which are necessary to build up an appropriate infrastructure to access to catalogues (containing cultural & scientific data, product & service descriptions, etc) in the Cultural Heritage domain.

Possible access to the ‘REGNET System’ via wired communication lines as well as via wireless mode (e.g. using the wireless application protocol WAP).
The building blocks (nodes) of the REGNET system consist of:

· REGNET – Portal (access to remote data entry, distributed search, e-business)

· REGNET – Cultural Heritage Data Management (search over distributed meta data repositories connected to stores containing digital content)

· REGNET – eBusiness Data Management (e-commerce system allowing access to distributed product/service catalogues)

· REGNET – Ontology (Metadata) Subsystem (containing the specifications of all metadata needed in the Cultural Heritage domain as well as in the e-business domain; this subsystem also stores specifications of workflows and process related metadata)

· REGNET  –  Electronic Publishing Subsystem (allowing the production of personalised digital products based on standardised meta data and workflows)

The demonstration objectives of REGNET are:

· Test the technical (hardware/software) infrastructure of the REGNET system

· Validate the developed services offered to end users and content providers

· Test the operation of at least three Cultural Service Centres

Milestones:

M1: State of the Art, Results: documentation plans (preparation of content); infrastructure to run the trial service; legal framework

M2: System implementation, Results: Content and products ready; System is tested; contracts and agreements are signed; start of market activities; Training of REGNET administrators

M3: End of system validation, Results: infrastructure at service centres ready

M4: Trial Service ends, Results: Regular service network

M5: REGNET established
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Progress indicators fiche BY PROJECT MANAGEMENT

	IST Project Review : Progress Indicators  Fiche
(to be aggregated as Programme statistics)
	Programme Area: 
 IST-00-3-1.a.            Date of Review : 27 March 2003

Project Number : IST-2000-26336     
Project Acronym :REGNET


	Part A – To be completed by the Project Manager and submitted to the Commission prior to the project review

	A
	Project’s view of IST Programme 
	State, select, or score as necessary
	Comments

	1
	How do you value participation in the IST programme
– beyond the funding of your project?
	Score 0-1-2-3-4-5

0 = no value,   to

5 = very high value
	5

	2
	How frequent are contacts between this project and other IST project(s) ?  (Eg arising from Clusters or from own-initiatives)

(If “no contacts”, please do not answer the next two questions A3 & A4)
	( Weekly

· Monthly

· Quarterly

· Less frequently than quarterly

· No contacts…
	(

	3
	Which aspect(s) of your project’s work do you aim to develop or improve by having contact with other projects?

(Multiple selection permitted)
	· Expertise/technical knowledge sharing

· Critical Mass  

· Consensus building

· Access market / exploit results

· Promotion / Reputation 

· Other…
	(
(
(
(
(

	4
	How are these contacts considered by the Consortium?
	· Strategic

· Useful / productive

· Have no effect on the project
	useful/ productive 


	A
	Project’s own dissemination activities, and needs
	Select, or score as necessary
	Comments

	5
	Is the project actively “targeting” technical or policy contributions towards:

(  industry guidelines / defacto “standards”

· technical standards bodies
	Yes 

Yes / No 
	Industry guidelines / defacto standards

Topic Map
OAI-Harvesting Protocol

	6
	Cumulative number of general purpose information products produced by the project :

( Printed brochures, leaflets, facts sheets etc

( Referenced S&T Publications

( Conference papers

· CD-ROMs DVDs

Does the project have a public Web site ?
	State number of different publications in each case: 

1 facts sheet, 1 poster, several project leaflets in different languages
19 publications (online and in paper)

50 presentations at conferences, fairs and meetings

1 official project public website with description in 8 languages  
3 partner project web sites and REGNET testbed web sites, various link references on partner sites
	Several contacts with standardisation bodies. 

Several contacts with cultural heritage organizations on national basis. 



	7
	Are there any results or success stories from or related to the project that merit publicity on the ISTweb?  Eg to promote wider dissemination or to promote  3rd party exploitation

If YES, the project manager will be contacted and support offered to prepare the in formation for publication
	Yes 


	The Cultural Service Centre Europe EEIG was founded. 

First REGNET public demonstrator is available online.

The national REGNET testbeds have started.




Name: W. KOCH
Signature: signed

Organisation: AIT
Date: 27 3 2003

	Part B – For completion by the Project Officer, following the results of the Review

	B
	Project plans and progress made
	State, or select one, as necessary
	Comments

	1
	Is the project proceeding according to its “Description of work”? 
	· Fully in line 

· Minor changes

· Major changes 
	

	2
	Is the project on schedule ?

If NO state delay in Months
	Yes / No



Months
	

	3
	What is the performance of the project? 
(with respect to the “Description of work”)
	· Higher than expected

· As expected 

·  Lower than expected 
	

	4
	Which of the following best describes the “stage of development” that is the focus of the project?  

(Select one only)
	· Basic scientific / technical knowledge

· Guidelines,  methodologies

· Prototype service / software code

· Prototype hardware / product 

· Technology demonstrator

· Study (survey etc)

· Take-up / technology transfer

· Network of excellence

· Other …
	

	5
	Which of the following best describes the innovation of the project ?

(Select one only)
	· Breakthrough

· At the forefront of state-of-the-art

· Mainstream research

· None (Eg certain Accompanying Measures)
	

	6
	Which of the following best describes the exploitation potential of project results? 
(in terms of commercial success, market acceptance, take-up as a standard etc)
	· Very good 

· Average

· Poor

· Not Applicable (certain Accompanying Measures)
	

	B
	Results of Review
	State, or select one, as necessary
	Comments

	7
	How many times has the project been reviewed?
(Include present review)
	
	

	8
	Final Result of the present review 

	· Successful completion

· Continue (minor changes)

· Significant modifications required 

· Termination of Partner’s contract 

· Termination of overall contract 
	


Name:                                      Unit:                    Signature:
Date:

Annex 5

PROJECT INDICATOR FICHE BY REVIEW TEAM

	IST Project Review : Progress Indicators  Fiche
(to be aggregated as Programme statistics)
	Programme Area: KA- 3 –323  
Date of Review : March 27, 2003

Project Number : 2000-26336   Project Acronym : REGNET


	For completion by the Project Officer, with the Reviewers

	
	Results of Review meeting
	State, or select one, as necessary
	Comments

	1
	Is the project proceeding according to its “Description of work”? 
	X   Fully in line 

·  Minor changes

· Major changes 
	

	2
	Is the project on schedule ?
If NO state delay in Months
	Yes 
	

	3
	What is the performance of the project? 
(with respect to the “Description of work”)
	· Higher than expected

X   As expected 

·  Lower than expected 
	

	4
	How many times has the project been reviewed?
(Include present review)
	3 times
	

	5
	Are there any results or success stories from or related to the project that merit publicity?  E.g. for dissemination or to promote 3rd party exploitation
	Yes
	the setting up through technologies of a network of experts in CEEC and Russia



	6
	Final Result of the present review 

	X   Successful project completion    

· Continue (minor changes)
· Significant modifications required 

· Termination of Partner’s contract 

· Termination of overall contract 
	


	
	Project plans and progress made
	State, or select one, as necessary (with comments if changed with respect to previous assessment)
	Comments

	7
	Which of the following best describes the focus of the project?  

(Select one only)
	· Basic scientific / technical knowledge

· Guidelines,  methodologies

· Prototype service / software code

· Prototype hardware / product 

X Technology demonstrator

· Study (survey etc)

· Take-up / technology transfer

· Network of excellence

· Other …
	

	8
	Which of the following best describes the innovation of the project ?

(Select one only)
	· Breakthrough

· At the forefront of state-of-the-art

X   Mainstream research

· None (Eg certain Accompanying Measures)
	Close to the state-ot-the-art (depending the modules)

	9
	To what extent does the project still address the Programme objectives?
	X Fully 

· In part

· No longer relevant
	

	10
	Which of the following best describes the exploitation potential of project results? 
(in terms of commercial success, market acceptance, take-up as a standard etc)
	· Very good 

X Average

· Poor

· Not Applicable (certain Accompanying Measures)
	· Business plan to be further investigated (financial projections)

· Competition analysis to be carried out.


PO: JAN HOORENS
Date and Signature:

Date:

Reviewers: 

JEAN-LOUIS PASCON 
Date and Signature:

JEAN-PIERRE BOUILLOT
Date and Signature:
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