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Agenda

Thursday, 2001-04-19

	PMG-YY-##/Pos
	Time 
	Issue (rapporteur)
	Attach

	PMG-01-01/001
	10:00 
	Opening (W. Koch, J. Hoorens)
	

	PMG-01-01/002
	10:15
	Introduction (all partners)
	

	PMG-01-01/003
	10:45
	Communication by the CEC & Contractual Matters (J. Hoorens)
	(

	
	11:15
	Coffee Break
	

	PMG-01-01/004
	11:30
	Reporting and Payment (G. Koch)
	

	PMG-01-01/005
	12:00
	Consortium Structure & Project Management (W. Koch)
	(

	PMG-01-01/006
	12:30
	Consortium Agreement (W. Koch, J. Hoorens)
	(

	
	13:00
	Lunch Break
	

	PMG-01-01/007
	14:00
	Project Structure & Work Plan (W. Koch, G. Güntner)
	(

	PMG-01-01/008
	14:30
	Work Areas (WA-Manager)
	(

	
	15:30
	Coffee Break
	

	PMG-01-01/009
	15:45
	Definition of Team-Groups and Scope of Work

   (Work Area Managers: A, C, D, E)
	(

	PMG-01-01/010
	16:45
	Definition of Team-Groups and Scope of Work

   (Work Area Manager: B)
	(

	
	18:00
	Closing of first day
	

	
	
	
	

	
	19:30
	Social Dinner
	


Friday, 2001-04-20

	PMG-YY-##/Pos
	Time 
	Issue (rapporteur)
	Attach

	PMG-01-01/011
	09:00 
	Open Issues from the first day & discussion (W. Koch)
	

	PMG-01-01/012
	09:30
	Deliverables (W. Koch)
	(

	PMG-01-01/013
	10:00
	Working Plan for the first three months (G. Koch)
	(

	
	10:30
	Coffee Break
	

	PMG-01-01/014
	11:00
	Detailed Work Plan - Content Providers (W. Koch)
	(

	parallel sesssion
	11:00
	Detailed Work Plan – Developers (G. Güntner)
	(

	
	12:30
	Lunch Break
	

	PMG-01-01/015
	13:30
	Detailed Work Plan - Content Providers (W. Koch)
	(

	parallel sesssion
	13:30
	Detailed Work Plan – Developers (G. Güntner)
	(

	
	15:00
	Coffee Break
	

	PMG-01-01/016
	15:30
	Information Dissemination (Space)
	(

	PMG-01-01/017
	16:00
	Clustering Activity (Space)
	(

	PMG-01-01/018
	16:15
	Any Other Business, Conclusions, Next Meeting
	

	
	16:30
	Closing of second day
	


1  Minutes

This document is devided into 3 parts:

· minutes according to the agenda

· minutes from Content Provider and Technical Group Session respectively

· Action Lists

1.1 Thursday, 2001-04-19

Contractual items

Distribution of signed copies of the contract to all the partners present in the meeting. SUL will give LMG the copy of the contract. SUSU will receive its copy of the contract by mail. 

PMG-01-01/001 (10:00 – 10:10)
Opening by W. Koch (PM) and J. Hoorens (CEC):

Due to administrative problems the projects started with a 3 months delay.

J. Hoorens will valuate the cost statements and deliverables.

PMG-01-01/002 (10:10 – 10:45)
Introduction of all partners. (without MUS & GRAN, which came later).

Explanation of the project (W. Koch).

PMG-01-01/003 (10:45 – 11:20)
Contractual Matters (J. Hoorens). The contract was signed by the commission on the 29th of March.

Discussion of the contract. 

Start of project: 2001-04-01. 

Advanced payment: within 60 days of the project start (expected by end of June). The advance payment will be 30% of the EU contribution, and will be subtracted from the further payments in a pro rato logic. 15% of the EU contribution will be frozen and paid after the final review. AIT will double check with all partners their bank account details before transfer.

Reviews: 2 external reviews (review time 6 months)



3 internal reviews



1 final review

As there are hot concepts included in the project (metadata, e-commerce, distributed searching, …) the EC is very interested in this project. 

Contract (W. Koch)

· Legal part

· Table: Cost for all partners (advanced payment within next 60 days)

· Annex I + Attachment is basis for technical work

· Explanation of attachment PMG-01-01/013: project plan, planned person months for the 1st 6 months

· Deliverables: The reviews from the commission are based on deliverables (e.g. have to have high quality standard).
Internal reviews and quality assurance checks will be done by MOT.

· Web-page: the internal web-page is already established.

As the portal to REGNET the external web-page will be further developed. The internal project web page has been shifted to a secured member area within the public REGNET homepage (http://www.regnet.org/)

· Annex II: General conditions 

· Annex III: Special conditions for the IST programme (concertation etc.)

Coffee break (11:20 – 11:55)
PMG-01-01/004 (11:55 – 12:40)
Reporting and Payment (G. Koch). 

Explanation of templates (attachment PMG-01-01/004) for reports, cost statements, meeting agendas and meeting minutes.

AIT will provide partly filled in templates for important documents (cost statements, reports).

Naming convention for documents. (see RN_D14v01_AIT_docnaming) ( a convention indicating final documents will be added! Some indications on naming conventions from MOT will be discussed, and a final version of the naming convention will be distributed among the partners soon. All documents should be named after this schema.

Cost statements: signed (blue ink) and sent in original (see also end of Annex II)

Decisions:

Monthly Reports are dropped (they are not required by the EC)! Maybe shift from bimonthly to trimonthly reports later in the project.

Cost statements will be in EURO from the beginning.
Project management:

Exploitation plan : now draft, final exploitation plan within the last 6 months of the project.

PMG-01-01/005 (12:40 – 13:05)
Consortium Structure (W. Koch). 

Description of the consortium structure (see attachment PMG-01-01/005): Content Providers (C), Developers (S), Regional Poles (B). 

MUS and SUL will be added to the content providers (=correction). 

A template for associated partners to the project (“Letter of Intent”) should be developed.

IMAC might bring in an associated user group of museums from Switzerland. An agreement letter on using the system (evaluation) should be developed.

Use AMICO (“Art Museum Image COnsortium”) as a base for a legal framework discussion.

Travel costs: 
there is some flexibility to shift costs.


In Annex II (Article22, 5) the shifting of costs is regulated. (below 20% won’t be a problem for EC).

Lunch break (13:05 – 14:10)

MUS arrived.
PMG-01-01/006 (14:10 – 14:35)

Consortium agreement (W. Koch). 

The EC is not involved in the consortium agreement.

The use of the content and the use of the product will be regulated.

There must be a draft until the 1st half of May (on the webserver) – each partner has one week to review the draft (legal office) and send in comments.

At the end of 2nd half of May each partner has to sign the consortium agreement.

The consortium agreement must not contradict with the contract with the EC.

If each partner agrees with the consortium agreement it will be sent around and signed.

The consortium agreement should be finished in June.

(A faster procedure for dispatching and signing the consortium agreement will be considered).

PMG-01-01/007 (14:35 – 15:35)

Project Structure & Work Plan (W. Koch, G. Güntner).

Explanation of the building blocks (p.5 in attachment PMG-01-01/007).

· For e-business block: provide interfaces to already existing components.

· For electronic publication block: build small workgroups for defining generic products.

· Portal: develop a generic portal which is adaptable to geographical, content, … needs. 

Work areas D & E are related to domain (geographical & content) specific aspects.


GRAN arrived.
Coffee break (15:35 – 16:10)

PMG-01-01/008 (16:10 – 16:30)

Work Areas (W. Koch).

Description of the work areas.

PMG-01-01/009 (16:30 – 16:45)

Definition of Team-Groups and Scope of Work (WA A, C, D, E).

Goal is to develop a methodology for Content Providers to digitize their collections.

PMG-01-01/010 (16:45 – 17:00)

Definition of Team-Groups and Scope of Work (WA B).

The question of developing stand alone blocks was raised, but some blocks won’t be independent blocks (e.g. most of the components will need the ontology checker).

The functionality of the Electronic Publishing subsystem should be reduced due to a lack of standards available (point of further discussion).

Closing of 1st day (17:00)

1.2 Friday, 2001-04-20

PMG-01-01/011 (9:10 – 9:20)
Opening of 2nd day (W. Koch).

PMG-01-01 (9:20 – 10:15)
Discussion of the user scenarios.

· B2C

In T 1.1 use scenarios have to be identified.

a) What goods are available for selling? What material can be sold in the future? (Content Providers)

b) Technical questions: which database(s) to be used. etc..? 
What standards (IAT is task leader for standards)

The content providers need to give examples for their objects, and the technical partners can then identify existing standards (documentation, etc.) for these objects.

Question (ZEUS): Why is cultural heritage data management and e-business data management separated?

Answer: CH data management is based on already existing standards. (Z39.50, ASN1, BER, XER, AMICO, MARC, EAD, TEI, ...). e-business standards are arising just now (maybe take ebXML as a basis).

Standards for distributed searches already exist. Existing metadata standards from different areas (CIMI DTD, AMICO DTD, EAD DTD…) can be used within REGNET. Content providers data has to be structured into these standards. 

Standards for cataloguing and standards for digitising have to be used.

VALT: for all objects in the system:

· What kinds?

· XML-standards for data (DTD or XML-Schema)

Sees portal as an independent component.

ZEUS: sees the Electronic Publishing Subsystem as independent block outside of the system.


The other parts are not independent.

W. Koch: From the business point of view the publication system can be separated but from the technological point of view all systems should stay together. Content providers will give input in all areas.

The publication system can also be in part in the Ontology system. The Ontology checker can be searched and delivers the “tree” back to the searcher. Authority files, metadata, work flow etc. all this should be stored in the Ontology checker ( Knowledgebase!

· B2B

The possibility to define workflows (including experts) should be given?

Try to combine profit & non-profit goals.

Focus should be on added-value in the processes!

Establishment of a joint e-business landscape for museums and software businesses, without taking any rights from the museums. The value for the museums is the possibility to get back to a compendium of technical partners whose knowledge can be used.

· C2C

e. g.: a private person should have the possibility to make virtual auctions.

Clear Specification of all user scenarios have to be created to give all partners a clearer vision of the project.

PMG-01-01/013 (10:15 – 10:35)
Plan for the 1st 3 months.

The task briefs are the basis for the work according to the contract. The contributions to the tasks should be defined in a more concise way by each partner (2 – 3 lines).

Task briefs must be ready within 2 weeks, each task leader is responsible for that.

ZEUS: The work areas managers should be informed by the task managers on progress of work.

The interim reports finally lead to the deliverables and the final paper. 

SR: The IR 11 should be due end of May. The technical group will need the user requirements.

Methodologies for digitizing objects should be given to the content providers by IMAC, to have them filled in.

PMG-01-01/008 (10:35 – 11:40)
WA-Manager.

1) ZEUS [WA B]:

See PowerPoint-presentation on the web-server.

2) VALT [WA C]:

Development in iterative lifecycles (not waterfall model).

The Gant diagram in attachment PMG-01-01/013 is a phase model for project management. For development a detailed plan with iterative lifecycles has to be made by each partner group.

The iterative model won’t fit for WA A & C: ( put methodology in Task Briefs.

3) IMAC [WA D]:

Domain management:

T 1.1

1) Identify relevant Domains (Archives, museums, libraries…)

2) Best practise analysis

3) Need analysis (Domain and users)

4) Data description and Process description

T 1.2

5) Concept for digitising

WP 2

6) Realisation of digitising

WP 3

7) Validation of Demonstrators: Validation Concept, Domain validation (you+users)

The following matrix should be developed:

	
	Products/Services
	Customers/Markets
	New

	present
	
	
	

	enhanced
	
	
	

	new
	
	
	


WA D must be included in WP 1 for generating user requirements. IMAC is responsible for creating form sheets for Content Providers.

4) TARX [WA E]:

Also the thematic approach is very important and museums should provide background thematic information. Provide not only the objects but themes also. If other projects are focussing on that approach we should use part of it.

Provide different layers (with different access rights) to objects.

Content Providers should have statistics (now) to prove the usability of REGNET.

Coffee break (11:40 – 12:30)

PMG-01-01/014 (12:30 – 13:45)
Parallel Sessions.

a) Content Providers (see sec. 3.1 Content Providers)

b) Technical Group (see sec. 3.2 Technical Group)

Lunch break (13:45 – 14:45)

PMG-01-01/014 (14:45 – 15:50)
Parallel Session.

a) Content Providers (see sec. 3.1 Content Providers)

b) Technical Group (see sec. 3.2 Technical Group)

Coffee break (15:50 – 16:10)

PMG-01-01/016 (16:10 – 16:15)
Information Dissemination (SPAC). 

SPAC provides plan where dissemination activities have to take place. A yearly time schedule of relevant conferences on international and regional level should be provided.

ONB proposes to arrange a REGNET day in Vienna next year.

SPAC informs the other partners about conferences via email.

Relevant journals for publications should be identified. (AIT sent a paper to ICHIM 2001 which was accepted).

PMG-01-01/017 (16:15 – 16:20)
Clustering activity (SPAC).

OH and REGNET remain independent projects. No special meetings between OH and REGNET are planned. 

Special input for REGNET from OH: Collection management.

Special input for OH from REGNET: Legal Framework.

PMG-01-01/018 (16:20 – 16:40)
Any other business, conclusions. 

Presentation of outcome from Content Provider and technical session (see PMG-01-01/014 & 015)

Logo: Every partner got 5 print outs of an official REGNET headed paper. The template for this paper will be put on the server for download and usage. The suggestion to make stickers of the REGNET Logo was welcomed. These stickers should further reinforce the common project identity and be distributed on dissemination activities. Each partner will have to contribute financially to his quantity of stickers. 

The next meeting of all partners together should be at the end of the year (4. quarter).

Closing of meeting (16:40)

Parallel Sessions

1.3 Content Providers

T1.1

The content engineering relates also to the development phase. Cultural data management should be extended with products. Some items (painting on demand) should work as “eye-catchers”.

ALI: Alinari already has a digitised collection on the internet. Asks if already existing systems could be taken for REGNET.

IMAC: At this stage the description of the existing situation is very important.

AIT: It is very appreciated that Alinari would bring its technical knowledge to the group.

ALI: Alinari has a B2B portal which started a week ago, and will try to provide passwords for REGNET partners. The software for the system was outsourced. An English version will come out in June.

AIT: It would be very good if Alinari could write its experience, recommendations (on formats etc…) into the document for T1.3.

Could LMG also provide entrance to its museum shop?

Each content provider should write down in small and concrete sentences the user requirements, and what services the REGNET system should provide.

The work package leader should make a first template which should then be further elaborated by the partners.

SR: The requirements should be divided into “Must/Should” categories. The use cases should be numbered.

ONB: ONB has an existing digitising system and catalogued data. What about the new data to be catalogued?

AIT: Moving existing catalogues to the system or create new catalogues belongs to T 1.2.

A critical mass of different objects should be digitised. Then a common procedure will be defined.

MUS: some museum might already have a template for user requirements?

IMAC: will select all user requirements and then send it to the partner specialised in it.

AIT: There already exist template for user requirements in different projects – COVAX, OPENHERITAGE, HYPERMUSEUM… 

Within 10 days from now (30.4.2001) those should be send to the task leader.

A first version of the user requirements should be sent in by next Friday (27.04.2001). 

IMAC: will work out a more detailed work plan within the next days.

Can SUL, CC and NRM provide best practise examples for libraries, archives and museum shops?

This would fasten the work, as it will be concentrated on different partners.

Final decision on best practise statements:

SUL: 

libraries

ONB: 
photographic + documentation system

ICCS:
artists

CC: 

archives, museums; market studies in contact with TINC

MUS: 
museums-shop

SR: The best practise statement can be quite a short statement.

TINC: Terminology within the project should be consistent. Therefore a terminology glossary should be developed. 

What will REGNET sell?

Is Cultural Heritage a market?

AIT: Several market sectors are linked to cultural heritage.

Attached to T1.1 there is a “Do it yourself analysis” – DIYSA sheet. The partners can fill this in for analysing their catalogues.

MUS: Best practise for automatic cataloguing is also important.

AIT: The step from the card to the digital image is needed.

MUS: How to get from the card cataloguing to the technical development…

SUL: For digitising you have to have less information than on the cards.

IMAC: The DIYSA can be updated to analyse already digitized collections.

ONB: An already filled in example would be of great help here. Should we provide an overview of each catalogue, or do we just have to make an choice. A field for the size of an catalogue is missing.

AIT: The first 3 sheets are really important. They will be updated for their use in REGNET.

ONB: Isn’t it already clear which standards will be used?

AIT: Not all collections can be described by already existing standards. the standards for cultural heritage will be put on the web server. The standards for e-business are just evolving.

Aquarelle has a minimum of access points (Bath profile).

NRM: We have 9 Million objects?!

AIT: Then you should decide on your own catalogue.

MUS: Decision on one theme of the catalogue to describe the card might be the best.

ONB: This is an interesting figure in regards as dimension and service centre problematic.

Next meeting:

It was decided that the next meeting will take place in Stockholm on the 11th-12th of June (1,5 days).
Technical Group

Discussion about the technical architecture.

It is agreed that the conceptual architecture of REGNET will be an n-tier architecture. Key will be the business logic, all partners have experience on Web-based architectures, however, they need to get input from the content group so that they can work on the specific semantics of the REGENT business logic.

ACTION item (until May 3rd 2001): Salzburg Research will send out a first draft of a conceptual architecture together with a questionnaire asking the partners what their specific knowledge and/or contribution will be. Partners feedback should be available mid May when the first draft of the user scenarios and requirements of the content group will be available.

There are several presentations:

· Siegfried Reich and Georg Güntner (SR) present a possible production process and a general conceptual architecture (the Object Management Architecture, OMA).

· Nikos Bogonikolos (ZEUS) present their ideas of the building blocks of a conceptual architecture.

· Jean-Pierre Lorre (VALT) present slides on 3-tier Web applications.

· Georgio di Matteis and Roberto Cicci (MOT) present architectures and in particular mechanisms for delivery over WAP based mobile phones. MOT reworks their presentation and sends PPT file to the consortium (after the meeting).

1.3.1 Partners' Expertise

All partners briefly describe their particular expertise of relevant technologies

	Partner
	Technical Expertise

	SR
	Java 2EE Platform, XML Technologies, CORBA, Enterprise Java Beans (EJB), Multi-tier architectures

	AIT
	XML, Java, Linux, NT, CH-Standards

	CERT
	Linux, MySQL, PHP, Java, C++, data management

	IAT
	Not present at the 2nd day

	MOT
	KJava, WAP

	SPAC
	Metadata, Retrieval, Java, C++, NT, Macromedia director/flash

	TARX
	XML, C++, Java

	VALT
	EJB, Middleware, J2EE, CORBA, XML

	ZEUS
	Linux, Apache, PHP, VB, MS-SQL, Java


It is agreed that the task leader will get input from the workpackage leader within one week from the meeting.

T 1.3

IAT: ZEUS and VALT will provide a description of e-business standards; 

SR will provide a description about MPEG-7, SMIL, etc., i.e. relevant standards for publishing . 

IAT will provide an overview of distributed search and retrieval; 

MOT will provide a description of communication technologies and delivery (with a focus on mobile phones). 

T 1.4 

VALT prepares an "effort" table.

T 1.6

TINC will provide a glossary definition.

Next Meeting:

The technical group plans a meeting at the beginning of June when the input from the content group has been received so that an architecture can be defined. This meeting will be hosted by MOT, date is June 7th and 8th.
Action Lists

Abbreviations:


A
Action item


C
concerning Content Providers


T
concerning Technical Group

1.4 General

	Number
	Action / To Do
	Task/WP
	Responsible
	Date

	A 001
	Draft of exploitaiton plan
	WP 5
	MOT
	2001-06-27

	A 002
	Consortium Agreement on the webserver

(for review by each partner)
	T7.1
	AIT
	2001-05-11

	A 003
	1. draft of Consortium Agreement  (contributions from partners)
	T7.1
	ALL
	2001-05-25

	A 004
	Consortium Agreement signed
	T7.1
	ALL
	2001-06-29

	A 005
	Elaborate a meeting plan
	T7.1
	AIT
	2001-06-01

	A 006
	Task Briefs
	WP 1, WP 5

WP 6, WP 7
	ALL
	2001-05-04

	A 007
	IR 11
	WP 1
	ALL
	2001-06-01

	A 008
	Elaborate a time schedule for dissemination activities
	WP 6
	SPAC
	2001-06-01


1.5 Content Providers

	Number
	Action / To Do
	Task/WP
	Responsible
	Date

	A C001
	Elaborate a more detailed work plan – Task brief details
	T1.1
	IMAC
	2001-04-27

	A C002
	Send contribution on best practises
	T1.1
	CC, SUL, MUS, ONB, ICCS
	2001-04-30

	A C003
	Send already existing user requirements from other projects  
	T1.1
	CC, SR, SPAC
	2001-04-30

	A C004
	Compilation and distribution of working draft UR
	T1.1
	IMAC
	2001-04-30

	A C005
	Distribution of an updated DIYSA + example
	T1.1
	IMAC
	2001-04-30

	A C006
	Enhanced feedback by content providers
	T1.1
	CP
	2001-05-07

	A C007
	Compilation and 1st contribution to 
Work Area B
	T1.1
	IMAC
	2001-05-14

	A C008
	Compilation of a terminology glossary
	T1.7
	TINC
	2001-07-02

	A C009
	An e-list for the content providers will be established
	WP7
	AIT
	2001-04-27


1.6 Technical Group

	Number
	Action / To Do
	Task/WP
	Responsible
	Date

	A T001
	First draft of a conceptual architecture + questionnaire asking the partners about their specific knowledge and/or contribution.
	T1.3, T1.4, T1.6
	SR
	2001-05-03

	A T002
	WP leader provides input to task leaders (i.e. what to expect from them)
	T1.3, T1.4, T1.6
	ZEUS
	2001-04-27

	A T003
	Task leaders provide input based on A T002 to all Task members
	T1.3, T1.4, T1.6
	IAT, MOT, VALT
	2001-05-04

	A T004
	Contributions from all technical partners to A T003
	T1.3, T1.4, T1.6
	IAT, MOT, VALT, ZEUS, SR, AIT, IMAC, SPAC, ONB, TARX, CERT, SI, ICCS, MUS, TINC
	2001-05-14

	A T005
	An e-list for the technical group will be established
	WP7
	AIT
	2001-04-27


For effort breakdown see p. 34 Annex1 –“Description of Work”.
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