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1. General

Date: 2003-05-22 at 0900 hrs

Location: VBD, Duisburg

	Participants

	Initials
	Name
	Partner PMC members or permanently appointed deputies

	AD
	Aage Damsgaard
	Force Technology

	DJ
	Ditlev Jørgensen
	Force Technology, minutes

	JCA
	Jean-Claude Astrugue
	BV

	MP
	Mauro Pedrali
	DAP

	JJJ
	Jørgen Juncker Jensen
	DTU

	MCoop
	Martyn Cooper
	ABS

	AR
	Antti Rantanen
	VTT

	AF
	Achille Fulfaro
	FIN

	DK
	Dimitris Konovessis
	SSRC

	AG
	Andreas Gronarz
	VBD

	PC
	Philippe Corrignan
	SIREHNA

	BC
	Brice Carnicer
	METTLE

	RB
	Richard Birmingham
	UNEW

	GG
	Gregory Grigoropoulos
	NTUA

	CH
	Chris Hill
	SEA

	CC
	Carlo Camisetti
	CETENA


	Participants

	Initials
	Name
	Partner participants

	JSJ
	Jeppe Skovbakke Juhl
	Force Technology

	SD
	Severine Delautre
	BV

	FG
	Fabrice Ghozlan
	SIREHNA

	AE
	Ana Esteves
	UNEW

	JMG
	Jonathan McGregor
	UNEW

	MC
	Matthew Collette
	UNEW

	CE 
	Carlo Epococo
	CETENA


Distribution to:

All PMC members.

Apologies for Absence:

NTUA and SSRC had in advance excused their participation. METTLE had in advance warned about late arrival, but was unfortunately totally absent due to a flight delay.  

Other Comments:

Information received after the meeting with relevance to the items treated is written in Italics
1.1 Opening of the meeting

AD opened the meeting and welcomed the participants. He then checked the list of participants shown above, and noted the number of partners represented by their PMC members or appointed deputies to confirm that the consortium was able to make any decisions. He then concluded, that 11 out of 15 partners had the voting right. 

1.2 Minutes from last meeting.

As there was no comments to the minutes from the last PMC#7 meeting, these were regarded as approved.

2. Announcements

None

3. Status of pending issues from PMC#7

The chairman guided the consortium through the below of outstanding items from the last PMC and the status of each item are given in bold letters.

	Reference PMC no./item no.
	Due date
	Responsible
	Action

	5/7.3
	Earlier Nantes now Duisburg Meeting
	AD/DMI
	Revision of progress report format. Proposal shown at the meeting, DMI will issue a new template for comments. To be finally confirmed at the PMC#8. Done. 

The coordinator will attach the new template to the minutes.

	7/6.2
	Asap
	DMI
	METTLE and FIN had comments to their cost statements for the 1st year, which needed clarification of answers to the EC. It remains for METTLE to answer, and DJ will confirm with FIN, whether their answer shall be further clarified, before the answer is forwarded to the EC. 

METTLE answer is clear. It remains for FIN to submit by fax an overhead calculation to FORCE. VBD has freely answered their comments on separation of personnel cost in a labour and an overhead part. SEA will do the same after the meeting. FORCE will consolidate the answers and forward them to the EC.  




4. Review of progress against plan

All six WP leaders presented a set of slides illustrating the status of their respective WPs and the coordinator has after the meeting placed these presentations on the Website, and section 4.1 through 4.6 hence only reflect the result of the discussions, which took place under each heading.
4.1 WP1 - DAP

MP mentioned that WP1 intends to follow the list of outstanding deliverables set-up in the Technical Annex meaning that task 1.3 will consist of 4 deliverables as planned of which 1.3.1, 1.3.2, and 1.3.3 separately give input and results to be finally treated in the deliverable 1.3.4 and stressed that the former three describing models for Human Errors, Mechanical & Automation Errors and Manoeuvering Errors shall in some way merge into the latter under the common name of integrated model for controllability.

The WP leader foresaw no problems with regard to being ready for the integration process under WP 5, however the 1.3.4 report would not be ready until end July one month delayed. On the following technical session after the PMC meeting FORCE explained that due to the fact that the interview of 300 navigators was to be done in the month of June, the deliverable 1.3.1 would not be ready for review until the end of July, which might slightly further delay deliverable 1.3.4. A two days workshop will be necessary to finalise this deliverable. This will be organized by the WP Leader.

On request of the coordinator the WP leader confirmed that there is a good cooperation among the WP partners.

4.2 WP2 - SIREHNA

PC confirmed that the deliverable 221 was finished for review in April and now under review, but it remains for BV to give their comments.  Furthermore PC noted that the deliverables 231 and 232 will be merged to one deliverable.  Finally it was stated that the cooperation within the WP was good and the results of the work would be in time for the integration process. 

4.3 WP3 - ABS

MC mentioned that the deliverables 3.2.1, 3.2.2 and 3.2.3 all can be completed in June or July and that the deliverable 3.3.0 would be slightly delayed. This delay would however not influence the integration phase. The cooperation within the WP was excellent.  

4.4 WP4 - SSRC

As SSRC was not present, DAP acted as stand in and gave a presentation of the progress for WP4. The work on the only outstanding deliverable 4.3.0 was going on and the deliverable expected finished by the end of June. After listening to the presentation the coordinator raised the question, whether WP4 develops a simplified model to be used by the WP5 integration part, and the coordinator as well as UNEW will contact the WP leader on this matter.  

4.5 WP5 - BV

JCA concluded his presentation by mentioning, that the outstanding deliverables due by the end of June being 5.1.2, 5.2.0 and 5.3.1 would be finalised for review by the 30th September, which caused the coordinator to ask whether the project as a whole was in risk of being delayed. However BV believed that FIN could start to use the results before the reports were finally reviewed. In this context it was discussed whether it would be wise to move the scheduled September meeting to Genova, thus bringing the WP5 partners and FIN closer together for initial discussions on the implementation of the tool developed. The consortium however found it more adequate to await a further finished tool before moving the Genova meeting forward, and hence decided to swap the location of the November and February meetings. See also section 8.

Under this heading the coordinator warned the consortium, that an extension of the project would imply considerable additional cost for all partners and therefore is not recommendable. 

At the technical session after the meeting however this very important issue on how to deliver the tool to WP6 was discussed again under the chairmanship of UNEW, and the technical group reached at the conclusion, that the Genova PMC meeting should be held already in September following a hand-over workshop headed by WP5 at the same location. In case serious problems of technical or scheduling nature were detected, the PMC could be at the spot to take the necessary decisions. UNEW will very soon in email to the coordinator propose a rescheduling of the decision taken at the PMC. 

4.6 WP6 – FIN

AF confirmed that the FIN personnel were in a position to start working on the project and therefore the WP will start on the 1st July as scheduled, to which WP5 members questioned by the coordinator had no comments. The coordinator then suggested that the CET+METTLE members from WP 6 should participate in the work from July. The consortium left it for further discussion and evaluation at the technical meeting to be held after the this meeting.

4.7 Comments from the Coordinator

AD concluded that the project was almost on track, but intended very careful to follow the development of the finalisation of the WP5 until the next PMC.

5. Review of costs incureed against costs budgetted

The coordinator had no comments to give for the time being.

6. Coordination aspects

6.1 Introduction to the technological Implementation Plan, the eTIP

The chairman introduced the Technological Implementation Plan by saying that this document from the consortium is an official deliverable to be submitted to the EC for approval not later than two months after the project completion date.  The document is an interactive document to be created on the CORDIS website, www.cordis.lu/interactive services/eTIP.  The eTIP for the project had been registered by FORCE since the last meeting, but due to some difficulties of technical nature the process of getting the partners activated had not been started prior to the meeting.  Hence the coordinator illustrated the eTIP by showing the CORDIS ppt presentation: ‘Quick Guide to the eTIP’, in parallel with an online internet interactive communication with the registered eTIP. The main objective of the eTIP is to disseminate on CORDIS website a list of project results and owners (partners) of same together with relevant contact persons to the EC and the public after EC approval. 

A discussion took place about how to define the titles of the results and how they should be listed. Some technical issues on how to deal with the eTIP mechanics were equally touched upon. 

Based on this discussion the consortium decided:

· to discuss a list of results, which FORCE will set up on the website, until the next PMC,

· to await the access possibility to the eTIP for the individual partners to be received from the coordinator in form of initial password and log on code, and 

· to exercise the practical mechanics of using the eTIP, after the log code has been given. 

Furthermore the consortium decided to have this item on the agenda for the next PMC with the aim of finalising the titles and partnerships of the list of results, which should be dealt with in the eTIP.

6.2 2nd Year Progress Report and 2nd Cost Statement.

The coordinator noted that the consolidated Project –wide 2nd Year Progress Report was due for delivery to the EC not later than the 31st August 2003 with the consolidated cost statement including the partners’ individual Cost Statements appended in two original signed copies. In accordance with the Project Handbook the WP leaders shall forward to the coordinator the WPAR at the latest by the 15th July 2003, and the coordinator recommended, that the WP leaders already in June started their work on these reports. The coordinator will issue a detailed reminder by email in due course.

7. Any other business

None

8. Next meetings.

Bearing in mind the discussions under item 4.5 the consortium decided to have the next meeting as scheduled in Glasgow on the 4th and 5th September 2003. However, the consortium decided to swap the location for the coming November and February meetings and further shift the February meeting to week 6 thus to be held on the 2nd and 3rd February. Hence, FIN will host the November meeting in Genova and ABS the February meeting in London. 
9. Closing of the meeting.

The Coordinator thanked VBD for the very nice arrangement of the meeting. 

List of Actions

	Reference PMC no./item no.
	Due date
	Responsible
	Action

	7/6.2
	Asap
	DMI
	METTLE and FIN had comments to their cost statements for the 1st year, which needed clarification of answers to the EC. It remains for METTLE to answer, and DJ will confirm with FIN, whether their answer shall be further clarified, before the answer is forwarded to the EC. 

METTLE answer is clear. It remains for FIN to submit by fax an overhead calculation to FORCE. VBD has freely answered their comments on separation of personnel cost in a labour and an overhead part. SEA will do the same after the meeting. FORCE will consolidate the answers and forward them to the EC.  



	8/6.2
	Mid June
	FORCE
	Email on reminder of 2nd Cost statement and WPAR

	8/4.1
	TBA
	DAP
	Call workshop to finalize deliverable 1.3.4

	8/4.4
	ASAP
	FORCE
	Contact SSRC concerning supply of simple models from WP 4.

	8/4.5
	ASAP
	BV/UNEW
	Change of workshop/PMC venues


10. 
Work Package Annual Report Format

Total 5 –10 pages per WP

1. Introduction

1.1 WP No.

1.2 WP Title

1.3 WP Leader (Company)

1.4 WP Partners (tabulated by Task Leader and members)

1.5 Reporting Period

2. Work Package Objectives

3. Progress Against Plan

4. Work Performed and Achievements Made in Last Period

5. Participation from Partners

6. Manpower Consumption vs. Budget

7. Corrective Actions (if any)

8. Conclusion for WP
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