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Executive Summary

This short document lays out the planning for production of the detailed Joint Program of Activities for EPOCH to cover Period 3 - the period from May 1st 2006 to October 31st 2007 – referred to as JPA3. The planning draws on the experience of drafting JPA18 and JPA2, as well as the first annual review process, the experience of processing the Cost Claim for Period 1 and the pre-financing of Period 2.

The intention is to bring together a succinct version of the major directions for the work of EPOCH in the next Period, in so far as they represent development from the directions included in JPA2. Agreement with the intent will then make it possible to generate the full text of JPA3 along agreed lines. However the project needs to build JPA3 on detailed knowledge of the Cost Claim for Period 2 in order to ensure appropriate pre-financing of partners’ activities and to make it possible to generate a full JPA3 efficiently. Previous JPA drafting exercises have produced documents of up to 400 pages, with many inter-related tables, making it extremely hard for reviewers to assess rapidly the intent of the changes proposed. In addition detailed review of the tables of information requires a different process, and whilst the project coordinator has been developing tools to produce the copies of the tables automatically from budget sheets to ensure consistency, the sheer size and complexity of the consortium and the lack of automated tools linked directly to tables in JPA3 means that fine grain proof reading inevitably takes time.
This document is intended to allow discussion and review of the proposals for JPA3 to be concentrated on the strategic directions proposed, rather than get bogged down on the minutiae of the implementation of writing up these directions in the substantive document. The detailed examination is felt to be more appropriate for review at Officer level in order to ensure that the drafting appropriately represents the strategic vision.

Background

The experience of producing both JPA18 and JPA2 for EPOCH demonstrates the complexity of such an operation beyond question, as the following statistics demonstrate:

	Document
	JPA18
	JPA2
	Estimate for JPA3

	Page Count
	411
	173
	??

	No of Partners
	88
	83
	94

	No of Workpackages
	4
	4
	4

	No of Active Activities
	21
	18
	16

	No of partners receiving funding
	38
	50
	50+

	No of deliverables
	43
	9
	9

	No of contractual tables†
	50
	29
	29

	Estimated number of data entries‡
	8742
	7781
	8354

	No of entries changed/single budget change/partner/period
	66
	66
	66

	No of linked tables affected
	8
	8
	8

	Final version number
	28
	12
	??


†The tables referred to here are those expected in the standard pro-forma’s for FP6 contracts
‡The data entries estimated are those items which require individual entry for a new version of the JPA – excludes headings and standard entries for Partner names etc.

These figures show that to change a single budget figure and propagate the consequences correctly through the document a total of 66 independent entries in 8 tables spread through the document would typically have to be altered correctly. In fact since the budget represents a fixed envelope an increase in one figure typically means a decrease elsewhere and hence this number virtually doubles. Although the tables are linked logically they are independently filled in so that the propagation is manual and error prone.

In the course of the revision from JPA18 to JPA2 an additional complication emerged. The consortium had been operating on the assumption that, given the late approval of the initial contract and consequent slow start, in some areas the activity timetabled for the first period would in fact span over the end of the first period and into the second. This meant that some budget actually listed in Period 1 would be spent in period 2 and that the project would catch up over the next period. However this meant rolling forward some budget to year 2, but since this was concerned with completing year 1 activities, the JPA2 description left the budgets as assigned to the year 1 activity and reported the continuing, late completion of the work against those budgets.
In calculating the new pre-financing the Commission process consisted of calculating the accepted cost claims and the pre-financing due for the months of JPA2 (13-30) and then deducting the complete pre-financing already granted. Since budget rolled forward was not explicitly listed as additional budget in the early months of JPA2, this calculation effectively returns the pre-financing of the carry-forward to future revisions of the JPA.

Given the effort taken to redraft the JPA it is never going to be a fast process to get approval and the EXC believes that it is important in the JPA3 revision to make explicit provision for any carry forward of Period 2 commitments and finance so that the pre-financing addresses not only new funding for the JPA3 activities but continues to include pre-financing for the expected remainder of the Period 2 activities still to be completed.

The consequences of this are clear – the JPA3 revisions have to be drafted in the knowledge of the contents of Cost Claim 2 and implemented by moving carried forward budget from Period 2 to Period 3. This cannot be completed until the Cost Claim 2 documentation is received from partners (and in practice budgets would need to be re-adjusted after consideration of the Cost Claim by the commission to reflect the results of that process).
Estimated current status (subject to Commission Review of Cost Claim 2).
The information now submitted to the commission shows around 20 partners who have not caught up with the schedule anticipated in JPA2 and subsequently delayed. This means that there are around 20 partners with carry forwards from year 2 to year 3 (and associated obligations to deliver). On the basis of the analysis above and given that some partners may be involved in more than one funded activity, several thousand table entries need to be updated consistently to achieve this and when completed the only material change would be an explicit recognition of the time scheduling shift caused by earlier delays in the project.

In fact a significant number of the partners in this situation are those with new allocations in period 2 (eg in NEWTONs) whose claim was for activity late in the period and at a low level. By moving the allocation to period 3 for such partners, they will continue to qualify to hold the existing advance, rather than either having to return some pre-finance, or leaving the consortium unable to appropriately pre-finance activities elsewhere.
In addition the EXC has been anticipating and planning for three additional changes of approach:

a) to apply any carry-forwards of unallocated funds explicitly (rather than assume they will still be spent in the activities originally envisaged)

b) not to undertake an explicit second round of NEWTON calls for proposals, since once the process was completed there would probably be too little elapsed time to complete useful work in the model used for the first round of NEWTONs.
c) to expect that if any partner had carry forwards from budgets within period in both period 1 and period 2, the first period carry forward would be returned to overall budget to allow targeted planning for the most useful support for the community.
An analysis of Cost Claim 2 has led to the expectation that the combination of these three effects, combined with explicit inclusion of the small unallocated budget in A3.3 in Periods 3 and 4, which had been introduced after the withdrawal of IBM from the consortium, means that about 725KEuro of budget can be made available to plan enhanced activities in Periods 3 and 4.
In preparation for the JPA3 production the EXC considered where the priorities for additional activity should lie and as a result are now in a position to make proposals for development on JPA3 based on the anticipated results of CC2. These are outlined below
In order to assist with these changes the budget planning tool developed by the coordinator has been extended to produce many of the tables in the JPA3 technical annex as automatically as possible, direct from the planning tool. However the final assembly of the JPA3 document is still heavily reliant on manual processes and checking. For this reason, rather than produce a full draft which would be very complex and almost certain to contain significant editorial errors if drafting was rushed, the plans are instead presented here in the form of the “intent to edit the JPA in the following manner”, with detailed drafting and editorial control to be undertaken after considering and agreeing the strategic directions.

Proposed Priorities

The priorities incorporated in these plans were discussed at meetings of the Executive and Board of Directors in April 2006, where their relative merits were considered under a number of different anticipated budget out-turns. The absolute level has then been proposed with the knowledge of the claims being submitted by partners. The April meetings highlighted the following priority areas.
1) Since the changes may cause unanticipated pressure points in the JPA (given the level of change and the numbers of partners/activities involved it is proposed that a small strategic reserve is held under Activity 1.3 (Financial planning and monitoring) in the form of an additional 100K unallocated in that activity, split 60:40 between periods 3 and 4.
2) Concern was expressed that the original JPA had anticipated that the need for undertaking socio-economic impact studies would diminish once the problem had been examined and reports generated. In fact it has become apparent that the activity is “ahead of the game” and has the potential to yield really valuable results. The consortium therefore proposes that the activity continue to be supported as a continuation at the same levels in core activities through the remainder of the project. In support of these efforts an additional allocation is proposed to support data gathering with Case Studies, covering a representative sample of different types of sites, etc. The combination of these costs would mean an additional 100K being allocated to A2.6

3) Similarly the development of the Network of Expertise Centres has been progressing at an accelerating pace and appears to be very successful and valued by the communities it is addressing. The Executive and Directors believe this has the potential to stimulate an ongoing process of sustainable integration of participants, including SME’s and local authorities as well as ICT specialists and Cultural Heritage Professionals. Rather than reduce the funding available over the next two periods it is proposed to increase funding to (a) sustain a constant level of core support through to the end of the funding period (80K) and (b) expand the number of centres which can be brought up to speed over the remaining period (120K).
4) A high priority was placed on bringing in a significant effort to ensure that the EPOCH research agenda is not only developed as a high priority in its own right but to ensure that it properly interfaces with the range of initiatives reported in D2.9 and the Periodic Activity Report. To this end it is proposed that Salzburg Research, who currently have no budget and have been contributing efforts without funding, coordinate and lead this activity over periods 3 and 4 (55K). In addition a 5K budget is proposed as unallocated for the support of additional (possibly external) experts supporting the development of the research agenda.
5) The EXC and BoD believe that it is essential to bring together the technical leaders between NEWTON and CI activities to meet with those operating in the standards field to ensure interoperability and coordinate and cross-fertilise these areas  An additional budget of 10K per period is proposed to support this (20K total)

6) It is proposed that a reduced budget continues to be held under 3.2 for identified additional tool contributions. The contribution to any individual tool development would be explicitly  limited to levels below thresholds for commissioning tenders. A total allocation of 50K is proposed for this.
7) The area of technical standards monitoring and development under 4.2 was funded in JPA18 only for a one-year period. The work to date has highlighted an ongoing need in this area not only to monitor developments and understand their significance to the EPOCH community but to feed back experience to the standards communities. This may in some case be focused on individual standards but in other cases the feedback is expected to be motivated by interdisciplinary considerations. For example the interaction between the various ontological standards and their use in the context of interactive experiences may feed back to multiple communities. In addition the consortium needs to work actively to define usage profiles for the standards such that implementors wishing to link tools to the Common Infrastructure will have defined specifications of the way in which EPOCH partners have agreed to interface their tools. An additional allocation of 30KEuro over periods 3 and 4 in activity 4.2 is proposed to support this.
8) In the revision to JPA2 the team from CNR (Pisa) were brought in with a budget well below the existing partners. However the wisdom of bringing in this group was specifically commended by the reviewers and the group have been taking a leading role. The consortium proposes therefore to increase the budget available to CNR(Pisa) in this period by 50K. 

9) To complement the standards work and ensure interoperability via the incorporation of proposed standards in the common infrastructure an additional 25K is proposed for additional implementation work in A3.3, drawing on the advice and recommendations from A4.2. This might for example be used to provide data import/export/checking for the standardised usage profile agreed in 4.2.
10) There is a need to be able to explain in practical terms the ways in which the various components of the Common Infrastructure and NEWTONS will inter-operate and the types of novel applications that would be enabled. This will involve the appropriate scripting and implementation of what have been called “scenarios” built on the systems and standards in ways to which cultural heritage professionals, policy makers and the public can relate. These are specialist skills which combine creativity, vision and technical competence and are not merely an extension of other implementation work. The proposal is to allocate 40K Euro under A4.2 to this dissemination/standards activity. Adding this to the technical standards area will make it absolutely clear that EPOCH’s priorities must be on standards-based scenarios - i.e. that we envisage standards as the backbone of achieving the interoperability required for successful scenarios
11) An additional 35K is proposed under Human Resource Development to support a number of initiatives. These include representing EPOCH at appropriate events for dissemination purposes, additional mobility opportunities, and engagement of user groups through the set of regional events being planned.
12) Finally the project proposes an additional 15K is proposed for production of additional publications volume, to enhance EPOCH’s visibility through a program of distributing key publications to influential audiences (e.g. regional politicians and cultural heritage groups)

Conclusions

The total cost of these amendments from the Period 3 and 4 plans incorporated in outline in JPA2 is 725KEuros. This should be viewed in the context of the existing Period 3 and 4 budgets of 2,190K and 958K respectively – clearly indicating the way in which budgets had been proposed to decline in the later stages of the project. This situation reflects the reduction in EPOCH planning budget of 1MEuro which was imposed late in the contract negotiations and accommodated by reducing the budget in the final period, rather than shortening the overall contract. It is no longer sensible to plan this dramatic reduction given the history of the project to date. The proposals here target the continuation of the strands of activity expected to have the longer term potential for sustainable integration, through to the end of the funded period.
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