5 th  Meeting

12th-13th January 2009
JRC, Ispra, Italy

Provisional Agenda

Monday 12th January
10:00-10:15 

Introductions (DA)
10:15-10:45
Feedback on EC M18 report, and discussion (provisional based on feedback from EC) (DA)

10:45-11:15
Discussion: “Focus Aims and Objectives” (DA)
This discussion centres on the feedback from science advisor Mario Di Bernardo presented at the 4th management committee meeting (SEE ATTACHMENTS).  Dr. Di Bernardo suggested that the team needs to more clearly focus our research, aims, and objectives.  As part of this discussion, we would like to document our “headlines” of key insights and results to date and anticipated.  The outcome of this discussion is a plan of how we may adapt our remaining research efforts to be more focused and coordinated.  
REQUIRED: To facilitate this discussion, please consider in advance “headlines” of key insights and results associated with the deliverables you have responsibility for.      
11:15-11:30

BREAK
11:30-12:15
Discussion: Collaboration and cooperation (within the project) (DA)
This discussion centres on the feedback from science advisors Dr. Mario Di Bernardo and Dr. Maria Carla Calzarossa , suggesting that we must continue to enhance our collaboration amongst the project partners (SEE ATTACHMENTS).     To facilitate this discussion, please prepare a brief handout describing your site’s efforts to date and those planned for collaboration (with others within and external to the project team).  The outcome of this discussion will be a detailed plan and schedule for anticipated cooperative efforts during remainder of the project. 
REQUIRED: To facilitate this discussion, please prepare handouts of collaboration to date and future plans. Also, please be aware of your remaining travel budgets and your 2009 calendar milestones (project and general) to facilitate collaboration planning.      

12:15-13:00
Discussion: Outreach (DA)
This discussion centres on the feedback from science advisors Dr. Mario Di Bernardo and Dr. Maria Carla Calzarossa, suggesting that we must continue to enhance our outreach efforts to other EC projects,  policy makers, etc. (SEE ATTACHMENTS). Using the “headlines” developed in the first discussion, we will develop together a plan of outreach activities for the remainder of the project.
REQUIRED: To facilitate this discussion, please consider the (national) agencies, policy makers, and other research activities in your area that we may wish to work with.  
13:00-14:00

Lunch
14:00-14:20

Presentation on D1.4 (Forum Network Analysis) (JRC)
14:20-14:40
Presentation on D3.3 (Scientific paper on the vulnerability of heterogeneous interconnected networks) (led by QMUL)
14:40-15:00
Presentation on D1.4 (Report (paper) on Cross Recurrence Quantification Analysis between markets volatility and the dyanics of power systems dynamic.) (LIUC)
15:00-15:30
Discuss the three planned Workshops (D1.6, D4.2, D6.2) (DA)
We will focus on the questions “what format should they take?”, “who should be invited?”, “what are objectives and outcomes?”, “what are the planning issues including timing, publication and publicity, etc.?”.

15:30-16:00

BREAK
16:00-17:15
Walkthrough of remaining science deliverables  (DA)
Each site responsible for remaining science deliverables (SEE ATTACHMENTS) is asked to present a brief plan/update regarding each upcoming deliverable, with an opportunity for group feedback and collaboration planning.  
REQUIRED: Please prepare deliverable plan/updates for a verbal review or as a handout.  
17:15-17:30
2009 Planning (DA, EG)
We will discuss the  process for preparing the project final report, including the projected timeframes for report preparation.  We will also discuss upcoming management committee meetings for 2009.  

17:30


Meeting Adjourned, followed by dinner

Tuesday 13th January

9:30 – 12:00

Collaborative work groups, to be determined 

12:00


Meeting Adjourned
ATTACHMENT: Remaining deliverables

	Del
	Month
	Resp
	Topic 

	D1.4
	24.00
	JRC
	Network analysis of interactions between consortium members and MANMADE Forum.

	D3.3
	24.00
	QMUL
	Scientific paper on the vulnerability of heterogeneous interconnected networks.

	D5.3
	24.00
	LIUC
	Report (paper) on Cross Recurrence Quantification Analysis between markets volatility and the dyanicsof power systems dynamic.

	D6.2
	24.00
	COLB
	Workshop on the deregulated European energy market

	D5.4
	30.00
	LUIC
	Report (paper) on coupled market dynamics and power systems chains.

	D6.3
	30.00
	MASA
	A report on a GIS-based method to assess fragility curves for interconnected systems.

	D1.5
	35.00
	JRC
	Network analysis of interactions between consortium members and MANMADE Forum.

	D1.6
	35.00
	QMUL
	Workshop targeting careers in science for women, incorporating key themes of MANMADE Project. To be organized with local school authorities (Inner London area)

	D4.2
	35.00
	MASA
	Workshop on natural and man-made vulnerabilities of EU grid.(M35)

	D3.4
	36.00
	QMUL
	Emergence simulator (neural network) in generic graphs to mimic long-range coupling in networks.

	D4.3
	36.00
	COLB
	Topological analysis of selected EU synchronous grid systems and report on risk and fragmentation analysis of EU grid networks (M36).

	D5.5
	36.00
	LIUC
	Report on early warning detection algorithm and suggestions on how to implement it in real systems.

	D6.4
	36.00
	MASA
	A report on simulation of the dynamics (resilience and fragmentation) resulting from graph erosion of a realistic interconnected system


ATTACHMENT: Excerpt from January 2008 meeting 

The following is an excerpt from the minutes of the 3rd Management Committee Meeting reflecting the feedback from Hannu Sivonen (HS) and Dr. Maria Calzarossa (MC).

Feeback

17:45:

The team asked HS to provide his comments and feedback from the NESA partner

perspective.

• HS noted that he had reviewed the papers published by the team to date and

compared this to the objectives of the projects. He made several observations:

o The publications are tested against real world data, but there should be

increased focus on understanding the connection between the work and

real world data (as mentioned in the objectives);

o Electricity blackouts are a topic of interest, and HS noted that when

blackouts occur the network is both repaired and enhanced with the goal of

reducing future risks. With this in mind, HS hopes that the project

research might give more deep insights into blackouts. He concurred with

EG in noting that there is an interest in any links between blackouts and

marketing pricing.

o He asked if there could be a chart on the project website that shows how

the papers work towards the project objectives (that is, the flow of papers

in the “big picture”).

o He suggested that the papers’ conclusions could include more “layman”

feedback. In other words, where do these conclusions fit in a larger and

more practical context?

• IK noted that this project consists of different groups joined together, and as such

the groups need to continue to develop coherence, interconnections, and working

relationships. The presentation made by MS and ZM, and the fact that it

contradicts the findings presented by HT, showed that there is a need for more

collaboration. IK noted that at this stage of the project we are still far from

meeting HS concerns. However, DA noted that we do seem to be on the right

track in terms of building better team collaboration.

• DA noted that he will give more info to HS with comments on the project’s

progress.

The team asked MC to provide her feedback regarding the presentations and project.

While suggesting that she would like to take some additional time to reflect, she did

offer the following comments:

• She found the presentations to be useful and felt they provided a good overview of

the project.

• She has a very positive impression, complimenting the group and noting that the

science is good as well as the list of papers generated to date.

• Collaboration to date seems to be quite good, but this is an area where we need to

reinforce our efforts.

• She noted that she didn’t see any references to other European or national

initiatives, and hasn’t seen any linkages with these. This would be very useful for

the project and should be reinforced.

• Consistent with this, the “critical infrastructure protection program” of the EU

could benefit from the project work. She noted that we should be reaching out to

that initiative.

• The project does seem to be stand alone and not adequately looking outside. With

this in mind, she asked about our efforts to increase visibility, particularly with

policy makers and stakeholders.• When considering outreach, we should think of European technology platforms,

for example, smartgrids, etc.

• At the same time, she noted that the project has good scientific visibility so far

because of the papers that have been produced.

• She recommended that we should be able to mention how we are working with the

EU when we do our formal presentation(s)/reports on project status.

The team responded to these comments:

• DA noted that we should be thinking about the next meeting in June, and should

consider Helsinki. An effort should be made to use this as a forum for broader

outreach.

• EG noted that the points raised by HS and MC are very important. He noted:

o We do plan on additional joint work with other groups and policy makers,

and that while we have begun these efforts, we will focus on doing more.

o We can try to leverage the JRC and other Directorate Generals, and that

we will take this as an action item.

• DA made the point that in terms of dissemination, our efforts to date had been to

build collaboration within the team, and now that this is underway we have more

opportunity to collaborate with outside individuals and organizations.

• DA noted that it had been difficult at times to recruit staff but it is continuing well

now at this point.

• IK noted that within Hungary, he has made efforts to integrate this with other

officially support research of the country. He also noted that COLB has been

working with EON and the firm th that operates the country’s sole nuclear plant.

• IJ suggested that we need to publish an abstract of our work for policy makers.

• EG summarized by noted that we are doing a good job at this point working

towards these outreach goals while supporting the concept of doing even more in

this area.
ATTACHMENT: Excerpt from June 2008 meeting 

The following is an excerpt from the minutes of the 4th Management Committee Meeting reflecting the feedback from Dr. Mario di Bernardo: 

· MdB begin by noting a series of very important strengths he’s observed with the project.  
· Moving from these strengths, he made several recommendations:

· The need to focus our aims and objectives: he noted that the team needs to focus our aims and objectives.    For example, in considering the broad concept of “emergent phenomena”, we need to decide on which aspects we should specifically pursue.  

· MdB noted that there is great data available as a result of the project, but that we need to make sure we’re producing insights.    He noted that if we were to report to project reviewers “we have the data but we’re not quite sure what it means, what we’re looking at”, a reviewer might say that this is good because you’re then interpreting the data, but a reviewer might also say that the starting questions are too fuzzy.  

· He recommended that we need to stick with the core data provided by the JRC and that we should consider having different teams work off the same data.  

· In summary, he suggested we ensure that we focus a bit more.

· Cooperation:  He noted that this is something that the EU reviewers will focus on specifically.    We need to show more cohesiveness between partners.  
· He noted his sense of duplication of effort in several areas.  While this might be acceptable in a big group of 10 or more partners, it’s not reasonable in a smaller project such as ours.  He recommended that we need to “cross-fertilize more”, use our travel money, and ensure that there are more chances to work together.  
· Expanding on this theme, things work well when  you have  focused, small meetings where a few representatives meet to discuss a clear issue (focused issue), such as, for example, vulnerability.
· He reminded the group that perceived lack of coordination can be considered a lack of management of the project and something that could be raised with the coordinator.  
· Outreach: We need to present results within the context of existing literature and other EU projects.  
· In MdB’s work, they had arranged meetings between hsi team and representatives from other EU  projects.  
· We must show an effort to this end, with, however, the understanding that there aren’t any other projects that are a close match to our work.  However, again, he recommends that we try this approach.  
· A discussion followed regarding what data can be shared outside of the group.  MdB recommended that we do in fact share our data but EG noted, however, that we have legal restrictions on some of the data which we must observe.  
· RC notd that we are collaborating with ETH which is interested in the interface between electricity and telecommunications, and we are looking at the relationships between electricity and gas networks.  
· MdB recommended that we attend other project meetings and, in term, invite them to ours.  
· Vulnerablility:  MdB noted that the study of network “vulnerability” is a key issue for our project, but that there are many different definitions.  We need to determine which ones we want to focus on, and why.  He recommended that it would be a good topic for a dedicated meeting of some of the team members.  
· Local vs. Global: On a similar research topic, MdB noted that if one would consider an “agent” that was going to attack a networks, do the have a global view of the entire network or, perhaps, only a limited view of the network.  Researching the impact of these differences would be an interesting topic to review.   
· MdB summarized with the following conclusions: 
· We have a great consortium
· We are considering a good set of problems (but, perhaps, too many problems)
· We have excellent data built and available
· However, we need to:
· Focus more
· Cooperate more
· Link with other projects and literature
· The team then discussed and responded to MdB’s observations:
· LK noted that in terms of work overlapping across partners, it’s acceptable during the research but is less appropriate when presenting our results.  He noted that in the first day’s set of presentations, four of the presentations addressed the same topic (vulnerability), and this would be inappropriate in other settings.  LK noted that we could work together to edit a book on vulnerability if we wanted, bringing together parallel but alternate themes on the same topic.  
· DA led a discussion regarding what might normally be looked at during the EC project review meetings, asking if we can switch which partners work on particular topics.  MdB indicated that it’s acceptable to switch who is working on a deliverable, but it’s less acceptable to indicate that you don’t intent to meet an original deliverable.  If the team were to choose to eliminate a deliverable, there is a significant bureaucratic process.  It is a much better idea to make sure we complete all the scheduled deliverables.  
· MdB noted that one of his project groups was a FP5, IST project.  The other was a NEST FP6 project in synthetic biology.  
· Returning to MdB’s comments,  EG noted that there is significantly more collaboration than might at first be perceived.  However, he noted that there should still be more collaboration.  
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