MINUTES

5 th  Meeting
MANMADE MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE
12th-13th January 2009

JRC, Ispra, Italy
Attendees:

David Arrowsmith (QMUL) – [DA]
Flavio Bono (JRC) – [FB]
Rui Carvalho (LIUC) – [RC]
Claudia Coucchia (LIUC) – [CC]
Alessandro Creassa (LIUC) – [AC]
Gabor Papp (COLB) – [GP]
Eugenio Gutiérrez (JRC) – [EG]
Wolfram Just (QMUL) – [WJ]
Matteo Manera (Univ Milano) – [MM]
Igor Miskovska (MASA) – [IM]
Dennis Moynihan (QMUL) – [DM]
Carlo Noe (LIUC) – [CN]
Tommaso Rossi (LUIC) – [TR]
Hannu Sivonen (NESA) – [HS]
Fernanda Strozzi (LIUC) – [FS]
Kartien Toljanŝek (JRC) – [KT]
Igor Tomovski (MASA) – [IT]
Nikola Zlatanov (MASA) – [NZ]
Introduction (DA)

· DA began by noting that Ljupco Kocerev sends his apologies.  He has provided information for the meeting and we have three representatives here today from MASA.  DA welcome all the attendees.   

· DA noted that there was an excellent management committee meeting at NESA in June 2008, and thanked HS for all the efforts to host this.   It was particularly useful in that we had an external science advisor in attendence, Dr. Mario di Bernardo, who provided valuable feedback and advice regarding the project progress.  DA noted that the focus of today’s meeting is very much in response to Dr. Di Bernardo’s comments.

· DA then asked participants to introduce themselves.   

· DA presented the minutes from the June 2008 meetings for comments and acceptance.  DA noted that we will return to them throughout the day.  DA called for changes now, and throughout this meeting.  HS noted a few changes required to the attendee list.  With no additional suggestions at the moment, DA said we’ll take the minutes at the moment as accepted.  

Feedback on EC M18 report
· DA moved on to feedback from the project’s M18 Periodic Management Report which had been submitted to the EC.  He noted that we have, to date, not received any science feedback from our project science officer, Dr. Pilar Lopez.  It is our understanding of the reporting process that no feedback should be considered as acceptance of the material as submitted.  
· DM reported that the EC Project finance officer, Christian Hut, had indicated that the report is very close to being accepted in its current form, with one last review underway by external financial reviewers.  Mr. Hut reported that he expected final approval within days of this management committee meeting, and he would shortly be releasing additional payments to the project.  

· DM advised that, looking forward for the remainder of the project, partners should:

· Ensure that they are using the planned for resources, consistent with remaining funding levels

· Ensure that we are accounting for project person months, indentifying both funded positions/resources and in-kind support provided by the partner organization
· Review travel budgets and encourage site to site visits for collaboration

· DA noted that the QMUL financial officer, Jean Smeeth, has reminded the team that we need to careful to not get ourselves in a position that would prompt a full EC audit of the project.  Jean had indicated that such an audit is a huge challenge and a significant amount of work. DA called for comments from the team on this point.  EG said that if a site’s expenses are sufficiently well explained it should be fine, but each site should take care to match expenditures to the original project plan.   He also noted that personnel for project partners should be synced up with the deliverables.     

· EG and DM described the process for the first and second project payments from the EC.  EG mentioned that if you spend less at the end of the project, any underspend will be held back at the end.  DA and EG mentioned that the payment s to the UK will be affected, one way or the  other, by the currency fluctuations. 
· DM and DA reported that we should know our EC financial status within the next week and will pass on the financial info as we get it from the EC.

Discussion on focus aims and objectives

· DA mentioned that both sci advisors couldn’t attend this meeting, but he’s invited both to the final meetings and is confident that someone will attend the future meetings.  DA noted that this wouldn’t be a problem at today’s meeting, particularly  since the focus of the meeting is to address previous feedback.  DA thought that Dr. Di Bernardo’s feedback at the previous meeting was good, though he felt perhaps that the comments didn’t take fully into account inherent delays at the beginning of the project as sites recruited staff.   He noted that, at the time of the last meeting, we were continuing with our science priorities but now, with 1 year left of the project, we must make sure we consider and act on the feedback we’ve received.    The point of today’s discussion, then,  is to focus on aims and objectives of the project.  

· DA pointed out that the final report will have to come back to the original aims from the proposal.    At national level, research can evolve during a project, but at the EU level we need  to deliver very precisely what was in the proposal.  DA said he has heard from other EU grants that the major problem is that people will go off and do the science  they are assigned, but the problem is getting people together to integrate their findings.  We have an opportunity to do this better than others because we are a smaller group and should be able to better integrate, and we’ve done this already with the strong collaboration on our papers.  We’ve done that with collaboration outside the project team as well.  
· DA summarised our Project Objectives, network behaviour investigations, and headline areas when submitting results:

· Reminder of the Project Objectives
· Analyse real world infrastructures with a view to aiding day-to-day and emergency planning of critical –primarily energy infrastructures
· Map specific networks that make up the elements of functional interconnected networks
· The themes across the network will be vulnerability, volatility and emergent phenomena
· Network behaviour investigations such as
· Instabilities and collapse
· Volatility and memory
· Feedback (influence on congestion in networks) 
· Inter-network coupling 
· HEADLINE AREAS  in submission
· Vulnerability 
· Role of feedback, scaling,  emergent  behaviour
· Volatility and persistence in time series of complex systems
· To being the dialog, DA asked: what do we feel we haven’t covered, what have we duplicated, and what do we need to integrate before the end of the project?
· DA began with the 1st topic: how have we aided day to day and emergency planning?
· GP said we had pretty good real world data for the Hungarian networks.  We have wind energy data in now, and looking at stability of the network.  We are extending to the European networks now.  Therefore, we have real world infrastructure data.  DA said that wind energy was more variable in Hungaria, and GP noted that the dataset is very small.   DA asked how this may be of value to policy makers.    GP noted that they are also looking at breakdowns and cascading failures, and said the Hungarian network analysis is a good basis for Hungarian policy planning and this could be extended to European network.

· DA asked IT from MASA for their perspective.  IT said they are approaching the program from a more mathematical view (Markov chain), or a game approach to network vulnerability. 
· EG mentioned that Rui’s work with Lubos is right on time.  EG said that GP’s work on wind should be turned into a Euro-report and put it on Cordis.  We could circulate that report to commission agencies.  We could do the same thing with the gas network analyses.  Gas and electricity are big policy topics right now and this should be very interesting (noting that a scientist view without a political agenda would be good).  DA and EG said that Mark S. presentation called for a “pan-European strategy for wind” and we discussed what the policy makers think of this (some don’t like it, others may be interested).  EG said that the commission wants more energy independence  (in part due to dependence on Russia) and the anti-wind lobby is losing some ground because wind can give energy independence.      This was followed by a general discussion of HS’s comments from previous meetings that the language we are using when reporting from the project needs to be practical so it can be understood.

· DA said he accepts MASA results will come in later.

· DA asked LIUC about this project objective.  DA suggested is the spot market dataset is a real world dataset.  FS said we are developing a model (influence model) along side.  FS noted that they are working together with MASA on this.  
· Continuing with the first theme of addressing real world emergency planning, WJ and RC said they  have been analyzing the gas infrastructure in terms of this first point because of  the Russian-Europe gas supply crisis.  They have discussed this with our collaborator at ETH we are now analyzing the planned additional European gas pipelines.  In terms of the measures we can say what happens with or without the planned pipelines and then we can assess whether what Russia is saying, that we could just pass the Ukraine while supplying Europe with gas,  is true or not.  First impression is that what Russians are saying may not be true (there is significant required infrastructure in Ukraine).  EG suggested producing a couple of euro-reports on the topic, which would be very helpful.  He suggested showing very simple models to illustrate these points. 

· DA said this problem we’re going to see with wind energy is that it is a peripheral and variable source.  Given this,  could tidal energy be something that could fill the gap with wind?  It is more predictable, reliable,  and fills in for the uncertain nature of wind.  Would it be interesting to see if the Hungarian model for wind could be modelled (theoretically as a mathematical addendum) to see how tidal energy would perform differently?  EG noted that wind advocates aren’t suggesting that wind should be 100% of the European energy supply, but just a component.  The Hugarian research is relevant to this.  
· DA moved to the 2nd project research question:  “map specific networks that make up the elements of functional interconnected networks”
· DA asked FS if the financial and economic networks are consistent with this objective.  FS said we are using real world data (for example, D5.5 with the University of Milan).  
· DA asked about the 3rd project question:  “the themes across the network will be vulnerability, volatility, and emergent phenomena”
· EG said the models are a bit static.  DA noted that the Hungarian model is a bit dynamic.  EG said data  availability and detail changes from country to country.  EG said you may have to look at emergence from more simplified model. RC said you see emergent phenomena in backbone graphs, but not [missed point here review this].  DA asked WJ if we need to broaden the definition of “emergent” to capture it in this.  WJ said in finance markets we might see more emergent behaviour in response to price crashes, etc.  DA said we can make reference to “emergence” but will need a broad definition.  He asked groups to be on the lookout for emergence in their work.
· EG presented a working definition of emergence: you gets some behaviour when you put a lot of things together that you didn’t get when you have just two or three.  He noted that we therefore wish to look at scaling effects?  EG said perhaps we could pull a working group together to work on this topic in particular (cascading failures, instabilities).  EG said we have maps of failures in the past.  
· Moving on, DA asked the MASA representatives if work on instability and collapse is under control.  IT said yes, to a point. We have analysis from a theoretical point but should connect with the COLB researchers to apply this to a real network.  We don’t have much data on self organization.  IT looked at the cascading failure of August 14 2003, noting how fast it was, and that it affected 60 million people.  Such failures can happen very fast in electricity networks, but not in gas network.  You can store gas in a network, and therefore you have a backup.    We don’t have enough data in electricity networks to look at failures in detail on networks (capacity of lines, insulation, fluctuations in demand for certain nodes, etc.).   DA pointed out that there is a real issue of connecting the theoretical to the practical.  EG said that from simpler models there is some way to look at it (percolation problem) for cascading failures. EG said that kind of thing has been done for large networks.  
· IT noted that MASA and COLB had a meeting in August and this would have been a good opportunity to exchange data.  IT will follow up on this, noting that it will be particularly helpful for the last deliverable.   

· DA asked FS about volatility.  FS and WJ said yes, volatility has been addressed quite a bit from the time series work.  FS said we found a new measure of volatility from the analysis. 
· DA asked about feedback.  EG said we have a loose definition of feedback (which is necessary), and that he can speak to transport.  EG, referring to the project online forum analysis that is due, noted that traffic has been so low that the analysis at this point wouldn’t be useful.  
· DA asked about internetwork coupling.  KT said there are many sources, looking at capacity and interconnections.  DA asked RC about gas networks and if the work with Lubos extends to layered network,  are we looking at coupling.    RC said there is lots of data on a small UK network, going back to 1999, we could use it for looking at dynamic aspects, noting that most interconnected network research has been static and based on topology.
· DA summarized that we are making good progress on vulnerability and volitility, and we need to flag emergent behaviour and scaling because these are the toughest to address.  EG notied that he thinks RC’s work addresses scaling well.   RC said he thinks of scaling in terms of power laws, and haven’t seen it so much in the data.  KT said that, regarding scaling, she is looking at growth of city, and how topology changes based on growth of city.  
· Continuing with his summary, DA addressed the three remaining questions:
· What have we not covered enough?  Scaling and Emergent behaviour.
· What have we duplicated? DA said there has been a lot of duplication, but in his assessment it’s been good and valuable.

· What do we need to integrate?  We are coming together in quite a few ways... LIUC and MASA have worked well together, and perhaps MASA and COLB can to look at real world tied to theoretical.  DA also noted the collaboration between RC at QMUL and the JRC.    However, EG said he doesn’t agree there has been enough collaboration, at least you don’t see it on the forum, and some of the things not enough.  There is not enough evidence.  DA said it is going on, but not on the forum.  It was noted that some collaboration, such as the QMUL and JRC work, that has been done on Skype.  There was some discussion if this Skype work could be copied onto the forum.  FB noted that we’re using the other systems, like skpe, rather than the forum, so we might consider including the our social network analysis, but there was a general consensus that this would be hard to define and conduct.  
Discussion: Collaboration and cooperation (within the project)
· DA led a brief discussion on the agenda item, collaboration.  Much of this topic was addressed during the  previous discussion.  In summary, DA indicated that we want a record of what has happened and what is planned, so we have some idea of the network of work between the groups.  DA said this is a way to capture the other ways of collaboration rather than the forum (the papers are evidence of this as they are joint papers).    
Discussion: Outreach (DA)
· DA said we are failing on this quite dramatically, noting that we can sort it out but we need real action.  He noted that in our external feedback, we were told that we need to have outreach to other groups.   DA invited RC to talk about recent collaboration. RC said there is another group SCADA (control system) and power networks.  ETH collaboration.  Working with the other project because it has very similar agenda.   IIRRIS (FP6) grant.  This is who we are working with.  
· DM said there are three types of outreach: links to EC, links to policy makers, and links to media.

· EG said DM should develop a list to share.   EG said we need to create euro-reports and  get them to DG energy, DG Transport, and GIACS.  
· FS said liuc contacted with other groups.  
· DA invited HS to share his thoughts on project outreach.  HS reminded the group that he has called for our work and findings to be conveyed in more understandable and accessible language. HS feels we have come to the stage where this is being approached, and it is easier to express ourselves in these terms now that we have more substance.  HS said it might be useful if DA could  come to a Nordic forum on transportation.   
· EG mentioned DA was at the conference at Rome. DA suggested we should consider how to get into the general media now.  DM suggested we have a hierarchy of communication from EC research, policy outreach/conferences, then media.

· In considering outreach, EG and DA asked MASA what workshop would look like.  IT said it would be 1 or 2 days, near the management meeting.  MASA is currently considering how broad the workshop should it be.  IT said people involved should give presentations, along with 1 or 2 guest speakers.  But the question remains regarding who should be invited?  EG said it’s a good opportunity to invite people from stakeholders such as NESA, DG Transport, DG Energy, and that try to make contacts related to urban topics (such as, for example, gas network contacts).  EG suggested that we should try to make presentations that are really for the audience,  not to impress attendees but really tell them something.  To this end, we should try to make it less academic, invite people who are less academic but have a stake in these things, and we will want to present findings that are quantitiative but not scientific (markov chains, etc.). EG suggested that we try to invite 30 people (by phone, try invite them personally), and we could expect that maybe 6-7 will show up.
· DA asked GP about the other workshop.  Everyone said it’s a bit later and GP said we want to make it a bit of outreach but it seems M35 would be too late ... should we bring it forward?  
· DA asked again if there is something we can push out to the media, from our presentations, etc.  FS said the challenge is how to push this out?  We have results, but what do you say? GP said it depends on what the goal is, you have to ask that.  Do you go to the broad media, do you go to journals, etc.?     

· HS noted that we can invite to Noordpool as part of our outreach.   

· DM said each site should talk to their media contacts at their site who will  help them frame the message for the public. 

· RC said if a summary can be done, we might direct journalists to contact with JRC.  

· DM said we should reach out to our local policy makers at the national level.

· DA summarised by indicating each site should go to a conference, each should make a contact to policy makers and/or government, and each should make a media contact.  GP said we have outreach to some commercial partners already.
· EG said we should contact some TSOs etc.  HS said we should use the website to put this marketing material on the website as a reference.  We need data more salient, more accessible, and material needs to be located on the website.   
· DA asked each site to prepare a webpage on their site, summarize each sites key work, a few pictures.  DM to integrate into the website.  

· DM suggested we report on this by end of February.  

Presentation on D1.4 (Forum Network Analysis) (JRC)

EG presented [traffic, topology, urban networks]
· Borrowed from earthquake research, hysteresis (force displacement)
Presentation on D3.3 (Scientific paper on the vulnerability of heterogeneous interconnected networks) (led by QMUL)
· RC presented “Protection of Trans-European Gas Networks: The Hot Backbones”
MASA Presentation
DA asked IT to provide a brief presentation updating the status of MASA.  
IT  provided a general update on team, including
· Listing the MASA project staff

· Listing publications (conferences and journal publications)... discussion of what can be added to the website
· Describing the results to date
· Describing the collaboration with other projects (JRC in one conference paper (NOLTA), initial meetings held with LIUC and COLB

· Providing a deliverable D4.2 update (workshop, M35), noting that he hopes to have latora and bell as external speakers

DA noted that there are many different versions of vulnerability but we need to coordinate our efforts (and use it to clean up the d3.3 paper)

Presentation on D1.4 (Report (paper) on Cross Recurrence Quantification Analysis between markets volatility and the DYNAMICS of power systems dynamic.) (LIUC)

· FS provided an update on WP5 with the presentation Dynamics of supply-chain and market volatility of networks.

· AC presented simulation meta-models.
· MS presented SVARs and DFMs for modeling electricity prices
Discuss the three planned Workshops (D1.6, D4.2, D6.2) (DA)

· David reconvened following lunch, offering a few brief comments on the workshops in general.  He went on to speak about the upcoming QMUL women in mathematics and science conference.  DA reported that he has the people set up to run the conference (one conference for more than 100 female school children).  He noted that he has a plenary speaker in mind,   there will be side conference, and the conference will probably be held during the 3rd week of September.  
· GP reported on his conference.  He asked what  the goal should be (outreach? Etc.).  GP has to check if he has free space for the  conference.  There was an agreement that we need to decide by the next meeting in June so we have time to publish.  GP felt we can probably decide by late February. 
Walkthrough of remaining science deliverables  (DA)

· DA led walkthrough of the remaining deliverables.  
· D1.4, D1.5- network analysis:  EG said without the forum traffic, there is not really much value in doing 1.4 and 1.5 as currently defined.  EG will suggest alternatives for social network analysis (road traffic, etc.).  If we do choose to change these deliverables, EG will be able to communicate with science officer Pilar Lopez.  
· D3.3.  DA noted that we clearly have some papers that are related ot the topic of D3.3.  It would be useful if we could take a merged position on some of the activity we’ve looked at.  DA suggested a collaboration between MASA and QMUL to produce a covering paper with a discussion of what has been done in this latest period.  WJ will lead this effort.  

· D5.3, D5.4: DA said there are no real problems here.  FS has uploaded 5.3 already, 5.4 on it’s way.

· D6.2- workshop:  GP noted that the title might have been changed.   The title in the original doc was “workshop on the deregulated European energy market”, and that the timing has been changed from M21.  DA noted workshop responsibilities were changed because  they were a better fit between sites.

· D1.5- a network analysis of interactions on transport network: There is a lot of work involved in this, EG reported.  There are two sides to this effort: one is compilation of the data that FB did, first for Italy and then the UK.  This is related to WP2.  Essentially, JRC has provided additional data beyond what was originally planned.  EG will write up the points.
· D1.6- workshop: already discussed.  

· D4.2- workshop: with MASA, already discussed.

· D3.4: WJ discussed.  Thinking of a 2 tier type of approach combining knowledge of growth algorithms, taking both a theoretical and a practical approach.  QMUL could do the practical work while MASA could focus on the theory.  DA noted this was supposed to be some sort of algorithm looking at neural networks. DA noted that WJ suggests we deviate from original.  WJ suggests going at a real network for this deliverable.  
· D4.3: GP reported.  When he asked Imre Kondor at COLB about this before Imre’s departure from the project, GP thought this is something someone else would handle.  IT from MASA suggested this is something they are already sort of working on through their existing research.  DA asked who is responsible on this.  We decided JRC has done the work, with some input from MASA, but GP and COLB will still be responsible for this deliverable.  
· D5.5: FS said they have started to work on this with Polytechnical University of Milan.    They will study perturbation and effect on balance of active power.  Polytechnic  already has this model.  DA noted that it sounds like LIUC is on top of this, FS says they have already sent her the model.  
· D6.3- MASA: EG said that JRC will provide the GIS tools FB has developed to allow the fragility studies of gas network, etc.  FB has done most of the work already, has some notes for the gas and electricity, and can combine that into a deliverable to explain how the GIS can be used to do this.  It appears that this effort just needs to be written up.  EG says this is something FB is working on, most is done and they can go into more details.  
· D6.4: DA asked if this overlaps with 6.3? EG explained where this came from (that Gabor Vattay agreed with deliverable description in the original project proposal).  DA asked if this should be owned by MASA?  EG says all can contribute.  DA said the simulator is already there.    DA and IT said that this has to be revitalized.  IT suggested someone should come from MASA to COLB, and that IT will look at a possible MASA trip to COLB.  DM to follow up on this.
· DA summarised the review of future deliverables, nothing that overall and in general planned work seems to be moving forward on track.  
2009 Planning (DA, EG)

· DA moved on to ask, with one year left, what should we be focused on?  He asked EG for thoughts.  EG noted that if sites have underspent their budget to date, make sure the forward work effort is consistent with any additional spending for the rest of the year.  Each site should keep the number of people and the expenditure in line.  We must also make sure there are no dangling deliverables, make sure we’re all clear about what we’re to do, and we should all help each other out.  We must share our info about any changed deliverables.  These are the things that the EC expect of us.

· We should really try to open the doors to the outside world.  Try to make sure people know what we’re doing at these workshops.  We seem to be underselling ourselves a bit.  DA noted that mathematicians don’t usually think of “selling ourselves”. However, EG disagreed on this point.  EG says he’s seen “less” elsewhere being made into “more”, noting that  we have more content than some other projects he has seen in the past.  

· FS asked if sites can move equipment budget to staff, and EG said no.  EG said that you can, however,  move funds between travel and staffing.  

· HS offered his comments.  He noted that EG and DA must be assertive about any challenges to the project.  However, HS said he says that we seem to be approaching the goal.  This meeting has raised his hope.  But we only have 12 months to go and a lot of work to do, both in science and in selling.  We need to get this going.   DA said that Dr. Di Bernardo’s comments at last meeting were very valuable.  DA said we’re on track and pleased that we are expecting successful deliverables.  
DM noted that month 36 means funding ends, need to be thoughtful about staffing continuity, and availability of staff after month 36 to complete reporting.

DA said month 36 meeting will include at least project leaders.
Day 1 Meeting adjourned
DAY 2
Brief follow up on the topics of the previous day (DA)
· DA asked a question about COLB: Looking back at the M18 report, only 18 of 70 work months were reported. GP reported that COLB will use 52 months, however, EG and DA suggested there aren’t enough deliverables to account for this extra labour. The question was raised how the work should be looked at to accommodate.   DA noted that Mark’s wind energy work was very good and more contributions are planned.  There was a discussion of how much effort needs to be devoted to the workshop.  Discussion of COLB contribution to workpackage 3.4 and other workpackages.  
· EG mentioned that the same issue applies to QMUL to a lesser extent.  

· The team suggested that joint contribution to papers is useful. DA noted that completing the deliverables will confirm the collaboration and publication will confirm the quality of the work.  

· We reviewed the list of publications.  FS Noted that changes have been submitted to DM and need to be updated on the website.  

Informal science collaboration (ALL)

· The team worked together in breakout teams on various science collaboration.   

Meeting Adjourned
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