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Steering Committee meeting agenda
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Main items for discussion:

· Strategic aspects of the project

· Final decision on topics for expert group meetings

· Location and timing of next meeting

· Scheduling of events for next meeting

· Subsequent payments to members

Monday April 4th 2005

Dr. Pullinger from Chalex Research welcomed the steering committee to the meeting.

Mr. Herman from Energy Research Centre of the Netherlands began by asking what the course of action should be when members do not contribute to the project as stipulated in the Contract.  Dr. Pullinger replied that they should first be contacted by the co-ordinator. However, if the situation were to persist, it might become necessary to inform the EU and in the latest case to start a procedure for replacement of a partner.

Mr. Herman expressed concern that some members claimed that they were unaware of their participation within certain work packages. Mr. Herman asked how the EU knows whether the work is being achieved.  Mr. Dobelmann from Deutsche Gesellschaft für Sonnenenergie said that communication is very important and that work package leaders have a different role within the project to the co-ordinator. Mr. Herman stated his belief that Chalex should be more proactive.  Dr. Pullinger agreed; he explained that Chalex had been very busy at the start of 2005, but that things were easing and that the company would be more active in the future.

Mr. Dobelmann said that it would be a good idea to work out a communication strategy. This should include a standardised request for information. Also it could be an idea to detail that payment for participation would be dependent upon the completion of tasks. It would also be necessary for work package leaders to support the co-ordinator in this matter.

Mr. Herman added that it would be a good idea to have a standardised letter for any partners that are failing to carry out their contractual tasks that starts in a nice manner; but if the issue is not addressed to make it more severe.  Dr. Pullinger agreed this would be a good idea. Mr. Dobelmann added that it would necessary to include the task description within the letter.

Mr. Oettel from Fördergesellschaft Erneuerbare Energien stressed the importance of receiving money for the work in the project. Mr. Herman said that it has been received now: although the EC is often late in making payments, they always do pay.  The money is effectively guaranteed.

Mr. Oettel suggested that it might be an idea to state that participation at meetings should be mandatory, and if the designated representative is not available then an alternative representative should be sent.

Mr Dobelmann said that Chalex should explain what work is fundable, and what work is not. This is as Mr. Dobelmann has had trouble previously where people have not accepted costs as the EC was expecting a different result from the specific work package. Mr. Dobelmann felt this could also be a problem with a CA as there is no final machine or product produced. Therefore constant communication is vital. Dr. Pullinger agreed and said that he would recap to partners in the afternoon meeting. Mr. Dobelmann asked who the project officer was. Dr. Pullinger informed the committee that the project officer for the MicroCHeaP project is Mr. Alexandros Kotronaros. Mr. Dobelmann suggested that there should be a standardised letter of request for financial statements. This is due to his experience within another project that has been completed, but after eighteen months, the final payment has still not been received due to one partner. Mr. Oettel expressed that it is important to know what costs are acceptable. This is due to a big audit that happened in the 1990s that caused big problems.

Mr. Oettel asked as to whether an evening boat trip would be feasible for that evening. Mr. Herman commented probably not. Dr. Pullinger explained that a boat trip would not be seen as a necessary expenditure. Dr. Pullinger then agreed to prepare guidelines for everyone.

Mr. Oettel enquired as to when the financial officer would attend a meeting. Dr. Pullinger explained the Commission would be unlikely to send a financial officer away from Brussels, but that if the project were to hold a meeting there, something could probably be arranged.  Mr. Herman pointed out that the project officer would probably attend the mid-term meeting that will take place in April 2006.

Mr. Herman enquired about the six-month management report and whether any input would be needed from partners.  To his knowledge, no-one had yet been asked for any input.  Mr. Oettel agreed and stressed that reporting requirements should be detailed at every meeting.  He felt that the project members’ views should come through clearly in the report.  This might also help to identify areas where new partners would be useful.  Mr. Herman stated that he did not think that the inclusion of new partners would be a good idea.  Mr. Dobelmann agreed, as he did not like to change projects unless absolutely necessary.  Mr. Herman reminded the group that the Commission does not like changes to consortia, as it creates work for the Commission services.  Mr. Oettel felt, though, that the project would need to know what new technologies and techniques are emerging.  Mr. Dobelmann agreed, but felt that attention should be on ensuring that members achieve the work described in the Technical Annex.  He felt that the knowledge Mr. Oettel wanted would be forthcoming if members do their work.  Mr. Dobelmann proposed sending out a questionnaire to his contacts (in DGS) to ensure that as wide a response as necessary is achieved.  The motivation to reply will come from access to the project’s results.

Mr. Herman felt that input to the report from the whole consortium would be needed.  He felt that the co-ordinator has been ‘lazy’ so far.  Dr. Pullinger disputed that, but agreed that he had been exceptionally busy in 2005, which had had a detrimental effect on MicroCHeaP.  Mr. Herman pointed out that he had seen an EC-document requesting input from all partners to EC progress reports.  Mr. Dobelmann felt that it was important that all partners could see their contribution before it was submitted to the Commission.  He thought that it should be emphasised to members that some contribution would be in order for their payment to be authorised.  Mr. Herman explained that it was not so simple as that, and that the co-ordinator would need to request the Commission not to pay a member, should that become necessary.

Mr. Dobelmann felt that more response from members would be necessary.  At present, people were not clear exactly what is needed from them, as, he suspected, people tend not to refer to the Technical Annex.  Mr. Herman pointed out that the project has a web site for such matters, but that this was currently largely empty.  Mr. Dobelmann asked if an upload facility could be created.  Mr. Herman and Dr. Pullinger agreed that it could.  Mr. Dobelmann thought that it would be good to give partners the ability to upload their own work.  Even the agenda and minutes are not yet available online.  Mr. Oettel suggested that there would need to be a section to allow the public to access information.  He also proposed providing a facility to allow non-members to upload their information if they want to.  Mr. Dobelmann agreed; DGS had already received sixty replies, and could get more if he really pushed it.  He felt a standard structure would help.  Mr. Herman enquired who would do this work.  This task is not described in the Annex; therefore, there is no direct funding for it.  Who will do it?  Mr. Dobelmann pointed out that DGS had simply put out an open call for information and received sixty replies.  He suggested that if people were prepared to do work for us, why not let them?

Mr. Herman suggested that Chalex would need to be more open with information, e.g. circulate agendas, minutes, etc.  Dr. Pullinger agreed that this was a fair comment.  Mrs. Dickson asked if there were both public and private areas on the web site.  Dr. Pullinger confirmed that there were, but that they were somewhat sparse at the moment.

Mr. Herman asked what was expected from the expert group meetings.  Dr. Pullinger briefly outlined the purpose of these meetings, as outlined in the Technical Annex.  Mr. Cramer outlined the areas that members had been interested in at the kick-off as:

· Market analysis, etc.

· Fuel conversion, Biogas, etc.

· Market integration, etc.

· System integration, grid integration, etc.

· Technical studies, assessment, environmental assessment, etc.

· Patent, research barriers, legislation, etc.  

Mr. Oettel asked whom the invited experts should address.  Dr. Pullinger proposed the most relevant expert group for their expertise.  He proposed that Groups 5 and 6 should be merged into the other groups.  Mr. Cramer agreed.

Mr. Oettel proposed that the 14th European Conference on Biomass in would be an excellent location for a meeting.  This would be held in Paris on the 17th and 18th of October, so Prof. Neirac could act as host. He suggested that someone should present the project to the conference and apply for a paper.  However, the deadline is Thursday!  He proposed the title “Integrated Biomass/MicroCHP for Europe” as a report on the progress of MicroCHeaP.  Mr. Dobelmann was a bit concerned, as this was not really the direct focus of the project.  He also cautioned that these conferences tend to be quite expensive.  He felt that it would not really be fair to non-biogas people, nor to Prof. Neirac.  It would be assuming rather a lot of Prof. Neirac, as he is based in Sophia-Antipolis, not Paris.

Mr. Oettel pointed out that it had been decided at the kick-off meeting that the first annual meeting should be held in Barcelona.  Mr. Herman agreed, but reminded the committee that Prof. Mata would not be attending this meeting.  Mr. Dobelmann pointed out that he had not been very active in MicroCHeaP so far, although he had always been very friendly.  Dr. Pullinger suggested that someone from the steering committee could volunteer, or those attending this afternoon could be asked.  Mr. Herman proposed that a volunteer should be sought at the afternoon, if not fall back on WP leaders.  ECN would be willing to host the meeting, but was not located in a touristic part of Holland.  However, all the necessary facilities would be available.

Mr. Cramer asked when it would be best to hold the meeting.  Dr. Pullinger suggested September or October.  Mr. Cramer pointed out that Week 42 would be very bad for Danes; Mr. Herman stated that the meeting would not strictly need to be October.  Mr. Oettel asked about experts from industry – should they be invited to every meeting?  They have to pay for travel and subsistence costs and registration fee.  Mr. Herman remarked that surely experts would not come if they have to pay the project to attend.  Mr. Oettel pointed out that, after consultation with the coordinator and his acceptance, the experts attending this meeting would be paying a fee of  €180  (two thirds for the organiser of the meeting and one third for the coordinator) and asked whether this should be used as a precedent.  Mr. Herman was amazed that this had worked and stated his disappointment at not having been asked first.  He was not sure that this had been a wise course of action. Mr. Oettel agreed that, in future, steering committee approval would be sought.

Mr. Dobelmann felt that external delegates might be valuable in future when we have something to present; however, it would not be terribly interesting from them to hear the deliberation on the MicroCHeaP workplan.  Mr. Herman agreed that this might be interesting in the future, but stressed that the project did not need experts from industry telling it what to do.  There is no need to reinvent the wheel, as the project will need to remain independent.  Mr. Herman felt that once expert groups had been defined, it might be worth inviting delegates to later sessions.  Dr. Pullinger agreed; although Mr. Herman cautioned that the project should not prioritise one industry.  If experts were to be invited, it should be through an open call in the future.  He also warned that this might be going beyond the scope of the technical annex.  Dr. Pullinger disagreed, explaining that inviting external experts to address meetings was implied in the text of Work Package 3.

The steering committee meeting was closed.

Action list:

A1: Preparation of standard letter for requesting contribution from members (Chalex)

A2: Summarise eligible costs to members (Chalex)

A3: Invite financial officer from European Commission to attend mid-term meeting (Chalex)

A4: Upload all kick-off meeting documentation to the project web site (Chalex/WBI)

A5: Circulate kick-off meeting minutes to all partners and add them to the web site (Chalex)

A6: Ask all partners about contribution to the project progress report, to be written/compiled by Chalex (Chalex)
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