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Agenda 

 

14.00 to 14.15 TOP 1: Opening session 

MIBACT will give a global overview of the JHEP project: 

objectives, work programmes, time table and deliverables 

Project 

Coordinator 

MIBACT (IT) 

14.15 to 14.45 TOP 2: JHEP2 project in the context of Horizon2020  European 

Commission, 

DG RTD 

14.45 to 15.30 TOP 3: WP1 -  Alignment of national research programmes 

and activities with JPI cultural heritage  

- MINECO will present the WP1 work programme with 

particular focus on Partners expected contributions. 

- All Participants will integrate with input for planning joint 

research activities  

MINECO will chair the session and the discussion. 

MINECO (ES) 

WP1 Leader 

15.30 to 16.15 TOP 4:  WP2 - Implementation of other joint activities 

including joint calls  

- NWO will present the WP2 work programme  with 

particular focus on Partners expected contributions. 

- All Participants will integrate with input for planning joint 

research activities  

NWO will chair the session and the discussion 

 

 

 

NWO (ND) 

WP2 Leader 

16.15 to 16.45 TOP 5: WP3  - Monitoring and evaluation (KPI)   

- MCC will present the work programme with particular 

focus on Partners expected contributions. 

- All Participants will integrate with input for planning joint 

research activities  

MCC will chair the session and the discussion. 

MCC (FR) 

WP3 Leader 

16.45 to 17.15 TOP 6:  WP4  - Coordination and Management  

MiBACT will present and discuss: 

- Communication and Dissemination Strategy (Del 4.1) 

Structure and contents. Newsletter 

- Consortium Agreement Partners’ comments 

- GA amendment for DoA integrations 

- Periodical technical reports 

- Periodical administrative reports 

MiBACT (IT) 

WP4 Leader 
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- Schedule of next Project Meetings  

All Participants will integrate with input for planning joint 

research activities  

MIBACT will chair the session and the discussion. 

17.15 to 17.30 TOP 7: Conclusion of the meeting 

Final comments. Definition and specification of the detailed 

work-plan and other documents presented during the meeting 

Coordinator  

All 

participants 
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Kick off - Steering Committee (StC) Meeting: 

JPI CH Executive Board Members and JHEP2 Work Packages and Tasks Leaders 

 

Participants 

Emanuela De Menna - DG Research & Innovation, European Commission 

Hilde De Clercq - Royal Institute for Cultural Heritage (KIK-IRPA), Belgium 

Mirelle Brange – Agence Nationale de la Recherche (ANR), France 

Xavier Engels - Agence Nationale de la Recherche (ANR), France 

Sylvie Max-Colinart - Ministry of Culture and Communication (MCC) France 

Cristina Sabbioni - Ministry of Cultural Heritage and Activities and Tourism (MiBACT), National Research 

Council (CNR), Italy 

Patrizia Bianconi – Ministry of Cultural Heritage and Activities and Tourism (MiBACT), JPI CH 

Coordination Office, Italy 

Alessandra Cuscianna – Ministry of Cultural Heritage and Activities and Tourism (MiBACT), JPI CH 

Coordination Office, Italy 

Elisa Gerussi – Ministry of Cultural Heritage and Activities and Tourism (MiBACT), JPI CH Coordination 

Office, Italy 

Aldo Covello - Ministry of Education, University and Research (MIUR), Italy 

Valeria Cardia - Ministry of Education, University and Research (MIUR), Italy 

Vaidas Petrulis - Kaunas University, Research Council of Lithuania (RCL) - Lithuania 

Tonte Hegard - Ministry of Climate and Environment, The Research Council of Norway (RCN), Norway 

Radoslaw Brudnicki - National Institute for Museums and Public Collections on behalf of the Ministry of 

Culture and National Heritage (MKDN), Poland 

Paulina Florjanowicz - National Institute for Museums and Public Collections on behalf of the Ministry of 

Culture and National Heritage (MKDN), Poland 

Carlos Pereira - Fundação para a Ciência e a Tecnologia, (FCT), Portugal 

Luisa Igreja - Fundação para a Ciência e a Tecnologia (FCT), Portugal 

Emilio Cano Diaz – Ministry of Economy and Competitiveness (MINECO), Spain 

Annemarie Bos – The Netherlands Organization for Scientific Research (NWO), the Netherlands 

Arnold Lubbers - Netherlands Organisation for Scientific Research (NWO), the Netherlands 

Kees Somer– Cultural Agency of the Netherlands (RCE), The Netherlands 

Samuel Lambshead - The Arts and Humanities Research Council (AHRC), United Kingdom 

 

 

Minutes 

The StC meeting starts at 02.15 PM. 

 

1. TOP 1: Opening session 

Cristina Sabbioni (MiBACT, CNR) welcomes all the participants and opens the meeting by explaining the 

items on the agenda. 

It is underlined that the Project members have already started to work on the implementation of JHEP2, since 

the last meeting held in December in Paris, when several items were considered and discussed. 

The meeting starts with a round of presentation by all participants. 
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Patrizia Bianconi (MiBACT, JPI CH Coordination Office) takes the floor and shortly presents the 

membership of JHEP2, its structure with all WPs and Tasks description, the timing with reference to 

deliverables and milestones, and the Management Board behind its implementation. 

2. TOP 2: JHEP2 project in the context of Horizon2020 

Emanuela De Menna participates in the table as representative of the DG Research & Innovation - EC to 

present the EC orientation in H2020 – Societal Challenge 5. The idea is to get the basis for future synergies 

between the work of the EC and JHEP2 Project through a possible division of labour based on common 

objectives and complementary means of implementation. Although, as Emanuela De Menna states, it would 

be easier to have a proper strategy specifying what the respective JPIs and EC roles are within a joint 

perspective, JPIs can really be added value realities by providing knowledge basis for EC Research and 

Innovation actions, which represent significant components of H2020. Thus, JPI CH could support the EC in 

the underpinning research activity in cultural heritage. Basic research is more suitable for P2P partnerships, 

that is the case of JPIs, and competitive calls may not be the best instruments to fund basic research. 

Another issue considered is the cooperation with Third Countries that should become a priority in the JPI CH 

agenda. 

Emanuela De Menna goes on referring to the evaluation process made by the EC, according to which the JPI 

CH did not get god scores, and for this reason, it is important to identify current problems and possible 

solutions to improve the performance. This is strongly connected with the relationship with the EC, since it is 

proved that JPIs establishing tight communication relations with EC experienced better performance in terms 

of strategic documents. 

Coming to the specific project JHEP2 and bearing in mind the aim of having shared objectives but 

complementary means, the focus in future could be on this concept of “division of labour” which would 

allow for a better identification of priorities and research underpinning the calls for demonstration projects 

that are about the regeneration of cultural landscapes the next year. Emanuela De Menna also mentions the 

development of a synergy document related to Societal Challenge 5 roadmap for cultural heritage – still in 

progress – that could significantly contribute to EC drafting. By now this roadmap is based on five topics: 

ERA on cultural heritage, EU policy framework supporting cultural heritage Research and Innovation, 

evidence and knowledge-base, development, testing of innovative cultural heritage services and products, 

and international cooperation and cultural heritage diplomacy. The collaboration between the JPI and the EC 

should be improved at planning , communication an governance level, by the organization of joint events for 

example, or scheduling a joint calendar of events, and having the EC represented in the Steering Committee. 

Further issues that remain open are the management and the sustainability of the JPI CH. 

Emanuela De Menna makes reference to the three Os policy of the EC - Open science, Open innovation, 

Open to the world – suggesting that the JPI CH becomes a promotional vehicle through its activities. 

The SRA and the AP are required to be more operational, the administrative deadlines should be strictly 

respected, and there should be a higher involvement of stakeholders. 

At the end of Emanuela De Menna presentation, Cristina Sabbioni reminds that the JPI CH received a 

number of evaluation questionnaires by different institutional subjects, in the last year, which is a very 

important signal of the attention paid to our activities. She asks how the EC evaluated the JPI CH, and what 

was the assessment process. 

Emanuela De Menna replies that the Assessment report is not available yet, and that it was developed in 

order to identify the main issues of JPIs and how to support them for improving, bearing in mind that the 
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container of JPIs is very complex and heterogeneous. Furthermore, some topics touched before, like the 

operational side of SRA or the focus on international cooperation, are common to all JPIs. 

Annemarie Bos (NWO) asks whether Emanuela De Menna, as JPI CH contact person in the EC, takes care 

about potential linkages with other parts within the EC that follows alternative areas and challenges related 

to cultural heritage. This is a relevant consideration since cultural heritage cuts across all other Challenges in 

H2020, other than Societal Challenge 5. On this purpose, she also asks whether would be appropriate to 

inform the EC in case the JPI CH is developing activities that might be relevant to Challenges 2 or 6. 

Emanuela De Menna replies positively underlining that her DG has connection with other DGs and they are 

trying to promote synergies by proposing strategic actions, for example drafting a synergy documents that 

specifies the areas of cooperation between JPIs and EC. There is a specific working group on cultural 

heritage and having updated information from JPI CH is very important for getting the whole functioning 

more effective. 

Cristina Sabbioni reminds that in a previous synergy document provided at the very beginning of H2020 the 

JPI CH identifies a number of areas where cultural heritage could be developed in connection with the topics 

of security (Challenge 6) and energy and materials (Challenge 2). These topics have been objects of funded 

projects in the last calls. Furthermore, three research infrastructures in the cultural heritage field are 

connected with Pillar 1 of H2020. All these considerations have been taken into consideration in the 

preparation of future calls, which is also the object of JHEP2 WP2, whose Leader is NWO. Cristina Sabbioni 

underlines her interest in the EC attempt of promoting basic research, since the general current trend is rather 

support innovative solutions. Thus, the perception is that it would not be easy to see national programs 

funding basic research due to the focus on innovation given by H2020, so she doubt that JPI CH will become 

a reference point for basic research development. On the other hand, this aspect is extremely important and 

should be promoted with the involvement of all other JPIs coordinators, as well. 

Emanuela De Menna recognizes that it is important to have these information about the preferences of 

national programs, because it may influence the choice by the EC of topics and research areas to be targeted 

jointly with the JPI. JHEP2 could be the occasion for discussing about the most suitable subjects and ways in 

which both the aims of the JPI CH and the EC can be achieved. 

Kees Somer (RCE) asks for additional information on the timing and the construction process of the 

roadmap of the EC which should be the referee for the synergy documents suggested by Emanuela De 

Menna. The latter assures that the final version of the EC roadmap will be send to the JPI CH because many 

activities being planned can be very relevant to the JPI. 

Paulina Florjanowicz (MKDN) asks whether the DG Research & Innovation, or the JPI CH, will being 

involved in the European Culture Forum that will be held in Brussels the 19th -20th of April, and whether 

the EC is taking account other European policy documents regarding cultural heritage besides the H2020 

program in writing down the roadmap. Emanuela De Menna confirms that they are considering other 

documents as guidelines and that the official participation to the European Forum of April might be an 

interesting proposal. 

3. TOP 3: WP1 - Alignment of national research programmes and activities with JPI cultural heritage 

Emilio Cano Diaz (MINECO) takes the floor for presenting JHEP2 WP1. He goes through the description of 

the Tasks, the activities to be implemented, and the timing. Emilio Cano Diaz suggests some critical 

questions the JPI CH should answer in order to identify and then achieve efficiently the objectives of WP1. 

In particular, the issues to look at are: 
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- how has the situation evolved since NET-HERITAGE? What is the current state of the art of national 

programmes on cultural heritage? (Task 1.1) 

- What can be identified as best practices in alignment? What reccomendations can be done to promote 

alignment in cultural heritage? (Task 1.2) 

- Strategic dialogue initiatives should be carried out at national level. Which are the critical points (in time) 

and contact persons to be considered? (Task 1.3) 

Emilio Cano Diaz talks about the Era Learn 2020 WP4- Analysis of existing and potential modalities for 

aligning national/regional activities under common research agendas, coordinated by MIUR, as a source of 

inspiration for JHEP2 progress, with specific reference to the Alignment. The proposal is to use this 

document as a basis for general activities on alignment. On that purpose, the JPI CH should try to strengthen 

the relationship with the GPC Group and other JPIs to take as much as possible from other successful 

experiences already existing. MINECO, as Task Leader, is already taking action to identify some contact 

persons that could be relevant to the JPI CH aim on alignment. 

Emilio Cano Diaz informs that the WP1 working group met in the morning and started work on Task 1.1. 

The first outcome is a draft document prepared by BELSPO. This meeting also raised some questions among 

which: 

- do we address partners outside JHEP2 but within JPI CH? 

The last part of the presentation by MINECO is a schedule of activities foreseen in the first year of Project 

and responsible subjects concerned. As for Task 1.2, it will be very helpful to identify best practices from 

other JPIs, and a workshop might also be organized but only after evaluating if it is really worth of. In Task 

1.3 a synthetic report on national level situation on research policies is required and JHEP2 Partners will 

receive a template from ANR, Task Leader. In this case, a workshop is proposed at month 24. Xavier Engels 

from ANR, Leader of Task 1.3 jointly with RPF (Cyprus) suggests to postpone the workshop to month 27 to 

avoid the overlapping with the preparation of a final report summarizing the content of each national 

synthetic report. In this way, everybody would be provided with the necessary information to participate 

actively at the workshop. 

Cristina Sabbioni reminds that the modifications of DoA have to be voted by the Consortium and a specific 

item is to included in the project meeting agenda. For that reason, she suggests to postpone the decision of 

the workshop date to the next meeting. 

Emanuela De Menna agrees that a report should be delivered before the workshop but she also invites to 

think about the second part of the WP, after the workshop takes place, which is something that seems not to 

be defined yet by the Task Leaders. The workshop will be crucial for the alignment process and its 

postponement leads to shorter time to the following actions. Emanuela De Menna would recommend to 

anticipate instead, since reports are very important but more practical activities are even more effective. 

Emilio Cano Diaz underlines that the alignment is a project just at it beginning which means that even 

though the workshop is a relevant milestone in the WP, the working team will work all along the project, 

before and after the event, and will propose specific actions annually to the Steering Committee, according to 

the DoA. 

ANR and MINECO agree that the decision on the workshop date can be taken later on. 

Cristina Sabbioni reminds that the Steering Committee is composed of the JPI CH Executive Board, so all 

the countries participating to the JPI CH, even though not JHEP2 Beneficiaries are invited to the meetings. 
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The templates for the reports should be sent also to these countries. With regard to this, she asks whether it 

could be a good idea to send the templates to the JPI CH Observers as well to promote their participation. 

Sylvie Max-Colinart (MCC) approves this suggestion first because all the questionnaires done so far have 

been always sent to all JPI CH Members, and second because it would be difficult to have a clear idea on 

alignment without involving all. 

Paulina Florjanowicz informs that she met some representatives of Hungary and Croatia in another project 

meeting and they both were very interested in JPI CH, so it might be interesting to keep them into 

consideration in future. 

Finally, the StC decides to involve all JPI CH as well as other countries interested in taking part in the 

survey. 

As for Task 1.1, Cristina Sabbioni asks Aldo Covello (MIUR) to keep the Steering Committee informed 

about the Era Learn 2020 document mentioned by MINECO and coordinated by MIUR. Furthermore, she 

also informs that the GPC meeting is scheduled for the following day, and due to the conjunction with 

Heritage Plus Management Board meeting, Elisa Gerussi from MiBACT and JPI CH Coordination Office 

will participate on the behalf of Cristina Sabbioni and Patrizia Bianconi. All the material and information 

from meeting will be shared with the Steering Committee. Emilio Cano Diaz underlines the importance of 

following the Mutual Learning Exercise (MLE) and getting in contact with the GPC Group. 

4. TOP 4: WP2 - Implementation of other joint activities including joint calls 

Annemarie Bos (NWO) takes the floor on WP2 stressing its operational character. The essence of this WP is 

that all Tasks refer to different kinds of stakeholders. WP2 activities have already started, more specifically 

with Task 2.1 on Joint Calls, directly addressed to research and researchers. The Task has a proper roadmap 

that will help the WP Leader to organize the activities. The ambition is to have 4 calls, 3 small ones funded 

by the national partners all along the Project, and 1 co-fund action in 2018. Eight cultural heritage research 

areas have been considered as objects of the questionnaire distributed among the project partners. The latters 

are asked to give their national preferences on future topics for the joint calls. 

Annemarie Bos presents the complete roadmap of Task 1.1. The first step, setup of a questionnaire to send to 

Partners to identify the interest in topics for future calls, has been already taken and NWO is waiting for 

Partners answers. The Task Leader intention is to improve as much as possible the communication with all 

Partners as active parties in the process that may influence it. 

The results of the questionnaire will be processes and discussed with the Steering Committee. One of the 

steps, the most important one, is the commitment to the topics, because calls are related with the financial 

availability of each partner. 

Hilde De Clercq (KIK-IRPA) asks to specify whether it is one questionnaire for each country or for each 

program owner. Annemarie Bos replies that the questionnaires have been sent to all JHEP2 Partners and 

afterwards the results will be analyzed all together in order to identify the national priorities. 

Sylvie Max-Colinart thinks that the results of the questionnaires should reflect the priorities of each country, 

that is why MCC will work together with ANR for example, and this is an issue that the Task Leader should 

take into account. It is true that we can have different program owners with different priorities in one 

country, Annemarie Bos states, so it is not a problem to receive different questionnaires from the same 

country since the final report will consider this peculiarity and the variable geometry connected with the 
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organization of a call. The final report will be discussed jointly to come to a roadmap for the following 

months. 

She goes forward giving presenting the remaining Tasks of the WP, the foreseen activities and the roadmap 

to implement over the year. Together with RCL (Lithuania), Leader in Task 2.2, it has decided to monitor the 

country state of the art on heritage practice knowledge exchange and what JPI CH did in the previous joint 

calls, by sending a second questionnaire. It will be sent probably in April. 

On this purpose, Vaidas Petrulis (Kaunas University - RCL) thinks that we should look for synergies 

between all the WP2 tasks. Synergies can be supported especially between Tasks 2.2, 2.3, 2.4, Annemarie 

Bos underlines. 

Furthermore, this Task might include also dedicated workshops, exchange visits, training modules, according 

to the decision of the JPI CH GB. 

Task 2.3 focuses on the implementation of at least three joint actions, it is fundamental to identify the criteria 

for prioritizing actions, mainly urgency, participation of actors other than Member States and availability of 

funds. As in the previous cases, questionnaire is scheduled in March whose results will be presented at the 

EB meeting in June. Task 2.3 includes an International Conference in collaboration with other IGOs/NGOs 

that should be held in 2017 at latest. Annemarie Bos suggests to find linkages with other events that we plan 

to organize for the other WPs. 

Going forward with Task 2.4, the method will be based on a consultation to discuss methods for capturing 

impact on societal challenges, and the selection of 50 cases will certainly show the diversity of research on 

cultural heritage, which is a very cross cutting field. Criteria, guidance and template will be sent out to JPI 

CH partners for supplying potential case studies. There should be also a tighter connection with the Heritage 

Portal to make the case studies more visible. 

The last Task 2.5 is mainly concerning the communication and how it is possible to explore further 

possibility to make the Heritage Portal a knowledge hub. Romania, the Task Leader, is not participating to 

the meeting, so there are no additional details on Task 2.5. 

Finally, Annemarie Bos asks the Coordination Office to make an address list on the web site. 

Cristina Sabbioni specifies that the Coordination Office will circulate an excel file with all contact details 

disaggregated per institutional body and project. She also underlines that it is more functional to have only 

one person contact for each task, instead of having several names as referees. Actually, Annemarie Bos 

would prefer an extended list with all names involved and related roles, which certainly has to be regularly 

updated, in order to select and use the right contact address. 

Hilde De Clercq points out that the agenda including all the questionnaires and templates that will be 

circulated among the partners is very full, and this might be a problem because it means that the national 

research network has to be moved and consulted. So, she is not so convinced that this would be possible for 

Task 2.3 as it has been just done for Task.1.1. Especially because the methods used for making the 

questionnaires are not the same. 

Kees Somer (RCE) suggests to combine the three questionnaires. 

Annemarie Bos think that Task 2.2 questionnaire can be combined with Task 2.3, and reminds that all JPI 

CH Partners are already committed with the actions included in the Action Program. Task 2.4 questionnaire 

is some less complicated because it does not imply the involvement of a research network for consultation. 
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5. TOP 5: WP3 - Monitoring and evaluation (KPIs) 

Sylvie Max-Colinart presents WP3. The main aim is not to rebuild the set of indicators, but to revise it, in 

line with the EC requests. She describes the objectives, the tasks, the activities planned, and the scheduled of 

all Deliverables and Milestones. The Task Leaders are MCC and FCT (Portugal) but the WP implementation 

requires the active participation of all Partners. She finally leaves the floor to Carlos Pereira (FCT), Task 3.1 

Leader. He presents the Deliverables, Milestones and related deadlines. 

As for Deliverable 3.1, it is planned to refine the previous List of Indicators by eliminating those that may be 

overlapping, aligning the list with the guidelines from the EC and the GPC, and of course considering the 

inputs of the JHEP 2 Partners. 

In March, they will be probably able to present a first report. 

Emanuela De Menna asks which actions are planned to coordinate with WP1 on alignment. 

Sylvie Max-Colinart states again that coordination with all WP and Task Leader of JHEP2 is needed in order 

to build a new joint toolbox. 

Cristina Sabbioni asks whether these indicators will be applied only to the actions planned for the future or 

also to the past ones. Sylvie Max-Colinart replies that they will be applied to the last calls as well, as a follow 

up activity. 

6. TOP 6: WP4 - Coordination and Management 

Patrizia Bianconi (MiBACT and Coordination Office)reads the summary of the WP4 presentation by 

MiBACT, including an overview of the WP, Communication and Dissemination Strategy (Del 4.1) - 

Structure and contents, Newsletter, Consortium Agreement Partners’comments, JHEP2 GA amendment for 

DoA integrations, JHEP2 Budget, Periodical technical and administrative reporting, JHEP2 and other future 

meetings, Scientific Committee nomination, JHEP2. 

In her description of the tasks and actions, she focuses especially on the engagement of stakeholders and 

internationalization. 

She presents the list of deliverables and their deadlines. 

The first item in the summery is about Deliverable 4.1 on Communication and Dissemination, whose 

possible structure is described by Elisa Gerussi (MiBACT, JPI CH Coordination Office). The most relevant 

aspects of the presentation stresses on the layered character of the communication that must be reflected in 

the strategy we want to implement, since different categories of users require different communicative 

registers. The Deliverable index proposed includes: 

- Preface 

- Communication and dissemination: who communicates what? 

- A layered communication strategy 

- The relevance of the communication strategy, WP by WP 

- The communication and dissemination tools 

- Gantt 
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- Conclusions 

Cristina Sabbioni goes on with the presentation of WP4, in particular with the draft of the Consortium 

Agreement (CA). She thanks all the Partners providing comments and suggesting modifications. 

Cristina Sabbioni goes deeper into the text of CA and stresses on two important parts: the Transmission of 

Results and the Access right to the Consortium Background. These two articles should be included in the 

draft since they are requested by the Grant Agreement (GA) that has been signed with the EC. In particular, 

as for the Transmission of Results, MINECO is supposed to clarify whether they want to share their results 

with their Third Party or not. As for the Background session, an additional Annex is required, with reference 

to Art. 30 of the GA, which specifies the input and knowledge that each Partners makes available to the 

project and the Project Consortium. 

In the next days, all Partners will receive a revised draft with all comments and a clean version of the CA 

with these new parts included. The deadline for the signature of the CA is scheduled on 25th of February. 

Kees Somer asks to provide short explanations on these changes in the new draft. 

Patrizia Bianconi takes again the floor to go forward with the last items of WP4 agenda. 

The Coordination Office will present an amendment request for make some minor correction to the GA 

attachment: first, the introduction of Poland among the Partners List in the DoA Part B that was excluded by 

mistake, and secondly the revision of some other few things on the text of the DoA Part A. 

With regards to the budget, the amount for each Beneficiary is higher than the one foreseen at the beginning 

due to the exit of two Partners. The amount of the pre-financing payment is EUR 333,327.72 an amount of 

EUR 49,999.16 corresponding to 5% of the maximum grant amount (see Article 5.1), (retained by the 

Commission from the pre-financing payment and transferred in to the Guarantee Fund). On that purpose, 

Patrizia Bianconi reminds to send to the Coordination Office the bank details necessary for the transfer. She 

finally underlines that the total amount of pre-financing and interim payments cannot exceed 90% of the 

maximum grant amount set out in Article 5.1. 

Kees Somer catches the attention on the renewal of the Scientific Committee and suggests to provide a 

schedule where the Scientific Committee will be consulted. Furthermore, Annemarie Bos says that all WPs 

activities, especially those foreseeing a questionnaire, need to be well coordinated with the nomination of the 

new Scientific Committee. 

The meeting closes at 6.15 PM. 

 

 

 

  


