[image: image1.png]



IST/MLIS/INCO

Project Reviews 2001


The Review Process and Report Guide
Version 2 February 2001
1. Objectives of the Review

This document is a guide for the mid-term and final project reviews of LE/MLIS/INCO/IST projects, and provides the evaluation forms and other supporting information. The Commission, through the Project Officers, monitors projects to ensure they are being carried out correctly and in accordance with the contract. The reviews are based on an assessment of the quality, effectiveness and impact of the project results, and the quality of the management approach, methods and techniques used.

The technical verification process shall objectively establish:

· The degree of fulfilment of the project work plan

· The degree of achievement of the project objectives as described in Annex I 

· The status of the deliverables as described in Annex I

· Any elements which may give rise to reasonable doubts as to the reality of the resources that the contractors purport to have employed

· Any elements which may give rise to reasonable doubts as to the use of reasonable endeavours by the contractors to achieve the results aimed at by the project
· Any elements which may give rise to reasonable doubts as to the likelihood of the achievement of the objectives of the project, or which can reasonably be expected to result in a considerable diminution of the use potential of such results and may recommend any course of action that may be required in order to achieve the project objectives and/or remedy non-performance.

The review is a means not only to verify the degree to which the project is fulfilling its original objectives but also its feedback should help the project become a success.  A project review covers all aspects of a project's work including: technical progress against objectives and current state-of-the-art; examination of milestones; deliverables and demonstrators; partner co-operation; and the potential and plans for the exploitation of results.  The review should also consider the relevance of the project objectives with respect to technological developments, changes in the sector or work done elsewhere and, if necessary, suggest changes to the workplan.

Projects at the final review stage should generally be able to provide hard measures of their achievements, exploitation potential and plans.  They should have assessed how the results of the project will be exploited, and probably have preliminary plans in place, including the definition of products/services and pricing and delivery strategy. They should have considered IPR issues and produced an appropriate consortium agreement. Deliverables such as the (DUP)Dissemination and Use Plan and (TIP) Technology Implementation Plan are very important (where required by the particular programme) and should be examined carefully. 
Projects at the mid-term review stage may not necessarily be able to provide evidence of such measures but must demonstrate their vision and plans for eventual exploitation, and their commitment and ability to exploit project results. The mid-term review’s scope should be focused on an overall assessment of the likelihood that the project will indeed achieve the stated objectives, as well as an assessment of its contribution to the objectives of the programme under which it was funded and to the policies of the European Union.

The Review Process

Projects undergoing review have been allocated to a number of panels, usually on the basis of potential or perceived synergies between the projects. There are usually 4 projects under review per panel. Each panel will consist of two to three independent, external reviewers Each reviewer will allocate on average 2,5 to 3 days per project in preparation for the panel meeting in Luxembourg. During a panel 
review projects are reviewed separately (typically ½ day devoted to each). The Panel PO, who is usually, but not necessarily the Project Officer, will chair the review meeting.  Panel PO’s have an impartial view of the projects under review, and ensure that each session is conducted efficiently and effectively. The Project officer will also attend the meeting 

Reviewers are encouraged to contact each other before the review in order to make the best use of their particular knowledge, skills and experience in allocating their resources across the range of projects in their panel. They should nominate one ‘rapporteur’ for each project in the panel. At the latest, 5 working days before the review meeting, the rapporteur will send a note to the project co-ordinator (and a copy to the Panel PO and the PO), raising particular queries or issues of specific interest, including any requests for specific deliverables, which should be clarified during the review meeting.  Points raised in this note will be incorporated into the meeting agenda.  The consortium should prepare appropriate presentations, demonstrations and discussions to clarify queries listed in the reviewers’ pre-meeting communication.  Additional deliverables requested by the reviewer should be made available at the review meeting. 

Towards the end of the panel review session a meeting of the reviewers is held in order to examine progress of all the projects in the panel, identify potential synergies between projects and make a comparative analysis of the review results of the projects concerned, and to allow them to jointly complete their deliberations and final reports .  

A model agenda for the review meeting is provided in Appendix II.  Time in the agenda may be set aside for the projects to exchange information (e.g. by integrating a concertation workshop in the middle or through the organisation of a public event). The final output of the review process is a Review Report for each project.  A model for the report is included in this document. 

Preparation by Reviewers

In general, in advance of the panel meeting, reviewers should:

· understand the objectives of the relevant programme, and the relevance of the project objectives to these.  

· be familiar with the stated objectives of the projects according to the Technical Annex to the project and recognise the central aspects of the project which make it appropriate that the project is co-funded by the Commission;

· Reviewers should provide input to the meeting agenda, where appropriate and produce a draft Review Report and deliver it to the PO and the Panel PO  (preferably in electronic form) in advance of the review meeting.

The reviewers will receive the material listed below for each project in advance of the review meeting.

Preparation by Project Co-ordinator
The co-ordinator, in consultation with the project PO should prepare and supply the following to the reviewers:
1. The project Work-programme (also known as Technical Annex).

2. The 2000 annual Project Report (where applicable) which contains:

· a summary of the major achievements of the project and the intentions of the project for the future;

· a description of each major area of work undertaken, where applicable covering aspects such as user requirements and product profile, technology outlook and innovative features, functional description of the demonstrator, and field test results

3. A summary report from the EC project officer listing key facts and areas deserving special attention.

4. The previous project Review Report where applicable.

5. The key project deliverables (in agreement with Project Officer).

6. A co-ordinator’s report and self- assessment (cf Appendix I).  (If it is sufficiently up to date, the Annual report may, subject to the agreement of the PO, take the place of the co-ordinator’s report.) 

The above items will be delivered to the reviewers three weeks in advance of the review meeting. The EC Panel PO will be the contact point for any communication between the reviewers, the projects and the Commission, and will ensure that the elements listed above are delivered to the reviewers. 

The Project Officer must ensure that a confidentiality declaration has been received from each reviewer before information concerning the project can be released.

Project Results : Core Indicators

See Project Self Assessment, Appendix I. This form should be filled in by the co-ordinator in advance of review meetings to provide the reviewers and the Commission with indicators and statistical information regarding their project. Space is provided for the comments of the project and comments of the reviewers.
Project Review Report

The Commission organises project reviews, at least one during the project lifetime, and typically one upon project completion, with the help of independent experts. The aim is to make an assessment of the work carried out by the project and of its impact and exploitation potential, and, when appropriate, to make recommendations for subsequent stages. There are four elements which contribute to the review assessment:  (1) quality of deliverables and results; (2) progress report(s) for the review period or consolidated review status report produced by the project including the core indicators mentioned in the previous section; (3) review meeting, including presentations by the consortium and discussions, and (4) if applicable, a demonstration of the partial/final result. While the review modalities (e.g. project inputs, meeting agenda, etc) are defined in consultation with the PO, reviewers should use the model below for the review report. Normally, these reports are written up by the reviewers, accepted by the Commission, where appropriate following clarification with the reviewers, and then divulged to the consortium with a request to comply with the reviewers' recommendations, as soon as possible.

Report Structure

The Review Report includes a mandatory free-form section (Part A), where the reviewers should present their detailed analysis of the project as well as a section (Part B) for awarding scores and comments against specific criteria. 

Part A should address at least the topics A to J (described below) of Part B, except where these are not applicable for the particular project or programme. This is not intended to be an exhaustive or restrictive list and should be used as a guide. The reviewer is free to make relevant (i.e. within the objective of the review) comments outside these categories. The reviewers should fill in Part B of the report forms and award scores, based on the review criteria described in 3.1 to 3.8. A brief comment should be added to justify the score awarded (especially where these are extreme). Extreme scores, should, in any case, be commented on in Part A of the report. 
· Introduction and Background This summarises the background (sector, action line etc) of the project, the nature of the review (interim, final etc), venue and individuals present, and summary of materials circulated prior to the review meeting, timing of this review in relation to project workplan, results and recommendations of any previous reviews.
· [Option] Review Meeting Proceedings Brief summary of main points made in the presentation by the project representatives. Main points raised during discussions by the reviewers and responses from the project.

· Summary of Reviewers' Conclusions Compliance with objectives and workplan, including usage of resources and impact of previous review recommendations (if applicable). Approach, methods and results. Management, dissemination and concertation. Exploitation potential) 
· Reviewers' Recommendations Overall recommendation (Successful completion / Continue / Modify / Red Flag) and recommendations for future work.
A.
Objectives, work plan and resources 

This should assess the extent to which the project has achieved its objectives and complied with the workplan set out in the Technical Annex, including the effective use of resources, for the review period.  The assessment should be set in the context of the potential or perceived impact of the project (e.g. its contribution to programme, key action or sector objectives, its continued timeliness).  Positive and negative consequences of any changes to the workplan should be clearly stated.  The assessment should be made with regard to the following criteria:

· Contribution to the objectives of the programme, e.g. key action and/or sector 

· Adherence to specific targets and time-scales

· Deviations from or modifications to the work plan and the justification for these 

· Organisational changes and their consequences

· Balance between the work done and the usage of resources 

· Is there an appropriate balance of work between partners?

· Are allocated resources reasonable and realistic?

· Is there an added value by conducting the project at the EU level?

· Will the results be more generic than the consortium’s own requirements, and, therefore, reusable to some extent?

· View of project’s self-assessment

B.
Approach, methods and results

This should assess the technical progress of the project, including the quality of the research and innovation (where applicable), and clearly document its achievements and difficulties so that remedial actions can be easily identified.  The assessment should address:

· Quality of research/development 

· Quality of deliverables in relation to project objectives

· Adequacy of the approach and appropriateness of methodologies used

· Contribution to the state of the art (degree of (appropriate) innovation)

· Competence of execution, i.e. based on sound knowledge of the issues involved

· Application of or contribution to standards 

· Is there an appropriate level of user involvement?

· Are user needs reflected in specifications?

· Does the demonstrator exhibit the features and functions required by users?

· Is there sufficient user participation for verification and demonstration?

C.
Exploitation and dissemination

· Exploitation potential, including quality and effectiveness of the exploitation planning 

· Has the consortium defined a clear exploitation strategy and identified appropriate delivery channels? 

· Is the exploitation path in line with partners’ own market presence and strategies?

· Do the skill sets required for exploitation match those of the lead partners involved?

· What longer term prospects are there for exploiting results in commercial or other developments?

· Are the results likely to yield a satisfactory return on the investment of the project partners and the EU?

· How are the markets for these applications segmented in terms of user needs, market size and potential for growth?

· What are the potential barriers and constraints to market uptake?

· What are the strengths and weaknesses relative to competitor products and services? 

· Is there promotion to achieve the project’s full potential? What public events has the project participated in or targeted, and are they appropriate for promoting the results? 

· Have IPR issues been investigated and an appropriate consortium agreement been produced?

· Will the project results lead to the establishment of de-facto standards or help establish best practice?

D.
Management


This should assess the soundness and efficiency of the management techniques, particularly in the light of the international co-operation involved, and the balance of roles

· Appropriateness of the management techniques applied and the lines of communication between the partners for  the type and size of the project.

· Strong/synergy integration between different parts of the project

· Are time scales (including schedule of deliverables) and resource allocation planned realistic and achievable?
· Effectiveness of the (self) evaluation and assessment methods

· Does the project effectively liaise with related European and/or national projects/activities

· Is the consortium well-balanced, committed and collaborating as foreseen?

· 
· 
· Is the range of responsibilities assigned appropriate to the core competences, skills and knowledge of the participants involved?

· Is the project generally well managed, coherent and well co-ordinated?

· Are there procedures and protocols for resolving conflicts?

· Is there a sufficient level of monitoring and internal review?

· What quality assurance procedures have been implemented?

· What documentation standards have been implemented?
In addition to sections corresponding to the above groups of criteria the individual reviewers’ reports should contain the following sections:

E.
Modifications and developments since the last review (if applicable): an appreciation of how the project has reacted to recommendations given at the previous review

F.
View on project status:  a summary of the reviewer’s assessment of the current state of the project, based on comments under A, B C and D; other aspects, not dealt with above, can also be commented on.

G.
Community added value: an assessment of the European dimension to the problem and of the partnerships contribution to resolving it, including development of critical mass, standards.

H.
Contribution to social objectives (if relevant): specifically quality of life, including health and safety, employment prospects and development of skills.

I.
Recommendations for future work: In the case of interim reviews this section should provide a summary of recommendations, mainly based on the comments under A, B, C and D.  In final review reports this section should be used to specify possible follow-up actions, particularly with regard to exploitation and, if necessary, work to be done before the project can be considered successfully completed.

J.
Overall recommendation


The overall recommendation should be one of

· Successful completion (no further work required)

· Continue (without major modifications of the work programme)

· Modify (the work programme - as recommended)

· Red Flag (if there are major organisational changes and/or a major reorientation of the project is likely to be requested - at this point the project is halted until the Red Flag situation is resolved).
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Project Review Report 2001 Part B

Reviewers:








Programme:

Project acronym:







Project number:
Type of Review (mid-term/final)

	A. Objectives, workplan and resources
	Scores 

	Comments

	1
Contribution to programme objectives
	
	

	2
Level of European added value
	
	

	3
Adherence to technical aspects of workplan
	
	

	4
Resource allocations and progress compared to plan
	
	

	5
Balance of work between partners
	
	

	B. Approach, methods and results
	Scores
	Comments

	1
Technical standard and level of overall technical advance beyond state of the art
	
	

	2
Deliverable quality relative to objectives, requirements and problem areas addressed
	
	

	3
User involvement and commitment
	
	

	4
Testing and evaluation of results
	
	

	C. Exploitation and dissemination
	Scores
	Comments

	1
Exploitation potential, including quality of exploitation plans
	
	

	2
Long term prospects, including potential return on investment
	
	

	3
Ability and commitment to exploit the results
	
	

	4
Promotion and dissemination activities
	
	

	D. Management
	Scores
	Comments

	1
Project management techniques and approach, including  communication and decision-making procedures 
	
	

	2
Project cohesion and synergy
	
	

	3
Effectiveness of the (self) evaluation and assessment methods
	
	

	4
Quality assurance procedures and standards
	
	

	E. Modifications and Developments since the last Review:

	

	F. View on project status:

	

	G Community added value:

	

	H Contribution to social objectives:

	

	I Recommendations for future work:

	

	J. Overall recommendation:

	Successful final review / Successful mid-term review

Final review with deficiencies in project performance (see F)

The project should continue with some specific modifications (see I.)

The project should continue with some major reorientation (see I.)

Further in-depth investigation required (Red Flag)
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Appendix I  Project Self Assessment

	Project Review : Progress Indicators

	Programme: 


              Date of Review :

Project Number : 



Acronym :


	A
	Project plans and progress made
	Select one, as necessary
	Comments of project
	Comments of Reviewers

	1
	Is the project proceeding according to its “Description of work”? 
	· Fully in line 

· Minor changes

· Major changes 
	
	

	2
	Is the project on schedule ?
	· On schedule

· Reasonable delay

· Serious delay (more than 20 % of project duration)
	
	

	3
	What is the performance of the project? (with respect to the “Description of work”)
	· Higher than expected

· As expected 

·  Lower than expected 
	
	

	4
	Which type(s) of result has the project provided / still intends to provide?  

(Select up to 3)
	· Scientific / Technical knowledge

· Guidelines,  methodologies

· Software code

· Prototype Product / Service 

· Technology demonstrator

· Study (survey etc)

· Network

· Other …
	
	

	5
	How to characterise the main innovation of the project’s expected results?

(Select one only)
	· Breakthrough

· At the forefront of state-of-the-art

· Mainstream research

Other …(state in comments)
	
	

	6
	How do you rate the exploitation potential of the project’s expected results? 
(in terms of commercial success, market acceptance, take-up as a standard etc)
	· Firm potential 

· Uncertainties and risk

· Serious doubts on viability

· No exploitation originally foreseen Eg in certain Accompanying Measures
	
	


	B
	Project’s view of Programme and its integration of results
	Select, or score as necessary
	Comments of project
	Comments of Reviewers

	1
	How do you value participation in the programme– beyond the funding of your project?
	0-1-2-3-4-5

0 = no other value,   to

5 = very strong value
	
	

	2
	Does the IST programme offer meaningful  opportunities to develop synergies?
	0-1-2-3-4-5

0 = no opportunities,   to

5 = many such opportunities
	
	

	3
	Is your project participating in a cluster and/or concertation actions?

If yes, how many ?

If no, why not (in less that 25 words)
	Yes / No

State Number :
	Why not:


	

	4
	How frequent are contacts between this project and other project(s) ?

(If no contacts, do not answer  B5, B6 & B7)
	· Weekly

· Monthly

· Quarterly

· Occasional

· No contacts…
	
	

	5
	How are these contacts considered by the Consortium?
	· Strategic

· Useful / productive

· Superficial
	
	

	6
	Which aspect(s) of your project’s work do you aim to develop or improve by having contact with other projects?

(Multiple selection permitted)
	· Expertise/technical knowledge sharing

· Critical Mass  

· Consensus building

· Access market / exploit results

· Promotion / Reputation 

· Other…
	
	

	7
	How do you characterise this co-operation?
	· Balanced

· More is given than received
	
	


	C
	Project’s dissemination activities
	Select or specify as necessary
	Comments of project
	Comments of Reviewers

	1
	Total number of “targeted” technical contributions made by  project to Eg:  technical standards, EU regulations/directives, industry guidelines etc
	State number:

 
	
	

	2
	Number of strategic publications / policy contributions addressing decision makers / public authorities / etc.
	State number:


	
	

	3
	Total number of publications disseminating, or promoting awareness of specific Project Results 
	State number:
	
	

	4
	Total number of general S&T publications / papers  (Include referenced publications only)
	State number:


	
	

	5
	Total number of publications addressing general public

Does the project have a web site?

Have CD-ROM(s) been published?
	State number:

Yes/No 

Yes/No
	
	

	6
	Are there any results from or related to the project that merit publicity on the Commission’s web-sites ?

If yes, please indicate subject and URL, or email address to contact 
	Yes / No

URL:

Email Contact 
	Subject: (in 25 words max)
	

	7
	No of patents (related to the project)
	
	
	

	8
	Have you created a new company or undertaken any other venture (directly linked to the project)?
	Yes / No
	
	

	9
	What is your estimate of the eventual market value of the project results

Please add brief comment to support your estimate
	
	
	


	Project Review : for Completion by the Project Officer
	Name of Project Officer :

Directorate / Unit :


	D
	Project Review
	Select or score as necessary
	Comments of Project Officer
	Comments of Reviewers

	1
	How many times the project has been reviewed?
(Include present review)
	
	
	

	2
	Is the present review additional to those planned  originally ? 
(Eg an additional review requested by the project or by the Commission)
	Yes / No
	
	

	3
	Final Result of the present review 

	· Successful completion

· Continue (minor changes)

· Significant modifications required 

· Termination of Partner’s contract 

· Termination of overall contract 
	
	


Appendix II  –  Panel Reviews

Model Agenda for Review Meeting

· Morning and afternoon sessions start at 9:15 and 14:15 respectively

· Duration: around 3 hours 30

· Participants:
– Reviewers


– Up to three, representatives of the consortium


– Panel secretary and Project Officer

· Agenda:

Welcome and introduction by the secretary

  5’

Presentation by the project representatives

35’

Discussion





40’

Demonstration





40’

Discussion





35’

Deliberations of the reviewers


40’

Feedback from the reviewers and final exchange
15’
of views with the consortium representatives 

� 	The scores correspond to : 1 = Unsatisfactory, 2 = Poor, 3 = Satisfactory, 4 = Good, 5 = Excellent.
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