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The purpose of this document is to provide the consortium with comments, suggestions and questions which arose from the evaluation of the proposal. It also contains preliminary suggestions aiming at adapting the objectives and the workplan to the overall budget, which is likely to be reduced.  Generic guidelines for the Technical Annex are also available and should be studied.


Objectives and scope


The objectives are well described in the proposal and highly rated by the reviewers. The proposal lists a large number of relevant research issues which may need to be prioritised, especially considering the likely reduction in available EU funding.


Consortium (composition and balance)


The involvement of Prof. Waibel in the activities of two of the partners (CMU and Univ. Karlsruhe) is an asset in terms of coordination of the work of these two partners. Nevertheless, it is important to clearly identify the roles of the two partners as to avoid any risk of double funding. In addition, there appears to be an imbalance in the consortium in that these two partners (CMU and Univ. Karlsruhe) together request 60% of the total EU-NSF funding (corresponding to 45% of the total budget and 48% of the effort in person-months). This raises the question if the other members of the consortium are under-funded.


A consortium agreement, settling IPR issues needs to be prepared, agreed and signed at an early stage. It is advisable to start preparations immediately.


Technology baseline


Please indicate clearly what results, components and resources are available from earlier or ongoing projects (e.g. Verbmobil,C-STAR, Pangloss and DIPLOMAT) and in what ways the deliverables of the NESPOLE project will go beyond the state-of-the-art in the partners' own laboratories.


Milestones


Milestones should be defined at major events such as the installation of demonstrators etc. Try to align them to around 12 months intervals to coincide with yearly project reviews.


The workplan appears to be too compressed towards the end of the project with both the realisation and the evaluation of the second showcase due at month 30.


Management


Progress reporting and cost monitoring will, for the European partners, follow the standard EC requirements. The US partner will contribute to progress reports, deliverables etc in accordance with the workplan. 


Six-monthly reporting and payment periods are foreseen for the project. Please try to align the deliverable schedule accordingly.


The proposal outlines a viable management structure for the project, which should however also include procedures for quality assurance of  deliverables and reports.


Result Dissemination


A deliverable "Dissemination Plan" should be produced in the early stages of the project (around month 6) outlining and scheduling the main dissemination events. Especially since high profile events (such as CeBit, Voice, AVIOS or similar events) may require long term planning


Duration


A project duration of 30 months seems adequate, but the a reduction in the EU funding level may have implications on the project duration.


Budget


In view of a probable reduction of the EU contribution in the order of 20-25% for the NESPOLE project, please indicate how the project can be adjusted to operate within a tighter budget constraint while preserving the viability of the project.


The travel budget seems to be excessively high.


Some budget should be set aside for dissemination activities e.g. production of information material, participation in events etc.























