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1 Scope of the document

This document aims to provide guidance for technical reviews of projects. Periodic project reviews will be organised by the Commission, normally at the end of an activity period, to assess the work carried out during all precedent activity periods for which a periodic review has not been carried out.
The review may be carried out by the Commission services alone, or with the assistance of outside experts appointed by the Commission. The review may be based only on the written material (deliverables) submitted by the project, or it may involve a review meeting with project representatives or on-the-spot visits.
Technical reviews of projects shall be carried out on a confidential basis.
2 Review principles 

The Commission will carry out technical reviews in accordance with the provisions of the grant agreement.
The review will principally assess:

· the degree of fulfilment of the project work plan for the period

· the deliverables as described in Annex I (Description of Work)
· the degree of achievement of the project objectives as described in Annex I

· the effectiveness of the awareness and dissemination activities
· the impact and sustainability of the project
· the project management

· for intermediate reviews, the likelihood of the project achieving the results, objectives and overall impact originally foreseen, taking into account ongoing advances in the field, changing market needs & trends, and the continued relevance of the project to the programme objectives.
The review may also assess the necessity and cost-effectiveness of the resources employed.
Based on the above assessments, the review conclusions will recommend any course of action that may be required or seem commendable.
3 Review Process 

The Commission will inform the co-ordinator in due time in writing of its intention to organise a review. 
The Commission is required to ensure the confidentiality of technical reviews and audits. To this end, a "Conflict of Interest and Confidentiality Declaration" will be sent to the outside experts with the appointment letter before the project review. The Commission will communicate the review material to the experts only after having received the signed Appointment Letter and "Conflict of Interest and Confidentiality Declaration".
The Commission shall communicate to the co-ordinator the identity of the experts who are intended to assist it in the review. It shall take into account any objection on the part of beneficiaries based on legitimate interests.
The Commission may organise a formal meeting where relevant consortium representatives meet the reviewers to present the project and work done during the period under review. The time and venue for the review will be such as to facilitate the presentation and inspection of project results, either in Luxembourg or on-site (Option 1). 

If the project material is sufficient, the Commission might chose to perform a review based on the project material alone, without a meeting with the project representatives (Option 2).
3.1 Option 1 – Review based on project deliverables and formal meeting
The reviewers receive all the deliverables to be reviewed sufficiently early before the meeting. They should examine them and submit a draft review report and initial comments/queries on deliverables to the Commission in advance of the review meeting. 
The meeting is chaired by a Commission representative and may last from ½ to 1 day. It should comprise short presentations by the consortium followed by a question and answer session with the reviewers. The co-ordinator and any person the co-ordinator deems necessary to provide relevant information on the project should attend the meeting. The list of project representatives participating in the meeting should be agreed with the Commission.

At the review meeting the consortium will mainly present the work performed, the results achieved, dissemination and awareness activities and the impact on the respective field. Presentations will also address the follow-up of actions and recommendations arising from previous reviews. Consortium representatives will further answer the questions raised by the reviewers or Commission representative.
The meeting will end with a brief oral summary of the preliminary review conclusions.

3.2 Option 2 – Review based on project deliverables
Reviewers should examine project deliverables provided to them and submit a draft review report and initial comments/queries on deliverables to the Commission. If necessary, the Commission will submit such queries to the co-ordinator.
The reviewers’ will then draft the review report based on the material examined and the co-ordinator's replies to any comments/queries.

The Commission will inform the co-ordinator of the period during which the experts will carry out the review. The co-ordinator in turn will ensure that staff is available on the project premises during the review period to answer any project-related questions or provide any further information that may be required to conclude the review in due form.

4 Review Outcome
The review may come to the conclusion that:

· the project has achieved its objectives and technical goals for the period.
· the project achieved most of its objectives and technical goals for the period, but that some action should be taken to fulfil the provisions set out in Annex I to the grant agreement.
· the project has failed to achieve critical objectives and/or did not fulfil the project work plan as described in Annex I to the grant agreement.
Following the technical review, the Commission may take any measure it considers appropriate, including the following:

· allow the project to continue without modification or with minor modifications.
· request re-submission of deliverables, subject to completion of the work foreseen in Annex I or additional work, if needed;

· reduce the grant or any pre-financing;

· terminate the agreement or the participation of a beneficiary.
The Commission shall inform the consortium of the outcome of the review by a formal letter accompanied by the review report. The review outcome will indicate whether the project may continue (with/without modifications) or not. It will include clear conclusions and recommendations, with deadlines where appropriate.
5 Roles and responsibilities 
5.1 European Commission 
The technical review is one element of the process the Commission undertakes in order to monitor and ensure that projects progress in accordance with the grant agreement and the objectives of the programme. The Commission may carry out a review alone or revert to the assistance of appropriate outside experts. 

The Commission will take the experts’ views into account when drawing its conclusions. Ultimately, however, it is the Commission alone which is responsible for determining the actions to be followed after the review. 

The Commission is responsible for ensuring that the review is fair, conducted in a professional manner and that all necessary steps and actions for the preparation of the review are taken in good time.

A Commission representative will chair the review meeting ensuring that all points are addressed and that all necessary information is made available to the reviewers, while the consortium is given every reasonable opportunity to adequately present and demonstrate the results. 
5.2 Reviewers

Reviewers are independent experts selected on the basis of their expertise. They work in a personal capacity and, in performing the work, do not represent any organisation. They are expected to review projects fairly and objectively, on the basis of the information supplied. Reviewers must treat confidentially the material and information communicated to them.
Reviewers will be required to sign a "Conflict of Interest and Confidentiality Declaration", which is an integral part of their Appointment Letter. 
During the review session, the experts shall exercise utmost diligence in establishing all relevant facts. The review results should explicitly state how far the project has completed its tasks and, if there is a shortfall, whether there were any reasons which were outside the control of the project consortium.

To ensure continuity and consistency, some reviewers may participate in subsequent reviews of the same project.
5.3 Project co-ordinator

The project co-ordinator shall make available to the Commission all the information that may be requested with a view to verifying that the grant agreement is being properly managed and performed and that the project is on track in pursuing its objectives. 
He/she is in charge of getting the partners’ approval on the reviewers proposed by the Commission, on the agenda and on the list of consortium representatives at the review meeting. 
The co-ordinator will communicate to the partners any information requests from the Commission as well as the review outcome.
6 Review material

· The Description of Work (Annex I to the grant agreement).

· All deliverables for the activity period to be reviewed. 
· Report(s) from previous review(s), if applicable.
· These guidelines. 
· The relevant work programme and specific call for proposals under which the project was selected.
· Any other useful documentation (e.g. copy of correspondence between the project co-ordinator and the Commission).
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Project: <……………………..>

Project web site: <……………………..>

Review Meeting – <Date / Time>
Held in <Luxembourg at the Euroforum Building

10 rue Robert Stumper, L—2557>

<Room….>
AGENDA

	5 min
	Welcome and introduction.
Context, purpose and objectives of the review
	PO

	10 min
	Short overview of the project and its objectives
	Project Representatives

	50 min
	Presentation of the work performed during the activity period(s) to be reviewed
· presentation of the results achieved
· performance indicators

· difficulties encountered and remedial actions
	Project Representatives

	20 min
	Dissemination and awareness activities:
· user involvement and their feedback
· project website 
	Project Representatives

	20 min
	Impact 
· changes and benefits the project has brought about for the project participants themselves, for content stakeholders and in particular for target users. 
· exploitation of the results and sustainability 
	Project Representatives

	10 min
	Work plan for the next period
	Project Representatives

	60 min
	Question & Answer session
	All

	20 min
	Meeting to discuss initial impressions and preliminary conclusions (without project representatives)
	Reviewers/PO

	15 min
	Preliminary feedback to the consortium on review conclusions
	PO/Reviewers

	5 min
	Closing remarks
	PO


Overall duration: approx. 4 hours
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<Intermediate / Final> Review Report

Project No.:


Project acronym:


Project website:


Period reviewed:


Review type:
(
Based on project deliverables and formal meeting (Option 1)

(
Based on project deliverables (Option 2)
Names of Reviewers:


Date of meeting:


	Overall Assessment

	1. Summary

Free text giving the reviewers’ overall assessment.

	

	2. Recommendations

Free text giving the reviewers’ recommendations including actions to be taken.

	

	3. Conclusions

	(
	The project has achieved its objectives and technical goals for the period.

	(
	The project has achieved most of its objectives and technical goals for the period, but some action should be taken to fulfil the provisions set out in Annex I to the grant agreement.

	(
	The project has failed to achieve critical objectives and/or did not fulfil the project work plan as described in Annex I to the grant agreement.


	A.
Objectives

	Free text giving the reviewers’ comments on the degree of achievement of the project objectives as described in Annex I. This might include answers to the following questions: 

1. Have the objectives for the period been achieved?

2. Performance indicators: have the targets been reached?

3. Are the overall objectives still relevant and still achievable within the time and resources available to the project?

	

	B. Work plan:

	Free text giving the reviewers’ comments on the degree of fulfilment of the project work plan as described in Annex I. This might include answers to the following questions: 

4. Has each work package (WP) been making satisfactory progress in relation to the Description of Work (Annex I to the grant agreement)?

5. Have planned milestones been achieved for the activity period?

6. Have planned deliverables been completed for the activity period?

7. Do the technical solutions employed reflect the "State of the art"?

	

	C. Project management and resources

	Free text giving the reviewers’ comments on the project management. This might include answers to the following questions: 

8. Is the management of the project of sufficient quality

9.  Has the project implemented an active risk management?

10. Is the consortium interacting in a satisfactory manner with other related projects or other national/international programmes (if relevant)?

11. Have resources been deployed as foreseen in Annex I, overall and for each beneficiary?



	

	D. Consortium partnership

	Free text giving the reviewers’ comments on the consortium partnership. This might include answers to the following questions: 

12. Has the collaboration between the participants been effective?

13. Have the partners contributed as planned to the project and tasks assigned to them?

14. Do you identify any conflicts or evidence of underperforming partners, lack of commitment or change of interest of any partners?  Do you recommend any changes in responsibilities?



	

	E. Dissemination and awareness activities

	Free text giving the reviewers’ comments on the effectiveness of the dissemination and awareness activities. This might include answers to the following questions:
15. Is the project website up-to-date and a relevant source of information for the project activities?
16. Has the consortium disseminated project results and information as foreseen?

17. Are potential users and other stakeholders (outside the consortium) suitably informed?

	

	F. Impact and Sustainability

	Free text giving the reviewers’ comments on the extent to which the project results impact on the specific field. This might include answers to the following questions: 

18. Have intellectual property rights for the underlying content been solved?
19. Are there any risks related to intellectual property rights for the project results?
20. Are the user needs properly reflected in the user requirements and/or the implementation?

21. Does the project contribute significantly to achieving the eContentplus objective of making "digital content in Europe more accessible, usable and exploitable?

	


	Name(s) of the reviewer(s):
	
	

	Date:
	
	

	Signature(s):
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