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1 Introduction on quality control in Med-Spring Project 

The aim of the Quality Control is to ensure that the Deliverables produced within 

Med-Spring project comply with the specific requirements of the Quality Control 

Plan - M1.2 (QCP), assessing the formal process of deliverable preparation, which all 

partners have to follow.  

This activity is performed by the Quality Control Group (QCG) composed by three 

independent experts identified by the Coordinator (see the names of the external 

experts in the Quality Control Plan - M1.2) and approved by the European 

Commission, that will be responsible for: 

 Controlling the timely and good quality execution of the work. 

 Assuring the conformity of all deliverables, with the QC guidelines defined 

and agreed with project Consortium and in accordance with the 

specifications of the project Description of Work (DoW). 

 

In particular, the QCG assesses the overall quality, particularly evaluating whether 

the deliverable is consistent, well structured, understandable by a third party, if the 

methodology is clear and if it meets the delivery procedures set by the QCP. 

 

The detailed Terms of Reference have been prepared by the coordinator and provided 

to all partner in the second month.  Terms of reference do not only include 

instructions on deliverable preparation but also list of project deliverables selected for 

assessment and names of evaluators (see “Outcomes of the QCG activity for the period 

February 2015 / February 2016”). 

2 Scope of the QCG report for the 3rd year 

The Quality Control Group report intends to provide the outcomes of the QCG 

assessment activity related to the third year of the Med-Spring project.  

According to the QCP, this report is prepared by the coordinator every year, 

summarizing progress and status of Quality Control activity for the period.  

A list of all the Deliverables that have to be assessed by the QCG is reported in the 

Quality Control Plan (M1.2) 

Internal strategic reports / concept notes, not formally included in the list of 

deliverables by the DoW, have also been given to the QCG for evaluation. The latters 

were identified and selected with the agreement of the European Commission. 
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3 Outcomes of the QCG activity for the period February 2015 / 
February 2016:  

As from the table below, within the third year of the Med-Spring project  (February 

2015 / February 2016), a total of 7 deliverables were prepared and submitted to the 

Quality Control Experts.  

In particular:  

 1 draft was accepted; 

 6 drafts were accepted with reservation. 

 

Fig. 1 - deliverables and internal reports evaluation outcomes 

All deliverables, including the ones not meant to go under the QCG evaluation, are 

available on the project website http://www.medspring.eu/deliverables and an ad-hoc 

drop-box open to all partners, the EC Scientific Officer and the members of the 

External Advisory Board.  

Deliverables or internal reports (under heading “IR”) are available on the drop box 

DELIVERABLE Responsible 

of the 

Deliverable 

Quality  Control 

Expert 

Results 

D 6.1 Programme level 

cooperation (PJC) analysis 

and evaluation report  

DLR Stella Alexopoulou ACCEPTED with 

reservation 

D 6.2 Analysis report on JPI 

relevant fora and impact to 

MPC  

CNR Leila Mandi ACCEPTED with 

reservation 

D 5.4 Reports on Brokerage 

Venturing for Innovation  

CIHEAM-

IAMB and 

MHESR 

Carlo Polidori ACCEPTED  

D 1.1: Progress and final 

reports 

CIHEAM-

IAMB 

Stella Alexopoulou ACCEPTED with 

reservation 

D 3.6 Review papers CSIC Leila Mandi ACCEPTED with 

reservation 

D 2.4 Holisitc analysis report CIHEAM-

IAMB 

Carlo Polidori ACCEPTED with 

reservation 

D. 4.5 Reports of suggested 

actions and 

recommendations for STI 

policies 

S-COM Stella Alexopoulou ACCEPTED with 

reservation 

http://www.medspring.eu/deliverables
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https://www.dropbox.com/sh/19ecd1i0cr9gogs/AAAxbOKKh4lXvMAhDK2fFIixa?dl=0.  

Draft deliverables, not yet assessed by the Quality Control Group, are also available 

in the dropbox under heading “draft deliverables”. 

4 The review reports 

For the review reports by the QC experts refer to the ANNEX 2 (page 8). 

The quality review activity performed by the Quality Expert(s) produces a REVIEW 

REPORT which states:  

 The overall review result  

(Fully accepted, Accepted with reservation, Rejected, unless modified as requested); 

 Suggested actions  

(changes to be implemented, missing parts, required improvements etc.); 

 Comments of the Quality Expert and eventually the response of the author 

(regarding the layout, spelling and format - Structure and comprehensibility – 

Relevance); 

5 Procedure and Guidelines 

For the flow chart of the QC process refer to the ANNEX 1 (page 7). 

As from the Quality Control Plan, the QC process has been summarized as follows: 

1. Author sends the draft of the Deliverable to the Coordinator (3 weeks before 

official delivery date); 

2. The Coordinator forwards the draft of the Deliverable to the Quality Control 

Expert; 

3. The Quality Control Expert reviews the deliverable comparing it with the 

requirements stated in the QCP and prepares the REVIEW REPORT - within 

10 days; 

4. The REVIEW REPORT  is collected by the Coordinator and sent to the Author 

of the deliverable.  

5. The review report is also forwarded to the corresponding Work Package 

Leader for information. 

IF APPROVED:  

 no need for modifications, the review process is complete. 

IF APPROVED WITH RESERVATIONS:  

 the Author should modify the document as requested; 

 the Author sends the reviewed deliverable to the Coordinator for a further 

revision (within 10 days);  

 the Coordinator sends the reviewed deliverable again to the Quality Control 

Expert for approval; 
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 If the deliverable is approved the review process is complete. 

IF REJECTED:  

 the Author should provide comments or explanation; 

 the Author should modify the document as requested; 

 the Author sends the reviewed deliverable to the Coordinator for a further 

revision (within 10 days); 

 the Coordinator sends the reviewed deliverable again to the Quality Control 

Expert for approval; 

 If the deliverable is approved the review process is complete. 
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ANNEX 1 –  MED-SPRING QUALITY CONTROL PROCESS 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



8 

 

 

 

 

 

ANNEX 2: Quality Control Group reports 
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D. 6.1 Programme Level Cooperation analysis and evaluation report 

(Work Package 6 – Responsible of the deliverable: DLR) 

Evaluated by: Styliani Alexopoulou 

 

Review Report 

 
 

Deliverable 
n°D6.1 
  

 

Deliverable Title: Programme Level Cooperation 
analysis and evaluation report 

Deliverable Author(s):   DLR, Oliver Rohde, Birgit Ditgens 

Work Package 
n°6
   

Work Package Title: Institutional and funding synergies 
Task: 6.1 Analysis of programming mechanisms in the 
different MPC 

Date of Review Document:  

22.02.2015 (1st Review) 

File Name: Report Task 6_1_DLR.DOCX 

 

  
Experts: 

Name of the Expert 1: Styliani Alexopoulou ________ e-mail: s.alexopoulou@gmail.com 

Name of the Expert 2: _________________________ e-mail: _________________ 

 

Overall Review Result: 

Deliverable is: 

 Fully accepted  Accepted with 
reservation 

 Rejected, unless 
modified as requested 

 
 
Suggested actions: 
 

1. The following changes should be implemented: In general, the Deliverable is very well 
structured and the questionnaires quite well analysed. However, a more detailed part of 
conclusion may be very helpful. 

2. Specify missing chapters / subjects: A SUMMARY chapter is missing. The Introduction does 
not replace the scope of the Summary Chapter 

Α “REFERENCES” part is also missing. I assume that it is not applicable in the type of this 
report. ……………………………………………………………… 

3. Required changes on deliverable essence and contents …………………………………….. 
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

4. Further relevant required improvements ………………………………………………………… 

 (please add the number of rows or pages you need for all your comments) 
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6 Annex 5: Comments of Expert(s) and Author(s) response 

 

Comments by Styliani Alexopoulou 
 

General comment  

 The work that has been done under Task 6.1 is very satisfying. In order to map and to 
analyse the existing programming mechanisms in the different MPC in relation to the priority 
areas addressed in MEDSPRING, this report presents the results of a relative survey among 
the MPCs. The survey has been based on the results of a detailed questionnaire completed 
by competent authorities in the 7 MPCs. The strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and 
threats of other programmes implemented in the 7 MPC are well analysed. A more detailed 
section of conclusions presented in bullets might be more clear and supportive to the aims of 
the project. 

 Throughout the whole report the word “program” either “programme” is used very often. Please 
decide which type of the word will use. Do not use both types please. 

 The Header of the document should contain the name of the Deliverable and the Grant 
Agreement no, according to the Quality Control Plan. 

 According to the Quality Control Plan the Table of contents should be written in a different 
format form that one used in the report. Please consider revising according to the Quality 
Control Plan. 

 The list of figures and the list of tables should precede the Summary and the Main Text and 
should not be part of the Annex.  

Specific comments 

Topic A: Layout / Spelling / Format 
 
Reviewer comment 

FRONT PAGE 

 The front page should be rewritten according to the Quality Control Plan 
 
 

SUMMARY – MAIN TEXT 

 The phrase “Title of Contents” should be added before the contents, placed in the centre and 
in fonts Arial 14, preceding the contents of the report. 

 Paging should be written as : Page # of # (italics, Arial 10), instead of simply the number of the 
page. The same comment applies in the Front Page. 

 Format of the body text is not in accordance to the model of Annex 3 of the Quality Control 
Plan According to the model of Annex 3 of the Quality Control Plan the following paragraph 
format should be used in all documents (Deliverables and Internal Reports): 

Heading 1 for Chapters: 
Numbering : 1,2,3 
Fonts: Arial 14 Bold 
Paragraph: 

 Justification : Left 

 Indent: Left 0,63 cm 

 Paragraph spacing:  
- Before :12 
- After : 6 

 Line spacing: Single 
Body Text: 

Fonts: Arial 10 
Paragraph:  

 Justification : Full 
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 Indent: 0 

 Paragraph spacing:  
- Before :0 
- After : 6 

 Line spacing: Exactly 13 pt 
Heading 2 for sub-chapters 

Numbering : 1.1, 1.2, 
Fonts: Arial 12 Bold 
Paragraph: 

 Justification : Left 

 Indent: 0 

 Paragraph spacing:  
- Before :0 
- After : 6 

 Line spacing: Single 
List of Bullets 

Fonts: Arial 10 
Paragraph:  

 Justification : Full 

 Indent: Left 0,63 cm 

 Paragraph spacing:  
- Before :0 
- After : 2 

 Line spacing: Single 

 Line spacing between paragraphs is not required (if the paragraphs proposed format is used) 

 The title of the figure should be placed under the figure (it applies in all figures). It should be 
written according to the following format: 

Title of Figure 
Fonts: Arial 10, italics 
Paragraph:  

 Justification : Centered 

 Paragraph spacing:  
- Before :12 
- After : 6 

 Line spacing: Single 

 The title of the table should be written according to the following format (it applies in all 
tables): 

Title of Table 
Fonts: Arial 11, italics 
Paragraph:  

 Justification : Centered 

 Paragraph spacing:  
- Before :6 
- After : 9 

 Line spacing: Single 

 The Footnote should be written according to the following format: 
Footnote 

Fonts: Times Roman 10, italics 
Paragraph:  

 Justification : Left 

 Paragraph spacing:  
- Before :0 
- After : 0 
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 Line spacing: Single 

  
 
Author response 

 ______________________________________________________________________ 

 ______________________________________________________________________ 
 

Topic B: Structure and comprehensibility  
 
Reviewer comment 

 Very good structure and very good level of comprehensibility.  
Author response 

 ______________________________________________________________________ 

 ______________________________________________________________________ 
 

Topic C: Relevance 
 
Reviewer comment: Satisfying 

 The questionnaires analyses cover all the main topics and they are well detailed. 

 ______________________________________________________________________ 

 ______________________________________________________________________ 
 
Author response 

 ______________________________________________________________________ 

 ______________________________________________________________________ 
 

 
Topic D: Other specific comments 
 
Reviewer comment 
 
Author response 

 ______________________________________________________________________ 

 ______________________________________________________________________ 
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D. 6.2 Analysis report on JPI relevant fora and impact to MPC 

(Work Package 6 – Responsible of the deliverable: CNR) 

Evaluated by: Leila Mandi 

 

Review Report 

 

Deliverable n°: D6.2 

 

Deliverable Title: Analysis report on JPIs relevant Fora and impact to MPCs  

 

Deliverable Author(s): CNR 

  

Work Package n°: 6  Work Package Title: Institutional and funding synergies 

    

Date of Review Document: 15/03/2015 File Name: D6.2 -Analysis report on JPIs relevant 
Fora and impact_M20  

Experts: 

Name of the Expert 1: LAILA MANDI  e-mail: mandi_laila@yahoo.fr/mandi@uca.ma 

Name of the Expert 2: _________________________ e-mail: _________________ 

 

Overall Review Result: 

Deliverable is: 

 Fully accepted   Accepted with 
reservation 

 Rejected, unless 
modified as requested 

 
Suggested actions: 
 

1. The following changes should be implemented  

 -Revision of the table of contents following the QCP guidelines (see comments included in the 
text) 

2. Specify missing chapters / subjects ………………………………………………………………  

- MED-SPRING JPI Questionnaire is missing 

3. Required changes on deliverable essence and contents ……………………………………..  

-Summary should be shortened to 10 lines 

- Put the title of the figures below 

- Revise the fonts of table according to guidelines (Arial, 10) 

4. Further relevant required improvements …………………………………………………………  

-No 

  

(please add the number of rows or pages you need for all your comments) 
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7 Annex 5: Comments of Expert(s) and Author(s) response 

D. 5.4 Reports on Brokerage Venturing for Innovation 

(Work Package 5 – Responsible of the deliverable: CIHEAM-IAMB and MHESR) 

Evaluated by: Carlo Polidori 

 

Review Report 

 

Deliverable n°: D5.4       Deliverable title:Reports on Brokerage Venturing for Innovation 

Deliverable Author(s): MHESR 

Work Package n°: WP5  

Date of Review Document: May 2015 

File Name:D5.4-2ndBrokerageReport_rev2.doc 

 

Experts: 

Name of the Expert 1: Carlo Polidori      e-mail: c.polidori@libero.it 

 

Overall Review Result: 

Deliverable is: 

 Fully accepted  Accepted with 
reservation 

 Rejected, unless 
modified as requested 

 
 
Suggested actions: 
 

1. The following changes should be implemented  

Correct the text indicating the evaluation form as annex 4 at page 13 (it is actually 
annex 3) 

 

2. Specify missing chapters / subjects NONE 

3. Required changes on deliverable essence and contents NONE 

4. Further relevant required improvements NONE 
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Comments of Expert and Author(s) response 

 

Comments by Carlo Polidori 
 

General comment  
 
NONE 

 

Specific comments 

Topic A: Layout / Spelling / Format 
 
Reviewer comment 
Feedback form is indicated as annex 4 at page 13, while it is annex 3 
Author response 
 

Topic B: Structure and comprehensibility  
 
Reviewer comment    
 
Author response 

 
NONE 

 
 
 
 

Topic C: Relevance 
 
Reviewer comment   
 
NONE 
 
Author response 

______________________________________________________________________ 

 
Topic D: Other specific comments 
 
Reviewer comment NONE 
 
Author response 
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D. 1.1 Progress and final reports 

(Work Package 1 – Responsible of the deliverable: CIHEAM-IAMB) 

Evaluated by: Styliani Alexopoulou 

 

Review Report 

 

Deliverable n° D1.1   Deliverable Title: 2nd Year Progress report 

Deliverable Author(s): 
  

CIHEAM - IAMB 

Work Package 
n°1
   

Work Package Title: Coordination and Management, 
Task: 1.2 Management of progress and final financial – 
technical reporting 

Date of 1st  Review Document:  
07/12/2015
 
12.12.2013 (1st Review) 

File Name : D1 
1_M24_SecondYearProgressReport_draft_rev 
CC.VB.MG.CM_DEF.doc 

  
Experts: 

Name of the Expert 1: Styliani Alexopoulou ________ e-mail: s.alexopoulou@gmail.com 

Name of the Expert 2: _________________________ e-mail: _________________ 

 

Overall Review Result: 

Deliverable is: 

Fully accepted  Accepted with 
reservation 

 Rejected, unless 
modified as requested 

 
 
Suggested actions: 
 

1. The following changes should be implemented :  

2. Specify missing chapters / subjects : No missing chapter 
……………………………………………………………… 

3. Required changes on deliverable essence and contents: 

 Revise carefully the dates of events and the reference to them.  

 Please check the grammar and the syntax of the document again.. 

 

4. Further relevant required improvements ………………………………………………………… 

 (please add the number of rows or pages you need for all your comments) 
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 Annex 5: Comments of Expert(s) and Author(s) response 

 

Comments by Styliani Alexopoulou 
 

General comment  

 The presentation of the work that has been done during the 2nd year of project 
implementation is presented very well (under Tasks and Work Packages). The presentation 
is very well-adjusted between the various tasks. 

 Heading of the document. The name of the Deliverable should be used in the Heading 
accompanied by the phrase: Grant Agreement n° 311780, according to the Quality Control 
Plan (in fonts: Times New Roman, Italics 11pt). 

 
 

Specific comments 

Topic A: Layout / Spelling / Format 
 
Reviewer comment 

FRONT PAGE 

According to the Quality Control Plan the logo of the 7th Framework Programme should be 

presented on the top – center of the page: 

 

The code of the Deliverable :”MEDSPRING/WP9/D9.5/V1/Assessment Frame”, is irrelevant to 

the deliverable . Please revise. 

Add page numbering as: Page 1 of ## (Arial 10, Italics), in the bottom center of the Front Page. 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

 The CONTENTS of the Report should be rewritten according to the Quality Control Plan, 

as following: 

Table of Contents (Arial 11, Bold) 

List of Figures (Arial 11, Regular) 

Summary 

Main text 

Conclusions  

References  

 

SUMMARY – MAIN TEXT 

 Pages numbering should be added as: Page 17 of ## (Arial 10, Italics), in the bottom 

center of all document pages. 
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 Format of the text is not in accordance to the model of Annex 3 of the Quality Control Plan. 

The proposed format for the Chapters numbering is not followed. Due to the character of 

this report, the author found maybe this approach more convenient .However if the 

Reporting Guidelines has to be followed, numbering of the Chapters should be used. 

 

Heading 1 for Chapters: 

Numbering : 1,2,3 

Fonts: Arial 14 Bold 

Paragraph: 

 Justification : Left 

 Indent: Left 0,63 cm 

 Paragraph spacing:  

 Before :12 

 After : 6 

 Line spacing: Single 

 

Body Text: 

Fonts: Arial 11 

Paragraph:  

 Justification : Full 

 Indent: 0 

 Paragraph spacing:  

 Before :0 

 After : 6 

 Line spacing: Exactly 13 pt 

 Line spacing between paragraphs is not required (if the paragraphs proposed format is 

used) 

 In the Chapter of INTRODUCTION it is written : “The present report is a brief outline of 

main activities carried out by MedSpring in the first year (instead in the second year) 

 Deliverables have to be written in the same way. Usually, the name of the Deliverable is 

quoted, such as: “D1.1 – …”, but in other cases no quoting exists. Consider revising to 

keep the same format in the whole document 

 In cases where there is no content under the title, use or don’t use a short explanation for 

the missing content. In some cases : N/A is used, while in other cases nothing is written. 

Follow please the same approach in all the cases. 

 Avoid titles at the end of pages separated by the content under the title. 

 The description of several Tasks is missing. There are, of course, some tasks which have 

been already completed during the first year of project implementation, however, for 

compatibility and uniformity of the presentation of the various WP, all the Tasks should be 

presented.  

 The description of “Task 3.4 On-line database of projects in areas of interest” is missing. 

 The description of “Task 4.6 Realisation of an area in the community website dedicated 
to the collection of multimedia materials on digital and non-digital scientific coffees” is 
missing. 
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 The description of “Task 6.1 Analysis of programming mechanisms in the different MPC” 
is missing. 

 The description of “Task 6.4 Raising attractiveness of MPCs for joint mobility” is missing. 

 The description of “Task 6.6 Preparation of a detailed proposal for Euro-Mediterranean 
joint programming to be submitted to MoCo, EC, SFIC and RTD MS/MPC ministers” is 
missing. According to the “Timing of work packages and their components” (Annex I - 
"Description of Work" of MED SPRING) this Task should had begun in the 2nd year of 
project implementation. 

 Since Task 7.5 Implementation of 3rd and 4th years training has not been started yet, 
there is nothing to describe for it. However, since all the Tasks are presented, reconsider 
a probable presentation  

 The description of “Task 8.3 Creation of a digital portal of EU-MED Observatories” is 
missing 

 The description of “Task 9.4 Preparation of two 2-years reports on ‘policies, synergies 
and opportunities of the research sector’ of other EU services, policies and instruments” 

 The same terms, it is recommended, to be written in the same way, throughout all the text. 

The use of the word AGORA in several places within the text is written with 3 different 

ways: Agorà,  AGORA, Agora. Consider the use of one only selected type.  

 The titles of Figures should be placed under the figure, in the centre and written in Arial 

10pt, Italics fonts. Check Figures 4.7.1 – 4.7.5 and Figures 5.4.1-5.4.2. 

 In Task 9.6 and especially in the first paragraph of Activities carried out, the first sentence 

is not complete (Stocktaking of EU Regions – MPC Cooperation and suggestions, through 

a survey which …..?????) 

 In Chapter 3. Discussion, in the second paragraph: “The overarching achievements in the 

first reporting period (instead of second reporting period) are the following.. “i 

 In some points of the document, the main text is underlined (although there is no need for 

this). For example in the Assessment of Task 9.2 and Activities carried out and 

Assessment of Task 9.3. In other points italics characters are used : 

Source of material/deliverables 

No deliverables are foreseen in the reporting period (NOT ACCORDING TO THE QUALITY 
CONTROL PLAN) 
 
 
Author response 

 ______________________________________________________________________ 

 ______________________________________________________________________ 
 

Topic B: Structure and comprehensibility  
 
Reviewer comment 

 Very good structure and good level of comprehensibility.  
 
Author response 

 ______________________________________________________________________ 

 ______________________________________________________________________ 
 

Topic C: Relevance 
 
Reviewer comment: Satisfying 

 ______________________________________________________________________ 

 ______________________________________________________________________ 
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Author response 

 ______________________________________________________________________ 

 ______________________________________________________________________ 

 
Topic D: Other specific comments 
 
Reviewer comment 
 
Author response 

 ______________________________________________________________________ 

 ______________________________________________________________________ 
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D. 3.6 Review papers 

(Work Package 3 – Responsible of the deliverable: CSIC) 

Evaluated by: Leila Mandi 

 

Review Report 

 

Deliverable n°: D3.6 

 

Deliverable Title: Review paper 

 

Deliverable Author(s): CSIC  

  

Work Package n°: 3   Work Package Title: Project portal, knowledge,  

   management and dissemination 

        

Date of Review Document: 30/01/2016 File Name: D3.6 –Review paper 

 

Experts: 

Name of the Expert 1: LAILA MANDI    e-mail: 
mandi_laila@yahoo.fr/mandi@uca.ma 

Name of the Expert 2: _________________________ e-mail: _________________ 

 

Overall Review Result: 

Deliverable is: 

 Fully accepted   Accepted with 
reservation 

 Rejected, unless 
modified as requested 

 
Suggested actions: 
 

1. The following changes should be implemented  

 -Revision of the table of contents following the QCP guidelines (see comments included in the 
text) 

2. Specify missing chapters / subjects ………………………………………………………………  

- Summary, conclusions and reference list are missing, must be added to the 
deliverable 

3. Required changes on deliverable essence and contents ……………………………………..  

- Numbering of chapters 

4. Further relevant required improvements …………………………………………………………  

-No 

  

(please add the number of rows or pages you need for all your comments) 
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8 Annex 5: Comments of Expert(s) and Author(s) response 

 

Comments by Prof. Laila MANDI 
 

General comment  

 Globally, the deliverable D3.6 is well designed, understandable and the methodology 

followed is very clear.   

Specific comments 

Topic A: Layout / Spelling / Format 
 
Reviewer comment 

 the coding : to be corrected as follow : MED-SPRING/WP3/D3.6/V1/Review-paper 

 The table of contents didn’t respect the QC guidelines; a revision is needed according to the 
remarks indicated in the draft: to be put on separate sheet, chapter numbering, summary, 
conclusions and reference list should be added in the table of content.  
 

Author response 

 ______________________________________________________________________ 

 ______________________________________________________________________ 
 

Topic B: Structure and comprehensibility  
 
Reviewer comment 

 D3.6 is well structured, understandable but a summary of 10 lines and conclusions (bullets) 
are missing. 

Author response 

 ______________________________________________________________________ 

 ______________________________________________________________________ 
 

Topic C: Relevance 
 
Reviewer comment 
D3.6 is relevant and presents a review about the evolution of the Euro-Mediterranean 
Cooperation in Research and Innovation from bilateral cooperation in the past till H2020 
research program nowadays. The paper describes the milestones achieved and the efforts made 
by several governments from the Mediterranean countries to tackle global societal challenges 
(food, water, energy, demographic changes, climatic change) and to be more involved. 

 
Author response 

 ______________________________________________________________________ 

 ______________________________________________________________________ 
 

 
Topic D: Other specific comments 
 
Reviewer comment 

 ______________________________________________________________________ 
 
Author response 

 ______________________________________________________________________ 

 ______________________________________________________________________ 
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D. 2.4 Holisitc analysis report 

(Work Package 2 – Responsible of the deliverable: CIHEAM-IAMBari) 

Evaluated by: Carlo Polidori 

 

Review Report 

 

Deliverable n°: D2.4         Deliverable title: Holistic analysis report 

Deliverable Author(s): FCT 

Work Package n°: WP2  

Date of Review Document: 08 November 2015 

File Name:D2.4.doc 

 

Experts: 

Name of the Expert 1: Carlo Polidori      e-mail: c.polidori@libero.it 

 

Overall Review Result: 

Deliverable is: 

 Fully accepted  Accepted with 
reservation 

 Rejected, unless 
modified as requested 

 
 
 
Suggested actions: 
 

1. The following changes should be implemented  

 A final pdf version should be prepared with all the annexes inserted in the right 
place;  

 The file should be named with the right code and headings and footers should 
comply with the indication given by the Quality Control Plan 

 All the pages should be numbered 

 Al the figures should be correctly numbered 

 

2. Specify missing chapters / subjects NONE 

3. Required changes on deliverable essence and contents NONE 

4. Further relevant required improvements NONE 
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Comments of Expert and Author(s) response 

 

Comments by Carlo Polidori 
 

General comment  
The deliverable is still a draft version, as indicated in the name of the file 
 

Specific comments 

Topic A: Layout / Spelling / Format 
 
Reviewer comment 

File name does not comply with the coding 
Headings and footers do not comply with the indications given by the Quality Control Plan 
The first 8 pages are not numbered 
There are 7 figures instead of the 6 listed at the beginning, with 2 different -“Figure 1” 

 
 
Author response 
 

Topic B: Structure and comprehensibility  
 
Reviewer comment   NONE 
 
Author response 

 

Topic C: Relevance 
 
Reviewer comment   
 
NONE 
 
Author response 

______________________________________________________________________ 

 
Topic D: Other specific comments 
 
Reviewer comment NONE 
 
Author response 
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D. 4.5 Reports of suggested actions and 
recommendations for STI policies 

(Work Package 4 – Responsible of the deliverable: S-COM) 

Evaluated by: Styliani Alexopoulou 

 

Review Report 

 

 

Deliverable 
n°D4.5 
 
   

Deliverable Title: Report on suggested actions, 
practices and recommendations for STI policies (2nd 
phase) 

Deliverable Author(s): 
  

S-COM 

Work Package 
n°4
   

Work Package Title: Open Dialogue on RI – The “Euro-
Mediterranean Agora”  

Date of 1st  Review Document:  
31/012/2016
 
12.12.2013 (1st Review) 

File Name : Del 4.5 2015_da consegna.docx 

  
Experts: 

Name of the Expert 1: Styliani Alexopoulou ________ e-mail: s.alexopoulou@gmail.com 

Name of the Expert 2: _________________________ e-mail: _________________ 

 

Overall Review Result: 

Deliverable is: 

 Fully accepted  Accepted with 
reservation 

 Rejected, unless 
modified as requested 

 
 
Suggested actions: 
 

1. The following changes should be implemented :  

2. Specify missing chapters / subjects : No missing chapter 
……………………………………………………………… 

3. Required changes on deliverable essence and contents: 

 Revise carefully the dates of events and the reference to them. For example, in Task 4.3, 
Section: Activities carried out, …the MedSpring Brokerage event was held in Cairo, 12,13 
February 2014, instead of to be held.. In Task 7.2, Section: Activities carried out… the 
first training seminar took place in December 2013, in Amman, instead of .. will take 
place.  In Task 8.2 Section: Activities carried out…the 1st Network Meeting was held in 
Paris.. instead of …to be held. In Task 9.6, Section: Activities carried out…(pending the 
formal approval by the members in mid – December).  Mid December has passed. 
Consider revising. Please check the whole document for similar mistakes. 
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 There are some mistakes in English language. Please check the grammar and the syntax 
of the document again. For example: Task 1.4, Section: Assessment: A meeting in July 
with all the Thematic Directorates of DG Research was held in July (Delete one of the 
two words)..  Another example is given in Task 3.5, Section Activities carried out, in the 
2nd paragraph: They have been placed sent out.. (Delete the word placed) etc. 

 

4. Further relevant required improvements ………………………………………………………… 

 (please add the number of rows or pages you need for all your comments) 

 Annex 5: Comments of Expert(s) and Author(s) response 

 

Comments by Styliani Alexopoulou 
 

General comment  

 The presentation of the work that has been done during the 2nd year of project 
implementation is presented very well (under Tasks and Work Packages). The presentation 
is very well-adjusted between the various tasks. 

 Heading of the document. The name of the Deliverable should be used in the Heading 
accompanied by the phrase: Grant Agreement n° 311780, according to the Quality Control 
Plan (in fonts: Times New Roman, Italics 11pt, instead of 10 pt). 

 The name of the document should be the same as described in Coding bullet, at the FRONT 
PAGE of the D4.5 (D4.5 Report_on_suggested_action_2.doc instead of Del 4.5 2015_da 
consegna.docx) 

 

Specific comments 

Topic A: Layout / Spelling / Format 
 
Reviewer comment 

FRONT PAGE 

 According to the Quality Control Plan the logo of the 7th Framework Programme should be 

presented on the top – center of the page, as following: 

 

 Under the logo of the 7th Framework Programme the following should be written: 

 

THEME [INCO.2012-1.3] (in Arial 12pt, instead of 10pt) 
INCONET – Mediterranean Partner Countries (in Arial 11pt, instead of 10pt) 

 
 

 In the Title of the Deliverable, it should be written D4.5, instead of Deliverable 4.5 

 

 In the coding of the Deliverable:” 

MEDSPRING/WP4/D4.2/V1/Report_on_suggested_action_2”, D4.2 should be replaced by 

D4.5. 
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 Add page numbering as: Page 1 of ## (Arial 10, Italics), in the bottom center of the Front 

Page, instead of:  # of ## (that the author uses). 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

 The title CONTENTS of the Report should be rewritten according to the Quality Control 

Plan, as following: 

Table of Contents (Arial 11, Bold) (centered) 

 The Contents should be written in Arial 11 

 It is suggested to use a “Summary” section instead of “Introduction” 

 

SUMMARY – MAIN TEXT 

 Pages numbering should be added as: Page 27 of ## (Arial 10, Italics), in the bottom 

center of all document pages. 

 Format of the text is not in accordance to the model of Annex 3 of the Quality Control Plan 

According to the model of Annex 3 of the Quality Control Plan the following paragraph 

format should be used in all documents (Deliverables and Internal Reports: 

 

Heading 1 for Chapters: 

Numbering : 1,2,3 

Fonts: Arial 14 Bold 

Paragraph: 

 Justification : Left 

 Indent: Left 0,63 cm 

 Paragraph spacing:  

 Before :12 

 After : 6 

 Line spacing: Single 

 

Body Text: 

Fonts: Arial 11 

Paragraph:  

 Justification : Full 

 Indent: 0 

 Paragraph spacing:  

 Before :0 

 After : 6 

 Line spacing: Exactly 13 pt 

 
Heading 2 for Sub -Chapters: 

Numbering : 1.1, 1.2, 1.3, … 

Fonts: Arial 12 Bold 



28 

 

Paragraph: 

 Justification : 0 

 Indent: 0 

 Paragraph spacing:  

 Before :12 

 After : 6 

 Line spacing: 10 pt 

 

 Line spacing between paragraphs is not required (if the paragraphs proposed format is used) 

 In Section 2.1, consider reformatting of the paragraph separating the two objectives 
 

 
Author response 

 ______________________________________________________________________ 

 ______________________________________________________________________ 
 

Topic B: Structure and comprehensibility  
 
Reviewer comment 

 Sufficient structure and good level of comprehensibility.  
 
Author response 

 ______________________________________________________________________ 

 ______________________________________________________________________ 
 

Topic C: Relevance 
 
Reviewer comment: Satisfying 

 ______________________________________________________________________ 

 ______________________________________________________________________ 
 
Author response 

 ______________________________________________________________________ 

 ______________________________________________________________________ 

 
Topic D: Other specific comments 
 
Reviewer comment 
 
Author response 

 The section of Conclusions is almost the same with the Recommendations Section. In 
Conclusions section it is suggested to focus in the methodological approach and the 
achieved results as well as to the possible problems you have anticipated. Do not repeat the 
previous section. 
______________________________________________________________________ 

 ______________________________________________________________________ 
 

 

 


