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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This document summarizes the main activities which have been implemented during the first year of project 
operations with regard to the quality assurance. For a more consolidated picture, this document should be 
read in conjunction to the Annual Progress Report and the review from the External Auditor.  

After a brief introduction of how the project quality assurance has been built during the first year of project 
implementation, the findings, based on internal consortium surveys using the data collection forms included 
in the Quality Plan and agreed upon by the partnership, are presented. 

Following, according to the evaluation results and the comments submitted, recommendations are 
developed for the practical amelioration of the different aspects that have been investigated.  

In the Annex area, the evaluation forms used to collect data from Partners are included.  
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1 Introduction 
 

1.1 Overall purpose of Quality Assurance  
The quality assurance activities of CLICHA project have reached their 1st deadline, after 12 months of project 
implementation. In order to implement a proper and coherent action for a qualitative monitoring of the 
working partnership and of its deliverables, the WP leaders AUA and CRETHIDEV, have drafted, shared and 
finalised a Quality Plan. These guidelines have been edited and reviewed by Partners within the first semester 
of CLICHA project and they represent the frame of reference for the quality assurance of the project.  

The aim of the quality assurance is to put into action all the necessary tools so as to guarantee high 
performance and efficacy to both the working processes of the partnership and its final products. The 
methodology of the monitoring aims at raising constant awareness among the partners on the necessity of 
high level of qualitative performance, so as to put strong foundations for effective performance and 
consistent and reliable results. In order to achieve these goals, the monitoring actions have planned to assess, 
on a regular basis, different aspects of the project working development and its outcomes by submitting 
monitoring tools to the partnership and discussing with the consortium the outcomes. This discussion shall 
lead the consortium to a decision making process so as to ameliorate weak issues and features of the working 
approach, improving thus the quality of the work and results. 

For this purpose, different project aspects have been targeted so as to monitor them on an ongoing basis: 

 Working effectiveness and progress of the partnership (6months Progress Evaluation Reports and 
annual Internal Project Evaluation Reports) 

 Relevance to the project objectives, timely delivery and adequacy of project Deliverables (Deliverable 
Evaluation) 

 The quality, functionality and usability of e-resources such as the e-platform and the e-content (Web 
Portal Evaluation)  

 Meeting and event evaluations (Meeting Evaluation, Event Evaluation)  
 Evaluations of project training activities/deliverables such as training courses, seminars, practical 

training (Training Evaluation from peers and participants)  

For each of the above mentioned aspects, assessment tools have been designed and shared in order to collect 
data and allow Partners to provide feedback and suggest corrective interventions. The data collection tools 
have been shaped in the form of check lists, including also open questions for comments, thus allowing both 
an awareness on different aspects related to the monitored topic and at the same time to make data 
collection easy and feasible. Next, a data collection calendar has been designed according to the timing of 
the project deliverables, enabling – this way – the consortium to make timely intervention according to the 
deadlines of the project results.  

In order to make the data collection quick and accessible, as possible, the monitoring tools have been 
uploaded on the online platform. Alert e-mails on behalf of work package leaders are sent to partners so as 
to announce the mailing of the monitoring tool, reminding the rules which apply to each submission, and 
requiring promptness according to the selected deadline. 
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1.2 Description of the Quality WP implemented activities 
In the first twelve months of CLICHA project, two main activities have been performed in terms of monitoring: 
the submission and response collection, using scheduled check lists, for the evaluation of the 1st year 
deliverables, and the presentation and discussion, in plenary session during the meeting in Tunis, of some of 
the results so as to raise awareness and activate the decision making process for amelioration of project 
results. 

Not following chronological order of delivery, but addressing the monitoring tools numbering, below is the 
presentation of assessments which have taken place during this first project period. 

1.1 Literature review  

The collection of data took place from October, 16th to November 6th, 2018. The call for data collection was 
addressed to the Technical Committee representative in each participating to the project organization, 
inferring that this answer is the expression of all involved project workers for that specific partner. The survey 
received 6 answers from partners, except the Partner responsible for the deliverable, thus missing the 
feedback of three organizations. 

1.2 Cognitive content 

The collection of data took place from October, 16th to November 6th, 2018. The call for data collection was 
addressed to the University partners of the project, asking for one response from each organization, inferring 
that this answer is the expression of all involved project workers for that specific partner. The survey received 
4 answers from partners, thus missing the feedback of two organizations. 

3.1 Quality plan development 

The collection of data took place from October, 16th to November 6th, 2018. The call for data collection was 
addressed to the Quality Committee members of the consortium, asking for one response from each 
organization, inferring that this answer is the expression of all involved project workers for that specific 
partner. Seven answers have been collected, except the Partners authoring the deliverable, thus only one 
partner response was missing. In addition, 2 Partners reviewed thoroughly the deliverable.  

3.2 Internal Project Evaluation 
 
The collection of data took place from December 4th, 2018 to January 17th, 2019. The call for data collection 
was addressed to all CLICHA partnership members. Twenty-three responses were collected from the 10 
partner organizations. Thus, responses were collected form the entire consortium. 

4.4 Printed material – CLICHA Leaflet 

The collection of assessment data took place from October 16th to 22nd, 2018 through email. The call for 
assessment was addressed to all CLICHA partnership members. Fourteen responses were collected through 
google drive or emails from 8 participating organizations, thus the responses from 2 organizations were 
missing.  

4.9 Communication, Dissemination & Exploitation Plan 
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The collection of data took place from October, 16th to November 6th, 2018. The call for data collection was 
addressed to 2 partner organizations: University of Jendouba (UJ-ESIER), as WP leader, and National Centre 
for Scientific Research (Demokritos) responsible for the e-platform. Both Partners responded.  

5.1 Work Plan & Financial monitoring Plan 

The collection of evaluation data is an ongoing process for this activity. In the present report the evaluation 
from September 14th – October 1st is included made by project coordinator team. 

5.5.1 Minutes from the Steering Committee meetings in Athens (Kick-off Meeting) 
 
The collection of evaluation data took place from January 23rd – February 2nd 2018 through a google form 
anonymous survey. From the 22 participants representing 9 partner organizations, 11 participants provided 
feedback. The hosting organizations were not invited to take part in the survey.  

 
5.5.2 Minutes from the Steering Committee meetings in Tunisia (2nd Transnational Meeting) 
 
The collection of evaluation data took place on the venue, at the end of the 2-days transnational meeting in 
Tunisia in October 25th, 2018. Twenty-nine questionnaires were collected from all participants representing 
all partner organizations. One more questionnaire was sent by e-mail on November 1st, 2018, so the total 
number of collected questionnaires was 30. 

 
In the following chapters, a detailed presentation of the evaluations regarding project deliverables, 
transnational meeting and the annual quality report are presented.   

 

 

 



  

9 
 

2 Evaluation of Deliverables 
 

2.1 Literature Review 
The main purpose of this deliverable is to present an extensive review of the relevant literature on the effects 
of climate change on agriculture, as well as mitigation and adaptation measures that could be taken locally. 

2.1.1 Participants 

Six Technical Committee members of the CLICHA consortium participated in the evaluation, as shown in the 
Table below, using Deliverable Evaluation Form (ANNEX A). AUA, being the Partners responsible for the 
document, did not participated.   

PARTNERS Number  of participants 

P2 – Creative Thinking Development (CRETHIDEV) 1 

P3 - National Centre for Scientific Research “Demokritos” 
(DEMOKRITOS) 

1 

P4 University of Jendouba (UJ- ESIER) 1 

P8 - Centre of Adaptation to Climate Changes (CACC) 1 

P9 - Latvia University of Life Sciences and Technologies (LLU) 1 

P10 - Università degli Studi di Torino (UNITO) 1 

 Total: 6 

 

2.1.2 Results presentation 

In the graphs below, the responses from the six participants in the evaluation are presented.  
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1. The name of authors did not appear in the first page of the deliverable 
2. Reviewers name did not appear in the deliverable 
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3. Corrections of fonts and in style of reference. 
4. The authors’ names contributing to the redaction of this literature review are not mentioned 
5. The reviewers are not mentioned. 
6. Yes and there is an exhaustive list of references 
7. Grammar mistakes 

 

2.1.3 Conclusions and Recommendations 

According to the comments and the discussion during the 2nd project meeting in Tunis it was decided 
to include the name of the organization responsible for the development of the deliverable in the 
front page and the name of all contributing/reviewing partner organizations in the document 
history. For the final version of this document, because it was a collective effort, in the front page it 
is mentioned the consortium as a whole.  

 

2.2 Cognitive Content 
The purpose of this deliverable is the collection and compilation from all project partners, relevant 
educational material, which will be used in order to create the final educational products (courses / series of 
lectures). For this reason, a codification matrix was developed to facilitate collection of material.  

2.2.1 Participants 

 

Four members, each from one HEIs of the consortium, participated in this evaluation.  

PARTNERS Number  of participants 

P1 – Agricultural University of Athens (AUA) 1 

P5 - The University of Carthage (UCAR) 1 

P9 - Latvia University of Life Sciences and Technologies (LLU) 1 

P10 - Università degli Studi di Torino (UNITO) 1 

 Total: 4 

 

 

2.2.2 Results presentation 

In the graphs below, the responses from the four participants in the evaluation are presented. One participant 
refrained from indicating whether the deliverable was accepted.  
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Comments 

1. Needs additional explanation (Content is not clear) 
2. Needs additional explanation (Aspects not thorough analyzed) 
3. It is not clear what “course development” mean (Updating of existing courses?; new courses?; 

etc.) 
4. There are parts that need more publications and UCAR INAT put more references that were 

inadvertently deleted 
5. An equilibrium has to be implemented in terms of publications into the considered sections 

like activities or exercises or videos 
6. Recent works or publications have to be uploaded   

 

 

2.2.3 Conclusions and Recommendations 

This deliverable consisted of a collection of materials in different forms (video, ppt, text, images, 
publications, etc) that partners contributed to support the development of educational 
courses/lectures under different headings, which were identified during the literature review.  

Some of the materials collected could be used for lectures with minor changes, others, however, 
required major changes. In addition, when lectures were prepared more material was needed, as it 
is evident in partners’ response. So, it was decided that this deliverable will be considered as “on-
going” and more material could be added according to the requirements of the courses.   

 

 

Deliverable 
accepted, no 

changes 
required

67%

Deliverable 
accepted, but 

changes 
required

33%

COGNITIVE CONTENT 
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2.3 Quality Plan  
The main purpose of the Project Quality Plan is to describe the quality management procedures that the 
project team should follow in order to ensure, monitor and control the quality of all processes and deliverables 
produced during the CLICHA project lifecycle. 

2.3.1 Participants 

Seven Quality Committee members of the CLICHA consortium participated in the evaluation, as shown in the 
Table below. AUA and CRETHIDEV, being the Partners responsible for the document, did not participated.  

PARTNERS Number  of participants 

P3 - National Centre for Scientific Research “Demokritos” 
(DEMOKRITOS) 

1 

P4 University of Jendouba (UJ) 1 

P6 - University of Sousse (US):  1 

P7 - The National Institute of Field Crops (INGC) 1 

P8 - Centre of Adaptation to Climate Changes (CACC) 1 

P9 - Latvia University of Life Sciences and Technologies (LLU) 1 

P10 - Università degli Studi di Torino (UNITO) 1 

 Total: 7 

 

2.3.2 Results presentation 

The analysis is based on six questionnaires, because in one questionnaire the answers were contradicting 
(negative and positive at the same time).  
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Comments 

1. It’s necessary to implement the document exchange procedure. Now via the Google Drive 
workspace has not clear system and it’s very difficult to find necessary document. The 
proposal is to create in a CLICHA project webpage 2 sections – 1. Public and 2. Internal for 
project partner’s use for exchange of documents and other internal information. 

2. CLICHA logo is missing from the PowerPoint Template. Partner logos should have better 
resolution. In the same template, there are lots of graphics on the right of the page which 
distract you. 

3. Author name is not reported 
4. Text formatting is needed 
5. Fig 2 is unreadable 
6. The number of some sections may be checked 
7. The author name is missing 

 

2.3.3 Conclusions and Recommendations 

The final version of the report incorporated all the changes proposed by partners. The webpage 
development will take into consideration suggestions regarding a section for consortium use and a 
section for the public to facilitate the sharing of information among partners.    

2.4 Communication and Exploitation Plan 
 

The purpose of the Communication and Exploitation Plan is to describe and set the standards for all 
dissemination, communication and exploitation activities which will be performed by the CLICHA consortium 
to ensure consistent and effective project visibility. 

2.4.1 Participants 

According to the Quality Plan, the Communication and Exploitation Plan is to be evaluated by the University 
of Jendouba and National Centre for Scientific Research “Demokritos” 

PARTNERS Number  of participants 

P3 - National Centre for Scientific Research “Demokritos” 
(DEMOKRITOS) 

1 

P4 - University of Jendouba (UJ- ESIER) 1 

 Total: 2 
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2.4.2 Results presentation 

Below are shown the evaluation graphs.  
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2.4.3 Conclusions and Recommendations 

The plan was accepted without changes.  

 

2.5 Printed material – CLICHA Leaflet 
 

The purpose of the CLICHA leaflet is to present briefly the aims and the goals of the project as well as the 
participating organizations to ensure effective project visibility and increase the impact of the project. 

 

2.5.1 Participants 

 

PARTNERS Number  of participants 

P1- AUA  2 

P2 - CRETHIDEV  1 

P4 University of Jendouba (UJ) 3 

P5 - The University of Carthage (UCAR) 2 

P6 - University of Sousse (US):  1 

P8 - Centre of Adaptation to Climate Changes (CACC) 2 

Deliverable 
accepted, no 

changes 
required

COMMUNICATION AND EXPLOITATION 
PLAN
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P9 - Latvia University of Life Sciences and Technologies (LLU) 1 

P10 - Università degli Studi di Torino (UNITO) 2 

 Total: 14 

 

2.5.2 Results Presentation 

The assessment was based on 5 leaflet proposals that CCAC presented. Partenrs were allowed to make 
multiple selections. In the Table below, the responses per proposal are show. Based on the responses, 
proposal #5 was selected as it was selected by 7 partnners.  

proposal 1 proposal 2 proposal 3 proposal 4 proposal 5 
X 

    
    

X 
X 

    
  

X 
  

  
X 

  
  

X 
 

X    
X 

 
    

X     
X 

X 
  

X 
 

    
X     
X    

X 
 

    
X 

 

Comments 

1. In all proposals, there is a need for the map to zoom out, so that both Tunisia and Latvia appear in full  
2. Mentioning of www.clicha.eu for further details  
3. Same use of capitalization under the headline CONSORTIUM for all countries-partners 
4. In all proposals I found mistakes in the name of our University – The name is Latvia University of Life 

Sciences and Technologies. Also in all proposals in the map of Latvia you draw the border (in blue) of 
region – there is wrong region – LUA is situated in Zemgale region, not in Vidzeme region. In proposal 
No 5 in the map there is not Latvia ! 

5. Quelques propositions:Au niveau du consortium: espace après les tirets et les premières lettres des 
organismes en majuscule: exemple University of Jendouba, Higher School,... 

6. Je préfère la 4 ème proposition comme design mais le texte contient comme toutes les autres 
propositions quelques erreurs d'écriture des noms. 
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2.5.3 Conclusions and Recommendations 

The comments and suggestions made through the google drive as well as through the exchange of emails 
between partners and the CCAC team, who were responsible for the development of the leaflet, were 
incorporated in the final design of the leaflet.  
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3 Evaluation of Work plan and Financial monitoring plan 
 

The main purpose of the Work plan and Financial monitoring plan is to describe the management procedures 
that the project consortium should adhere to in order to manage workflow and track the various components 
and milestone deadlines, while lining up financial requirements to project during the CLICHA project lifecycle. 

 

3.1.1 Participants 

Two members of the project coordinator (AUA) participated in the evaluation, as shown in the Table below.  

 

PARTNERS Number  of participants 

P2 – Agricultural University of Athens (AUA) 2 

 

 

3.1.2 Results presentation 

Below are shown the evaluation graphs.  
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Comments 

1. Holidays log should be included. 
2. Daily planning is not practical. Monthly planning is proposed. 
3. Data Entry/ Holidays: This project includes partners from 4 different countries with 

different holidays in each country. Thus, excluding days from the Gantt chart based in 
one country’s holiday days cannot be applied. 

4. Inclusion of logo, Document Data, Document history, Disclaimer  
5. Emission of the Spreadsheet “Data Entry” sheet. Moving of this part to Introduction 

spreadsheet.  
6. Removal of Spreadsheet “Data Entry”. 
7. Spreadsheet “task Planning & Monitoring”: 

- Spreadsheet “task Planning & Monitoring”: From daily planning (not feasible) to 
monthly 

- Appearance of the Proposal’s work plan for comparisons 
 

3.1.3 Conclusions and Recommendations 

The newest version of the Plan includes logo, Document Data, Document history, and Disclaimer 
and there is a monthly planning of activities instead of daily planning.  

 

Deliverable accepted, but changes required…

COGNITIVE CONTENT 
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4 Evaluation of Transnational meetings 
 

4.1 Kick-off meeting  
The purpose of the the kick-off meeting is to introduce the team, understand the project background and 
decide on the managerial tasks and responsibilities they will undertake, based on the proposal descriptions 
and according to the tasks each one of them has to accomplish. 

4.1.1 Participants 

In the kick-off meeting partners from all consortium organization participated except members from the 
University of Sousse. There were 22 participants in the meeting, from 9 Partner Organizations, see Table 
below. The analysis presented in the following pages is based on the responses from 11 participants, since the 
organizers weren’t invited to participate in the online survey using the survey monkey. The responses were 
anonymous.    

PARTNERS 

P1- AUA  

P2 - CRETHIDEV  

P3 - National Centre for Scientific Research “Demokritos” 
(DEMOKRITOS) 

P4 University of Jendouba (UJ) 

P5 - The University of Carthage (UCAR) 

P7 - National Institute of Field Crops (INGC) 

P8 - Centre of Adaptation to Climate Changes (CACC) 

P9 - Latvia University of Life Sciences and Technologies (LLU) 

P10 - Università degli Studi di Torino (UNITO) 

 

4.1.2 Results presentation 

In the following figure, the average score per evaluation question is presented (a 4 points Likert Scale:  1=Poor 
- 4=Excellent).   .  
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As shown, the average responses in all questions are above the pre-determined by the project Quality Plan 
threshold of approval, i.e. more than 70% of answers with score ≥ 2 on a 4 point Likert Scale (1=Poor, 
4=Excellent).    

In the following tables, answers in the Questions: “What did you like most about the meeting?” and “What did 
you like least about the meeting?” are presented.  

  What did you like most about the meeting? 
1 The lead partner and most of partners knew well the objective of the project 
2 Explanation of work plan and getting to know each other  
3 The fact that I’ve met with all partners 
4 Very well organized; participants had provided with all necessary organizatory information 
5 We had the opportunity to meet, know the partners and also to discuss with details, to exchange 

opinions and ideas about the project 
6 Interchange of opinions 
7 Get to know the partner and exchange opinions on the project 
8 Better understanding the project 
9 The exchange and sharing of information and knowledge between partners and the establishment 

of relationships with colleagues in Athens, Latvia and Italy 
10 Getting to know each other and better understanding project objectives 
11 The discussions because these provided a common ground and helped planning of work activities 

 

3,64

3,55

3,82

3,73

3,45

3,55

3,45

3,18

3,45

3,45

3,55

3,27

3,82

0,00 0,50 1,00 1,50 2,00 2,50 3,00 3,50 4,00 4,50

How valuable did you find the meeting?

Participation improved your understanding

Preparation of the meeting

Pre-meeting registration process

Hosting arrangement

Organization & management of the meeting

Venue

Lunch & coffee breaks

Overall technical program

Section themes & content

Quality of presentations

Questions & discussion

Punctuality & respect of time

Evaluation of the KoM, December 21st, 2017, Athens, 
(average scores)
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 What did you like least about the meeting? 
1 Some partners were less informed or less involved 
2 Limited knowledge of english of some participants 
3 The lack of logistics 
4 There was no city tour; Not very exact tasks for each participant 
5 Some presentations 
6 Not enough time for discussion 
7 More time would be appreciated 
8 All good 
9 The program is overloaded  it had to be programmed in two days meeting to discuss  more 

specifically activities to be carried out 
10 The time allowed for the meeting was too limited 
11 The social program  

 

Finally, in the comments and suggestions section of the questionnaire one participant noted “Meeting should 
last 2 days”.  

4.1.3 Conclusions and Recommendations 

Overall, the Kick-off Meeting was considered very successful. The majority of the participants gave very high 
scores in all criteria (3 or 4 on a 4-point Likert Scale).  Most of the participants pointed the opportunity to meet 
with the rest of the partners and discuss with details the work plan and project implementation as most valuable 
contribution of project meeting.  

There were some complaints about the short duration of the meeting and the lack of social program. Thus, 
although the overall analysis does not dictate any immediate action, results are a useful reminder to the 
partners-meetings’ hosts that all aspects of meetings are important for the project quality. 

So, it is suggested that project meetings should be scheduled to last 2 days. 

 

4.2 2nd Transnational meeting  
The purpose of the second transnational meeting is to present project activities and work progress so far, as 
well as plan future work to accomplish project goals.  

4.2.1 Participants 

There were 31 participants in the meeting from the Partner Organizations that participated in the evaluation. 
However, the analysis presented in the following pages is based on the responses from 27 participants, since 
the responses of the organizers (4 members from UJ- ESIER) have been excluded, as agreed by the 
consortium members.  

Participants filled out a standard questionnaire (Annex B), distributed at the end of the meeting in which only 
the name of the organization was required. One participant sent his response by email. The name of the 
participant was optional. For confidentiality reasons, the filled-in questionnaires were collected and are being 
kept by the WP leaders. Only aggregated results are presented in the consortium.   
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There were 2 anonymous questionnaires, i.e. without the organization name or the participant name, which 
were also included in the analysis. 

 

PARTNERS Number  of participants 

P1- AUA  2 

P2 - CRETHIDEV  2 

P3 - National Centre for Scientific Research “Demokritos” 
(DEMOKRITOS) 

2 

P4 University of Jendouba (UJ) 4 

P5 - The University of Carthage (UCAR) 6 

P6 - University of Sousse (US):  6 

P7 - The National Institute of Field Crops (INGC)  

P8 - Centre of Adaptation to Climate Changes (CACC) 3 

P9 - Latvia University of Life Sciences and Technologies (LLU) 2 

P10 - Università degli Studi di Torino (UNITO) 2 

Anonymous  2 

 Total: 31 

 

4.2.2 Results presentation 

In the following figure, the average score per evaluation question is presented.  
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As shown, the average responses in all questions are above the pre-determined by the project Quality Plan 
threshold of approval, i.e. more than 70% of answers with score ≥ 3 on a 5 Likert Scale (1=Poor, 5=Excellent).    
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4,36
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3,89

4,64

0,00 0,50 1,00 1,50 2,00 2,50 3,00 3,50 4,00 4,50 5,00

The meeting was well planned and organized

The agenda was clear, balanced, focusing on all key topics

The topics were presented and discussed in a clear and
understandable manner

The timetable was respected

All participants had to opportunity to express their
observations/comments/questions about the topics

The meeting provided added value with respect to the
progress of the project and the scheduling of the next

steps

Access to the venue of the meeting was easy

The conference room and its facilities facilitated the work
during the meeting

Catering and meals were satisfactory

2nd TNM - Average scores per question
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In the Table below, participants’ comments and suggestions are presented.  
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 Comments/Suggestions 
1 “I wished if we took decisions for some points discussed in this meeting”. 
2 “Some question took too much time – not productive discussion, which could be solved via e-

mails”. 
3 “The atmosphere between participants was very good, friendly and cooperative. I would 

appreciate more info about the place before the meeting”. 
4 “Excellent food! Great Hospitality! (Lack of internet access). 

Thank you for everything!!” 
5 “Great hospitality”. 
6 “Big progress has been made and covered lost time between the two meetings”. 
7 “Pre-meeting logistics existence”.. 
8 “Very well organized meeting. It should be organized meeting more often, as they give progress 

to the project”. 
9 Successful meeting. 

 

4.2.3 Conclusions and Recommendations 

Overall, 2nd Transnational Meeting was considered very successful. There were no negative scores, except 
one response concerning the deviations from the timetable. The majority of the participants gave very high 
scores in all criteria (4 or 5).   

According to the comments, meetings are considered to play a vital role in promoting the progress of the 
project since they foster cooperation. Although some participants expressed concerns about resolutions that 
need to be achieved faster, the hospitality of the hosts was very much appreciated, as it created a friendly 
atmosphere and made everyone feel welcome. This facilitated constructive dialogue and clarification of 
issues resulting to considerable work plan advancements.     
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5 Project Evaluation 
 

The purpose of the first project evaluation is to assess the work methodology and achievements of the project 
as well as appraise the project partnership approach including management structures, communications and 
work relationships.  

 

5.1 Participants 
In the 1st year Project Evaluation, 23 participants of the CLICHA consortium from all Partner organizations 
participated, as follows: 

PARTNERS Number  of participants 

P1- AUA  2 

P2 - CRETHIDEV  2 

P3 - National Centre for Scientific Research “Demokritos” 
(DEMOKRITOS) 

3 

P4 University of Jendouba (UJ) 3 

P5 - The University of Carthage (UCAR) 3 

P6 - University of Sousse (US):  2 

P7 - The National Institute of Field Crops (INGC) 1 

P8 - Centre of Adaptation to Climate Changes (CACC) 1 

P9 - Latvia University of Life Sciences and Technologies (LLU) 2 

P10 - Università degli Studi di Torino (UNITO) 4 

 Total: 23 

 

5.2 Results presentation 
In the following section, the detailed results per evaluation question are presented.  

Q1: The extent to which the consortium commits time and resources as required by the Work 
Plan 

Answered: 22 Skipped: 1 

Mean value: 3,90  (1=Poor, 5=Excellent) 
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Q2: The consortium’s efficiency to resolve problems 

Answered: 23 Skipped: 0 

Mean value: 4,21  (1=Poor, 5=Excellent) 

 

 

 

Q3: The effectiveness and clarity of the communication among the partners and the PC 

Answered: 23 Skipped: 0 

Mean value: 3,91  (1=Poor, 5=Excellent) 
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Q4: The effectiveness and clarity of communication with other agencies eg. the National Agency 

Answered: 23 Skipped: 0 

Mean value: 3,86 (1=Poor, 5=Excellent) 
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Mean value: 3,95 (1=Poor, 5=Excellent) 

 

 

 

 

Q6: The arrangements for the implementation of the work packages and the administration of 
budgets 

Answered: 23 Skipped: 0 

Mean value: 3,91  (1=Poor, 5=Excellent) 
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Q7: The effectiveness of the project co-ordination 

Answered: 23 Skipped: 0 

Mean value: 4,43  (1=Poor, 5=Excellent) 

 

 

 

Q8: The professional competence and commitment displayed by the PC 

Answered: 23 Skipped: 0 

Mean value: 4,47  (1=Poor, 5=Excellent) 
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Q9: The quality of the relationship among the partners and team-development 

Answered: 23 Skipped: 0 

Mean value: 4,34   (1=Poor, 5=Excellent) 

 

 

Q10: The quality of the project monitoring and evaluation processes 

Answered: 23 Skipped: 0 

Mean value: 4,47  (1=Poor, 5=Excellent) 
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Q11: The quality of the project information/results dissemination arrangements 

Answered: 23 Skipped: 0 

Mean value: 3,95  (1=Poor, 5=Excellent) 

 

 

 

Q12: The adherence to the Work Plan by all partners 

Answered: 23 Skipped: 0 

Mean value: 3,82  (1=Poor, 5=Excellent) 
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Q13: The deviations from the Work Plan? If any, were they based on well-considered reasons and 
mutual agreement? 

Answered: 21 Skipped: 2 

Mean value: 4,09  (1=Poor, 5=Excellent) 

 

 

Q14: The quality of the project in terms of its short, medium and long term impact at local/regional/ 
national/European level 

Answered: 23 Skipped: 0 

Mean value: 4,39   (1=Poor, 5=Excellent) 
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Q15: The quality of materials/guides/reports/products throughout the life-cycle of the project 

Answered: 22 Skipped: 1 

Mean value: 4,40  (1=Poor, 5=Excellent) 

 

 

Q16: The support from within your partner organization, in terms of managerial support, specialized 
support or peer support 

Answered: 23 Skipped: 0 

Mean value: 4,17  (1=Poor, 5=Excellent) 
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Q17: The sufficiency, range and suitability of project resources, including, where appropriate, 
technology resources 

Answered: 23 Skipped: 0 

Mean value: 4,20  (1=Poor, 5=Excellent) 

 

 

 

Q18: The sharing of resources/expertise amongst transnational partners 

Answered: 23 Skipped: 0 

Mean value: 3,69  (1=Poor, 5=Excellent) 
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Q19: The extent to which technology and other resources are used effectively and innovatively 

Answered: 22 Skipped: 1 

Mean value: 3,90  (1=Poor, 5=Excellent) 

 

 

 

Q20: The link between project work plan and cost-effective use of resources 

Answered: 22 Skipped: 1 

Mean value: 3,81  (1=Poor, 5=Excellent) 
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Comments 

1. There is an excess of questionnaires for monitoring/evaluation 
2. The google drive system is a bit cumbersome 

 

5.3 Conclusions and recommendations  
In the following Table the criteria used for the evaluation of the project and their scores, according to the 
evaluation received by partners, are presented in hierarchical order.  

 

INTERNAL PROJECT EVALUATION CRITERIA AND SCORES  

The professional competence and commitment displayed by the PC? 4,478261 

The quality of the project monitoring and evaluation processes?  4,478261 
The effectiveness of the project co-ordination 4,434783 
The quality of materials/guides/reports/products throughout the life-
cycle of the project? 

4,409091 

The quality of the project in terms of its short, medium and long term 
impact at local/regional/ national/European level? 

4,391304 

The quality of the relationship among the partners and team-
development? 

4,347826 

The sufficiency, range and suitability of project resources, including, 
where appropriate, technology resources?  

4,26087 
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The consortium’s efficiency to resolve problems 4,217391 
The support from within your partner organization, in terms of 
managerial support, specialized support or peer support?  

4,173913 

The deviations from the Work Plan? If any, were they based on well-
considered reasons and mutual agreement? 

4,095238 

The commitment and proportionate involvement of all partners? 3,956522 
The quality of the project information/results dissemination 
arrangements? 

3,956522 

The effectiveness and clarity of the communication among the partners 
and the PC 

3,913043 

The arrangements for the implementation of the work packages and the 
administration of budgets? 

3,913043 

The extent to which the consortium commits time and resources as 
required by the Work Plan 

3,909091 

The extent to which technology and other resources are used effectively 
and innovatively? 

3,909091 

The effectiveness and clarity of communication with other agencies e.g. 
the National Agency? 

3,869565 

 The adherence to the Work Plan by all partners? 3,826087 
The link between project workplan and cost-effective use of resources? 3,818182 

The sharing of resources/expertise amongst transnational partners? 3,695652 
 

In all questions, the evaluation scores given by project Partners are above the threshold of 3, ranging from 
4,47 to 3,69. The highest scores are given to the competence of the Project Coordinator, the quality of the 
project monitoring and evaluation processes, the effectiveness of coordination as well as to the quality of the 
project outputs. The lowest scores are given to sharing of resources/expertise amongst transnational 
partners, the link between project work plan and cost-effective use of resources as well as to the adherence 
to work plan by all Partners.   

Although all scores, based on the perceptions of the respondents, are on the positive side of the scale, they 
do provide some insight regarding the quality and management of the cooperation between partners. 
Partners seem to trust the competence of the coordinator and believe in the innovative nature and the impact 
of the project, which could motivate partners to contribute to the project, but there seem to be some 
concerns regarding the adherence of the work plan by all partners implying that there might be some 
inconsistences regarding timely and effective delivery of project activities and outcomes. This could 
demotivate partners who are performing according to plan or force others to work more to cover up for any 
delays or under-performance.  Task leaders could exercise a more active role in guiding and motivating 
partners in the activities to be performed and alert them to their responsibilities, but most of all persuade 
partners of the ownership of the results. This is a collective effort and all partners should contribute according 
to their responsibilities and capacities.  

Although the quality of the relationship among the partners and team-development is considered high (4,34), 
implying that there has been established a friendly and trustful atmosphere between partners,  the sharing 
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of resources and expertise by transnational partners seems to need further improvement (3,69) and as it can 
affect positively the efficient use of resources that seems to be somewhat lacking (3,81) and the subsequent 
quality of produced outcomes, more effective communication could be considered since the effectiveness 
and clarity of the communication among the partners and the PC receives a score of 3.91.  All partners should 
feel committed to tell, share and disseminate what they all are doing to each of the partners in the project.  

Recommendations  

In CLICHA project, a strong and fruitful cooperation has been activated aiming at guaranteeing the best 
possible quality outcomes. The partnership has been positively reactive to the submission of the monitoring 
tools (questionnaires and check lists), though on different levels according to different submissions. The 
submission of responses on the 1st year project evaluation was completed by all partners, but the evaluation 
of the deliverables missed few respondents, despite re-calls made.  

Another point needs mentioning is regarding to the quality of responses given by the partnership. Observing 
how the checklists and the questionnaires have been filled in, there seem to be room for further elaborating 
on the given responses, especially in pointing out critical issues, so as to put the consortium into the position 
to take action on them.  

Thus, more feedback is needed when completing the open-ended questions. To facilitate openness in 
responses, during the 2nd meeting in Tunis it was decided not to include the names of the respondents, but 
only the partner organization name so as to make sure that all consortium is represented (the name of the 
respondent is optional). Feedback and suggestions from the entire consortium is needed to enable the 
partners, and in particular the leading organizations, to take action for changes so as to ameliorate critical 
aspects and to make outcomes and deliverables effective and with strong impact, especially since we are 
entering the second year and one of the most important phase of the project. 
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6 ANNEXES 
 
 

6.1 ANNEX A: Deliverable Evaluation Form 
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Deliverable Evaluation Form 
 

Work Package  
Deliverable Name Communication and Exploitation Plan  
Date of Review  
Reviewer’s Name (optional) 
 Organization (necessary) 

 

 

1. Assessment of Deliverables by the Reviewer 

Mark with X the appropriate column: 

CONTENTS Y N NA Comments 
Are the contents of the Deliverable adequately 
clear and understandable? 

    

Are the contents according to the Application 
Form description? 

    

Are the contents according to the project 
objectives? 

    

Are the contents according to the work 
package objectives? 

    

Are all aspects thoroughly and in depth 
analyzed? 

    

Does the Deliverable need the addition of 
information to reach completeness? 

    

Are there any sections in the Deliverable that 
should be removed? 

    

FORMAT  (for documents) Y N NA Comments 
Does the Deliverable contain:  
WP number, Deliverable name, Version, 
Author Name and Date? 

    

Does the Deliverable properly use the official 
template provided (formatting, fonts, logos)? 

    

Is the information required by the template 
properly included in the Deliverable (reviewers, 
distribution levels, table of contents, EU 
funding disclaimer)?  

    

Are there other remarks about the format of 
the Deliverable (spelling, grammar, etc)? 

    

NA: Please mark as “NA” if the question does not concern the specific deliverable 
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2. Suggested improvements (Changes that should be implemented - Missing information - 
Further improvements - add rows as needed) 

Page No. Section Suggested Improvement 
   
   
   
   
   

 

3. Any other observations (e.g. minor corrections that need attention - add rows as needed) 

Page No. Section Observations 
   
   
   
   
   

 

4. Conclusion (Mark with X the appropriate line) 

Deliverable accepted, no changes required  
Deliverable accepted but changes required  
Deliverable not accepted, it must be reviewed after changes are 
implemented 
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6.2 ANNEX B – Meeting Evaluation Questionnaire  
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Meeting Evaluation Form  
Dear colleague, 

Thank you for your participation in this meeting. You are kindly requested to take part in this short 
survey. Your feedback is very valuable in view of the further project progress and performance. All 
data will be treated confidentially. 

Please answer each question with a grade between 1-5, where 1 is Poor and 5 is Excellent. 

If you give 1 or 2, please explain why, using the comment space below. It would be helpful to have 
your comments or suggestions. 

 

 1 2 3 4 5 
(1) The meeting was well planned and organized.      

(2) The agenda of the meeting was clear, balanced, focusing on all 
key topics. 

     

(3) The topics were presented and discussed in a clear and 
understandable manner. 

     

(4) The timetable was respected.      

(5) All participants had to opportunity to express their 
observations/comments/questions about the topics of the 

 

     

(6) The meeting provided added value with respect to the progress 
of the project and the scheduling of the next steps. 

     

(7) Access to the venue of the meeting was easy. (*)      

(8) The conference room and its facilities facilitated the work 
during the meeting. (*) 

     

(9) Catering and meals were satisfactory. (*)      

Comments / Suggestions: 
 
 
 
 
 
 

(*) In case of long-distance meetings (teleconferences/videoconferences/skype meetings), questions (7), 
(8) and (9) should not be answered. 

 

Name & Organization: (optional)___________________ 

 

Thank you for your cooperation! 
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6.3 ANNEX C: Project Evaluation Form 
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Internal Project Evaluation Form 
 

Date of Evaluation:  

Evaluation by 
Organization name 
(compulsory) 

Respondent’s name: 
(n0n-compulsory) 

 

 

Please answer each question with a grade between 1-5, where 1 is Poor and 5 is Excellent. 

 

How do you evaluate…. 1 2 3 4 5 

1.  The extent to which the consortium commits time 
and resources as required by the Work Plan? 

     

2.  The consortium’s efficiency to resolve problems?      

3.  The effectiveness and clarity of the 
communication among the partners and the PC? 

     

4.  The effectiveness and clarity of communication 
with other agencies eg. the National Agency? 

     

5.  The commitment and proportionate involvement 
of all partners? 

     

6.  The arrangements for the implementation of the 
work packages and the administration of 
budgets? 

     

7.  The effectiveness of the project co-ordination?      

8.  The professional competence and commitment 
displayed by the PC? 

     

9.  The quality of the relationship among the partners 
and team-development? 

     



  

51 
 

How do you evaluate…. 1 2 3 4 5 

10.  The quality of the project monitoring and 
evaluation processes?  

     

11.  The quality of the project information/results 
dissemination arrangements? 

     

12.  The adherence to the Work Plan by all partners?      

13.  The deviations from the Work Plan? If any, were 
they based on well-considered reasons and 
mutual agreement? 

     

14.  The quality of the project in terms of its short, 
medium and long term impact at local/regional/ 
national/European level? 

     

15.  The quality of materials/guides/reports/products 
throughout the life-cycle of the project? 

     

16.  The support from within your partner 
organization, in terms of managerial support, 
specialized support or peer support?  

     

17.  The sufficiency, range and suitability of project 
resources, including, where appropriate, 
technology resources?  

     

18.  The sharing of resources/expertise amongst 
transnational partners? 

     

19.  The extent to which technology and other 
resources are used effectively and innovatively? 

     

20.  The link between project workplan and cost-
effective use of resources? 

     

Other Comments and Suggestions:  
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