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Mid-Term Review of TMR Network Contracts
Objectives of a TMR Network

The primary objective of a TMR Network is to promote training-through-research, especially of young researchers, within the frame of high quality transnational collaborative research projects.  Community support is awarded both to reinforce the research teams of a network through the temporary appointment of young researchers coming from a country other than that of the team concerned and to contribute towards the costs of co-ordinating the collaborative research project on which the network is based.

Each network is expected to define an appropriate training programme for its young researchers and, where possible, for other researchers and technical staff engaged on the joint project.  Its training programme should take advantage of the international nature of the network and, when relevant, the multidisciplinarity of its joint project, the complementarity of its teams and the network’s connections with industry.  The networks are also intended to promote the training of researchers in an industrially relevant environment as well as encourage interplay between academic and industrial research. 

The organisation and management of a network should be well-adapted to the scope and complexity of the joint project.  Co-ordination and communication between the teams should be as open and efficient as possible.  Advantage should be taken of the capabilities and potential of modern telematics, in particular advanced high-speed communications, whenever appropriate.

Each network is expected to ensure the diffusion of its principal research results through timely and open publication.  Arrangements should be made, when relevant to the project, for establishing regular dialogue with industry, including SMEs, that could exploit the research findings or participate in an extension of the research towards new objectives.
Purpose of the Mid-Term Review

The TMR Work Programme requires the Programme management to arrange a mid-term review of each network contract exceeding ECU 0.75 million in value (in practice, all networks):

“For each network contract exceeding ECU 0.75 million in value, the Commission will conduct a mid-term review, in which the implementation of the contract will be assessed, in particular its training and networking aspects, the structure of the network and the contract’s work programme will be reviewed and, if necessary, contract modifications defined.  Networks which are judged by the Commission to have performed unsatisfactorily in the mid-term review may have their contracts terminated”.

As a consequence, the Commission has placed a contractual obligation on each network co-ordinator to organise a mid-term review meeting before two-thirds of the contract’s duration has elapsed.  The contract also requires the network co-ordinator to agree with the Commission the date and the agenda of the meeting at least two months ahead of the meeting.  Furthermore, the contract requires the co-ordinator to prepare a mid-term review report that will act as the basis for the discussion at the meeting.

As a result of the review meeting the Commission will detail any recommendations/actions to be taken to implement best practice, in a letter to the network co-ordinator.  The Commission will also agree in advance with the co-ordinator a reasonable timescale for the network to implement these actions. 

The reviews of the network contracts signed in 1997 and 1998 (the second selection round) will be held mainly between autumn 1999 and autumn 2000 and it is assumed that most review meetings will last one full day and will be added on to a regular network meeting.  Each review will be conducted by the Commission project officer.

Participants in the meeting will include the co-ordinator, the scientists-in-charge of the network teams, and all the young researchers whose appointments are then being funded by the contract.  Each young researcher will be expected to make a presentation of their work and their experiences.  As a result, it should be possible to assess the quality of the network’s training programme, the quality of the young researchers and the extent to which they are being integrated into the various aspects of the network (i.e. its internationality, its complementarity, its interdisciplinarity and, where relevant, its connections to industry).

Main Steps in the Mid-Term Review of a Network

The following are the main steps foreseen in the mid-term review of a network:

STEPS IN THE MID-TERM REVIEW OF A NETWORK

Step 1:
Date.
  The date of the review meeting is fixed by mutual agreement between the network co-ordinator, and the Commission’s project officer as far ahead as practicable.  It is recommended that, if at all possible, the review should take place immediately after a regular network meeting in order to minimise the cost of bringing all the people together.

Step 2: 
Agenda and Participants.  The agenda and the full list of participants for the review meeting are to be agreed between the co-ordinator and the project officer at least two months before the meeting.  Guidelines for the agenda and participation are set out in Annex A of this manual.  The participants will normally be the co-ordinator, all scientists-in-charge and task leaders, all the young researchers whose appointments are then being financed by the contract, perhaps a network administrator, and the Commission project officer.  

Step 3:
The Co-ordinator’s Mid-Term Review Report.  The network co-ordinator is expected to draw up the mid-term review report according to the guidelines set out in Annex B of this manual.  S/he should distribute the report and the agenda to all participants at least one month before the meeting.

Step 4:
Mid-Term Review Meeting.  The meeting will normally require two and, for larger networks, perhaps three half-days and will be chaired by the Commission’s project officer.  Features of the meeting include the co-ordinator’s report, a tour de table of all scientists-in-charge and task leaders to present their work, and a ten minute presentation by each young researcher of their work and experiences.  Each of the young researchers will also be asked to fill out during the meeting a confidential questionnaire to enable them to highlight difficulties that they may not be prepared to discuss in front of a large gathering.  A copy of the questionnaire form is set out in Annex C of this manual.

Step 5:
Commission’s Follow Up.  Following the review meeting, the project officer will write to the network co-ordinator indicating what actions, if any, the Commission expect the network to take and whether any modifications to the contract might be necessary.

Tasks of the Principal Participants

The organisation of the mid-term review rests principally in the hands of two people: the network co-ordinator, and the Commission’s project officer.  Summaries of their main tasks are listed below.

TASKS OF THE NETWORK CO-ORDINATOR

1.
To propose a date for the mid-term review meeting as far ahead as possible.

2.
Not less than two months before the meeting, to propose an agenda and list of participants.  Upon approval, to inform the participants.

3.
Not less than one month before the meeting, to prepare the mid-term review report and to send it to all participants.

4.
To organise logistics for the meeting.

5.
To present to the meeting an overview of the network’s progress.

6.
To circulate the Commission’s assessment to all network partners and to arrange for any necessary follow-up.

TASKS OF THE PROJECT OFFICER

1.
To agree the date of the mid-term review meeting with the network co-ordinator. To provide him/her with the manual of procedures.

2.
To agree the agenda and list of participants.

3.
To prepare for the meeting by examining the mid-term review report, the contract and relevant background information notably the original proposal and the network’s home page on the Internet, and also the supply of deliverables under the contract and its financial performance to date.

4.
To chair the review meeting and to arrange for the young researchers present to complete the network fellow questionnaire.

5.
Within one month following the meeting, to draw up and send the Commission’s opinion on the review and write to the network via the co-ordinator.  To follow up any actions that may be required in co-operation with the network co-ordinator.

Annex A

Guidelines for the Agenda and Participation in the 
Mid-Term Review Meeting

The agenda and list of participants must be agreed with the Commission at least two months before the date of the meeting.  The meeting will require one full day.

AGENDA

(1)
Introduction: A short introduction (15-20 minutes) by the Commission representative, who will chair the meeting.

(2)
Co-ordinator’s Report: A presentation by the Co-ordinator, lasting typically one hour, of the network and of the mid-term review report.  The presentation should cover the following aspects and equal time should be given to the scientific topics and to the networking and training aspects:

Scientific

(30 mins)
i. the scientific, technological or socio-economic reasons for carrying out
research in the field covered by the network;

ii. the research objectives of the joint work;

iii. scientific highlights of the work so far;

Networking and training

(30 mins)

iv. the methodological approach and work plan;

v. how the network functions and how the partners collaborate;

vi. connections to industry;

vii. the training programme, distinguishing between pre- and postdocs;

viii. use of the budget;

ix. any proposed revision to the contract.

(3)
Tour de Table: Each scientist-in-charge should present in 5-10 minutes the role and contribution of his research team.  Each task leader should similarly present the role and contribution of his task to the overall project.  Sufficient time should be built into the agenda to allow for questions and discussion.  

(4)
Young Researchers’ Reports: Each young researcher should be given approximately 10-15 minutes to present themselves, their work and their experiences.  This presentation should go beyond the scientific project and should allow the discussion of social aspects of their participation in the network.  Again, sufficient time should be built into the agenda to allow for questions and discussion.

(5)
Open Discussion: The discussion will concentrate on identifying the strengths and weaknesses of the network, particularly in relation to the organisation of the joint research and to its training programme.  Possible revisions to the contract will also be identified and discussed, where necessary, as will recommendations for future best practice in the network.

PARTICIPANTS

The following persons are expected to participate in the meeting:  the network co-ordinator, each scientist-in-charge, the task leaders, all young researchers currently then being financed under the contract in each of the network teams, and the Commission representative.  Other persons should be present only if they have a role to play in the meeting.  In particular, a network administrator could be present for discussions on financial or personnel issues.  Young researchers who have been in the network but have completed their contracts at the time of the mid-term review may also be invited to share their experiences, at the co-ordinator’s discretion, and at the network’s expense.

If other participants are desired, for example interested parties from academia or industry then the Commission must be informed beforehand.  Given that the focus of the meeting is very different from a scientific meeting, it is not clear that participants external to the network add value and it is perhaps more appropriate to invite observers only to the network’s scientific meetings.

VERY IMPORTANT
In addition to its contractual purpose of ensuring that the network workplan and training is proceeding apace and that the contract deliverables will be achieved, the mid-term review meeting is an opportunity for the network to explore flexibility in the contract and to clarify many issues (financial, administrative, best working practice) with the Commission.  It is principally an opportunity for the partners and the young researchers and the representatives of the Commission to discuss questions or issues which may not be obvious from the official documentation or the contract.  As such, it is not a scientific evaluation of the network.  Rather it provides the network with the chance to take stock and evaluate their progress to date and subsequently change course if necessary.

Annex B
Guidelines for Preparing
The Mid-Term Review Report

TMR network title
:

Network short title
:

Contract N°
:    ERBFMRXCT

Commencement date of contract
:
Duration of contract (months)
:

Period covered by this report
:

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Name of co-ordinator
:

Organisation
:

Address
:

Telephone
:

Telefax
:

E-mail
:

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Network home page
:    http://

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Location of the mid-term
:

review meeting

Date and timing of meeting
:

Please keep the text of this report to the minimum, using diagrams and tables wherever possible.

PART A - RESEARCH RESULTS

A.1
Scientific Highlights

Describe (preferably in no more than 5 pages) the scientific highlights so far of your network project.  Explain whether the project has already advanced the international state-of-the-art.

A.2
Joint Publications and Patents

List, in order of importance, all joint publications (involving at least two network partners) directly resulting  from the activities of the network. Attach an abstract of these publications, where available, in an annex.  Indicate whenever one of the network young researchers is named as an author.  List also any joint patents or joint patent applications.

PART B - COMPARISON WITH THE PROJECT PROGRAMME

B.1
Research Objectives

State whether the research objectives, as set down in the project programme of contract, are still relevant and achievable.  If not, explain why.

B.2
Methodological Approach and Work Plan


Has the methodological approach changed from that described in the contract?  If so, how?


Using charts and diagrams only, illustrate how the joint programme of work is broken down into tasks and which teams are involved in each task.  Explain any significant differences from the work plan envisaged in the contract.

B.3
Schedule and Milestones


Compare, using charts and diagrams only, your current schedule and milestones with that envisaged in the contract.  Explain any significant differences.

B.4
Research Effort of the Participants

Compare, in tabular form, the professional effort that each team has so far contributed to the joint programme of work against that foreseen in the contract.  Explain any significant variations.

B.5
Cohesion with Less Favoured Regions

Are any of the network partners from less favoured regions of the community?  If so, explain the efforts that have been made to integrate  them into the project.

B.6
Network Organisation and Management

Describe, using charts if appropriate, how the network is being co-ordinated. Give details of any network newsletters, databases, home pages ...


List all major network meetings, workshops, etc. with an outline for each of the purpose of the event, the number of network partners represented and the overall numbers attending (two to three lines per meeting is sufficient).

B.7
Connections to Industry


Describe the involvement of industry in the network.  List all companies that have had a meaningful interaction with the network, explaining in each case the nature of that interaction (information exchange, participation in meetings, involvement in the training programme, possible exploitation of results ...).  Explain any significant changes in the involvement of industry from that foreseen in the contract.

PART C - TRAINING

C.1
Employment of Young Researchers

In a table similar to that below, summarise the number of young researchers  (in man-months) whose employment has so far been financed by the contract and compare it with the overall deliverable specified in the contract.

Participant
Young researchers financed by contract so far

(man-months)


Contract deliverable of young researchers to be financed by the contract (man-months)




Pre-doc

(a)
Post-doc

(b)
Total

(a + b)
Pre-doc

(a)
Post-doc

(b)
Total

(a + b)

1.







2.







3.







4.







5.







6.







7.







8.







9.







10.







TOTAL








Explain any cases where the rate of employing young researchers is falling well below what is expected under the contract.  Explain, in particular, in such cases how the vacancies have been published.

C.2
Training Programme


Describe the training programme of the network, in particular the methods by which young researchers are integrated into the internationality of the network, the multidisciplinarity of the research project, the complementarity of the partners and, where relevant, connections to industry.

C.3
Factual Information on the Young Researchers


For each young researcher appointed with network funds, provide the following information in tabular form: name, nationality, age at time of appointment, start and likely end date of appointment, category of researcher (post-doc, pre-doc mentioning if undertaking PhD studies), scientific speciality, place of work, country of work, and whether the researcher had previously worked or studied at another network partner.

PART D - SKETCHES OF THE YOUNG RESEARCHERS

D.1
For each of the young researchers who will present their experiences at the Mid-Term Review Meeting, provide a maximum 25 line description of the young researcher’s scientific background, of his responsibilities in the network and of his experiences (positive and negative) to date.  These sketches should be written by the young researchers themselves.

PART E - NETWORK FINANCING 

E.1
Compare, in tabular form, the expenditure to date of each network partner (an estimate will be sufficient) with the allowable costs foreseen in the table following the signatures in the contract.  Also estimate a breakdown of the total expenditure to date by the network into the cost categories A, B, C and D.  Explain any substantial differences from the rates of spending originally foreseen.

PART F - PROPOSED REVISION TO THE CONTRACT

F.1
If the co-ordinator considers that any revisions may be necessary to the contract, particularly to its project programme, these should be outlined, with explanations where they have not already been given earlier.
Annex C

TMR RESEARCH TRAINING NETWORKS

Network Fellow Questionnaire

All your replies will be treated in confidence.  Please be frank.  This attitude survey is intended to find out how satisfied network fellows are and what could be done to improve the way networks operate.  All data are collected anonymously and will be analysed for statistical purposes only.

Personal information
1.
What is your age ?
years

2.
Your gender ?
male (     female (

3.
For how many months have you already been appointed to your post in the network ?
months

4.
What do you expect your full period of appointment to be ?
months

5.
What was your last degree ?

In which year was it completed ?
Bachelors
(
Masters
(
Doctoral
(


6.
Your nationality ?


7.
The country of your research team ?


8.
Have you previously worked or studied for more than 3 months in the host country ?
Yes (         No (

9.
The principal working language of your research team ?


10.
Are you reasonably fluent in this language ?
Yes (         No (

Integration into your research team

11.
Are you generally satisfied with what your host institution offers in relation to:

- pay and related conditions ?

- the intellectual environment ?

- research supervision ?

- equipment and research infrastructure ?

- support outside work ?
Yes (         No (
Yes (         No (
Yes (         No (
Yes (         No (
Yes (         No (

12.
Are the terms and conditions of your appointment at least equivalent to national researchers in the team ?

If no, what is the main difference ?
Yes (         No (

13.
Do you consider the research you have been given to do:

- is commensurate with your education/training ?

- is professionally challenging ?

- gives adequate opportunity for personal development ?

- is likely to gain you personal recognition in your field ?
Yes (         No (
Yes (         No (
Yes (         No (
Yes (         No (

Integration into the network

14.
Are you being given sufficient opportunities to interact with the other teams of the network ?
Yes (         No (

15.
Are you normally invited to all those existing network-wide events that you believe you ought to be attending ?

If no, please be more specific:


Yes (         No (

16.
Would you like to see more (or more frequent) network-wide events being organised ?

If yes, please give examples:


Yes (         No (

Your training

17.
In general, are you satisfied with the training opportunities being offered to you ?
Yes (         No (

18.
What forms of additional training do you consider should be arranged for you:

- new techniques in your field ?

- complementary/transdisciplinary techniques ?

- industry relevant skills ?

- presentational skills ?

- teaching or supervisory skills ?

- language skills ?
(
(
(
(
(
(

Your further career

19.
When this appointment ends, what is your most likely next career step:

- established/tenured research position ?

- post-doc research position ?

- research post in industry/commerce ?

- non research post in industry/commerce ?

- other ........................................................ ?
(tick one box only)

(
(
(
(
(

20.
Where do you expect your next post to be:

- home country ?

- current country ?

- elsewhere in Europe ?

- outside Europe ?
(tick one box only)

(
(
(
(

21.
How would you describe the impact of your appointment on your career prospects :

- a career disaster ?

- disappointing, with little career benefit ?

- fairly neutral, probably worthwhile ?

- positive, definitely worthwhile ?

- very rewarding, would recommend the experience to others ?
(tick one box only)

(
(
(
(
(

Many thanks for taking the time to fill in this questionnaire.  Your feedback is greatly appreciated.

If you have any additional comments to make, please use the remainder of this page.
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