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ABSTRACT

The deliverable scope is to ensure that high quality of OVERHEAT project is maintained all along the
project development. The deliverable provides a view about the involvement of each actor and
provide an overview about their responsibilities. The deliverable also provides a detailed description
of deliverables review. In particular, the deliverable defines a quality assurance procedure in which
it is described how to maintain the quality of the issued documents. In addition, a definition of the
submission schedule is provided by taking into account the entire review process of the deliverables.
Then, a method regarding the review process is provided in order to maintain high standards for all
the OVERHEAT deliverables.
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INTRODUCTION

The Quality assurance process is ensured by using internal sources (i.e. partners, WP leaders, Project
Coordination Committee (PCC), Executive Board (EB)) and from external sources (e.g. participants
of project events, Stakeholder Support Board (SSB) and other stakeholders). Such information will
enable a more complete overview of project activities, outputs and achieved results. OVERHEAT can
count on a multi-disciplinary consortium team offering a high-variety of expertise and local
experience, which is necessary to address specific challenges. The monitoring of the project
progresses together with the quality assessment activities are managed by the Coordinator, the PCC
and EB and involves the following main procedures such as (i) Verification of successful
accomplishment of project scientific and technical activities; (ii) Organization of internal quality
assurance through adequate review mechanisms for reports and deliverables; (iii) Protection and
management of Intellectual Property Rights (IPR) of the project results through the Consortium
Agreement. This document serves two purposes: (i) establishing a framework for the PCC and the
EB to effectively carry out quality assessment of the produced results, and (ii) being a handbook for
every member of the project consortium to conduct their project activities at high-quality levels.



Quality assurance Plan

D1.5

SECTION 1 - Work Progress Verification

The project coordinator and PCC are responsible for the project quality management. In particular,
the PCC will ensure that the project activities necessary during the project lifespan are effective and
efficient with respect to the OVERHEAT objectives. The PCC comprises: The Coordinator
(Chairperson), and two members of ISSNOVA (as shown in D1.1). The PCC will manage both scientific
and financial aspects. The PCC will build project resilience by maintaining the project documentation
and overseeing any resource changes should they become necessary. The PCC will have monthly
meetings to ensure that work is in accordance with the Consortium Agreement (CA), paving
attention to: (i) Main constant communication between the consortium and the EC for all
contractual and formal reporting matters; (ii) Coordination and progress monitoring of all project
activities; (iii) Organisation (and chairing) of Executive Board Meetings (EBM) and General Assembly
(GA) meetings to discuss progress within and across the WPs and the need for any corrective
measures. (iv) Monitoring and managing risks to the project and providing early warning of these
where necessary, together with D1.4 Risk Management Plan (RMP). Thus, PCC will be in charge of
organizing EBMs, and the EB is intended as the is the executive body where the progress of the
project is monitored takes also decisions. The EB will evaluate in their meetings the critical risks for
the OVERHEAT activities. The EB will discuss and propose solutions in case of: (i) Foreseeable
difficulties in a WP to achieve objectives or deliverables (ii) Need for harmonisation of activities
between and across WPs (iii) Obstacles and barriers causing delays in progress, in particular if this
is likely to affect other WPs that need the output of another WP as a starting point (iv) Weak
performance or malfunctioning of a partner. To ensure a regular monitoring of the project’s tasks,
WP leaders are asked to report on the progress of their WP monthly. For this purpose, WP leaders
should collect the views of the task leaders and try to present information regarding:

1.1. On-going activities;
1.2. Short overview of the activities undertaken during that month period;
1.3. Issues/delays with the activities.

In case there are issues, the WP leader should also identify other tasks that can be impacted, and
specify a plan to minimise the risks. To ensure that overall quality of the project, when an activity,
a task or a deliverable is delayed or when there are deviations from the GA, the PCC should be
informed and a valid justification should be provided. The WP leaders together with the coordinator
are then responsible to identify the other tasks that can be impacted, and identify a plan to minimize
the risks. Then, the EB and the PCC will decide on corrective measures to improve the quality of
results, and if necessary, to reallocate this responsibility to another partner. The coordinator, in
consultation with the EB, will be ultimately responsible for reporting to the EC and for coordinating
mitigating actions, when necessary. In case of conflict and dispute among the team members, the
conflict resolution will follow the procedure described in the CA. To facilitate the project progress
monitoring, the OVERHEAT sharepoint has been created and made accessible to the consortium.

10
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This sharepoint provides information and standard templates for internal communication on
deliverables, milestones status, minute of the meetings, etc.

SECTION 2 - Deliverables’ review

Deliverables should be set by considering their purpose, as stated in the Grant Agreeement and
defining the best way to convey the information addressing the work performed in the task(s). All
the deliverables will undergo a Check, Review, Approve and Verify process. This process ensures
that no deliverable goes unchecked, being subject to peer reviewing and final approval by the PCC.
The deliverables should be designed from the beginning to be clear about the objective, and then
be very concise about which content to include. Very long deliverables should be avoided as they
should be to the point, focused and easy to review for the reviewer and read for the final user.
However, the right size for a given deliverable depends largely on the topic, the objective, etc.

The focus of the deliverable must be clear and concise. Avoid repeating content from other
documents (always use references for that) and synthesize, summarize and always get to the point.
The following elements are to be included in a deliverable: Executive Summary, an Introduction
section outlining clearly the purpose and scope, the main achievements of the activities performed
and a Conclusion.

Section 2.1 Quality Assurance Procedure

Partners in charge of the deliverables are responsible for the arrangements and logistics for the
quality assurance process and its supervision (contacting reviewers, deadlines, etc.). An excel file,
available in the OVERHEAT SharePoint, will be used to track the writing and reviewing process of
the pending deliverables (and in general the file will provide an overall view of the project). Progress
of the writing of the deliverable will be included as well so to be able to plan the reviewing process
on-time.

Excel file with reviewers by the PCC team is already available in the OVERHEAT SharePoint which
describe each reviewer per deliverable.

Reviewers' comments and contributions should be done in track change mode combined with
specific text comments aligned with the specific section.

Reviewers’ comments should be addressed before the deliverable can be considered final. Thus, the
author(s) of the deliverable should send the reviewed/revised document to the reviewers for a final
acceptation of the document. With the approval of the reviewer(s), the WP leader will check that
the content of the deliverable is in line with the GA.

The PCC will perform a last round of proof-reading. The PCCis responsible to oversee the application
of quality assurance standards to deliverables against pre-defined quality standards, layout and
structure. The PCC will submit the final document to the EC services.

11
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Section 2.2 — Milestones

Milestone reports produced during the project will be reviewed by the PCC. Revision will be
conducted according to the methods above described. Revision will take place ensuring that the
content produced meets the quality specifications. PCC comments should be addressed before the
milestone report can be considered final. Thus, the author(s) of the report should send the
reviewed/revised document for a final acceptation of the document. The PCC will proceed to the
delivery of the report to the EC services.

Section 2.3 — Schedule

When the deliverable preparation starts, the deliverable responsible partner has already received
indications about the appointed reviewers. The WP Leader will be informed about the Table of
Contents (ToCs) of the deliverable. The partner responsible and WP leader will agree about the ToC.
In case the deliverable is a milestone report, then the revision will be conducted in accordance with
the PCC. Each deliverable needs a period of revision and in particular:

e Within 8 weeks before the submission deadline, the deliverable contents are agreed by the
involved partners (i.e. partner responsible, WP leader and contributors).

e Within 5 weeks before the due date, the deliverable should be ready for the internal revision
and send to the appointed reviewers.

e Within 3 weeks before the due date the appointed reviewers will send the comments to the
deliverable to the responsible partner who will integrate them.

e Within 2 weeks, before the final submission the deliverable should be ready for the final
revision by the PCC team.

e if no major issue is detected by the PCC, the deliverable will be submitted to EC the portal
within the submission deadine.

The process of revision will be tracked through the OVERHEAT SharePoint. The schedules for the
review process are provided in Table below. However, the timing of specific review stages can be
adapted if previously agreed between the PCC, the WP leader, the deliverable leader and the
corresponding reviewers.

Table 1 - Review lifecycle
Review Process Time Involved partner

ToCs definition Within 1 month to the start of | WP leader
the task activities

Task leader

Deliverable leader

Final version of the deliverable | Within 5 weeks before the due | Task leader

for internal review date, the deliverable should be .
Deliverable leader

12
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ready for the final revision by | Partners involved in the task

the appointed reviewers.
WP leader

Appointed reviewers

Commented deliverable ready Within 3 weeks before the due = Appointed reviewers

for the comments’ integration | date the appointed reviewers
will send the comments to the
deliverable to the responsible
partner who will integrate
them.

Deliverable responsible

Final version sent to the PCC Within 2 weeks before the due | Deliverable responsible
date, the deliverable should be

ready for the final revision by PCC team
the PCC team.
Comments Within 1 week before the due | PCC team

date, the PCC the document is
sent to the deliverable leader
for final changes if some issues
are detected

Deliverable responsible

Submission Within the due date, the PCC | PCC team
team submit the deliverable to
the EC.

However, it is a responsibility of the deliverable leader to make sure that the document is ready for
the review process by the corresponding date and, therefore, the writing phase should be planned
accordingly. The deliverable leader should also take into consideration any internal rule regarding
quality assurance adopted by the contributing parties, so as to avoid delays.

Section 2.3 — Revision methods

When working with Word documents, reviewers' comments and contributions should be done using
“track change” mode combined with specific text comments aligned with the specific section.
Reviews based on a pdf document, are not acceptable, because they do not allow for easy
modification of the text. It is also possible, when the comments are of a general nature to submit
an accompanying text document (as a separate word or pdf file). The reviewers are invited to give
detailed and constructive comments (with references, whenever possible) that will help the authors
to improve the deliverable.

13
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Section 2.4 - Delay
In the case where, the reviewer is not able to meet the deadline, the PCC should be informed as
soon as possible in order to inform to the OVERHEAT project officer about the delay.

The EU project officer can reject the request for the deliverable delay. As such, it is important that
partners detect possible slowdown in advance and inform the PCC.

CONCLUSIONS

This document summarizes the procedures to ensure a successful collaborative work within the
OVERHEAT project, describes relevant roles and tasks, as well as instruments available to conduct
and report the work undertaken within the project at the highest possible quality level. The
document is aligned with the D1.4 Risk Management Plan in order to ensure that all the risks are
mitigated, and high quality is given since the start to the OVERHEAT project.

14
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