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Executive summary

The document is structured to cover all relevant aspects of quality assurance within the Laurel
project. It begins with an Introduction to the deliverable explaining its connection to the D6.2
Project Management Plan and outlining the objectives of the quality review guidelines. This
section sets the stage for understanding the document's purpose and its role in guiding the
quality review process for the project's activities and outputs.

Following the introduction, the section on Quality Review Procedures provides detailed
guidelines for conducting quality reviews of the project’s various activities and outputs. This
includes deliverables, general assembly meetings, consortium meetings, and periodic
reporting. It outlines the processes for evaluating both deliverables and meetings, establishing

clear criteria and methods to maintain consistency and promote continuous improvement.

The document then details the Quality Assurance tools and resources available for the project,
emphasising practical solutions for identifying, assessing, and mitigating potential risks. This
section also discusses the role of the External Advisory Board (EAB) in providing oversight

and strategic guidance.

Finally, the section on Research integrity underscores the project's commitment to maintaining
the highest standards of ethical and professional conduct in all research activities. Following
the principles established in the European Code of Conduct for Research Integrity, this section

highlights the importance of reliability, honesty, respect and accountability.
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1 Introduction to the deliverable

The purpose of this document, deliverable D6.6 Quality Review Guidelines, is to provide a
comprehensive framework for the quality review processes of the Laurel project. This
deliverable is designed to ensure that all activities and outputs, including deliverables,
meetings, progress and financial reporting, meet the high standards expected in the context of
the project’s work plan. Specifically, this document elaborates on the procedures, indicators,
criteria, and tools that will be used to guide and assess the quality of project activities.

The D6.6 Quality Review Guidelines are closely linked with the D6.2 Project Management
Plan. While D6.2 outlines the overall management and operational strategies for the project,
D6.6 provides specific guidelines for ensuring the quality of the project's deliverables and
processes. This connection ensures a coherent approach to project management, with D6.6
serving as a practical guide for maintaining and enhancing quality throughout the project's

lifecycle.

The primary objectives of the D6.6 Quality Review Guidelines are to define quality standards,
ensure consistency, promote continuous improvement, and enhance transparency and
accountability. By establishing clear and measurable quality indicators for all project activities
and outputs, the guidelines aim to provide a consistent approach to evaluating the quality of
deliverables and processes across the project. This facilitates a continuous improvement
culture by regularly reviewing and refining quality standards and procedures, ensuring
transparent processes and accountability through systematic quality assessments and

feedback mechanisms.
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2 Quality Review Procedures

The quality review procedures ensure that the deliverables and meetings within the Laurel
project are conducted efficiently and meet high standards. This section outlines the processes
for evaluating both deliverables and meetings, establishing clear criteria and methods to

maintain consistency and promote continuous improvement.

2.1 Deliverables

Deliverables are the tangible outputs of the project, essential for tracking progress and
ensuring alignment with project goals. This section outlines the procedures and metrics for
assessing the quality of these deliverables. It includes the establishment of specific indicators,
criteria for evaluation, and a structured review process to ensure that all deliverables meet the

required standards before final submission.

2.1.1 Indicators: definition, criteria, and quality assessment

The quality review procedure for the deliverables of the project relies on the definition of a set
of specific indicators that allow an objective monitoring and measurement of various key
aspects, such as: deviation from the writing schedule, integrity of the content, or alignment with
project objectives. For clarity, the indicators have been grouped in the areas explained below.

Compliance with the writing timeline

The set of indicators grouped under compliance with the writing timeline, monitors whether
the deliverable was completed within the established timeframe and if there were deviations
related to intermediate deadlines. The following table specifies the indicators used to evaluate

compliance with the writing timeline of the deliverables.

Table 1. Aspects to assess: compliance with the writing timeline

. Planned | Effective TiAEES
Activity (number of
days) *
Initial outline version 60
Appointment of quality reviewers 55
Feedback from contributing partners 55
Final outline version 50
Contribution from partners 25
Release of version 1.0 (shared to all partners 20
for comments)
Comments to v1.0 are received 15
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Release of the candidate version for reviewers

to assess Y
Reviewed deliverable and quality review 5
template sent to the main author(s)

Submission to European Commission (EC) 0

portal

*This column will indicate the difference between the planned and the actual date.

Correctness of the deliverable’s content

The domain of correctness of the deliverable’s content focuses on indicators related to the

precision and correctness of the information presented, as shown below.

Table 2. Aspects to assess: correctness of the deliverable’s content

Aspects to assess NES

Laurel's work plan defines the objective of each deliverable. The objectives have
been met in this case.

The deliverable clearly explains how the work has been carried out.
Data and information is presented in a clear and consistent manner*.
All references are correctly cited and included in the references section

The deliverable makes a correct and uniform use of the concepts accepted by the
partners of the consortium.

The conclusions or recommendations are consistent with the other sections of the
document.

The tables or data include correct calculations and use consistent units of
measurement.

Cross-references to other project deliverables are correct.

Cross-references to other external reports or studies correct (excluding citations)
are correct.

*This includes ensuring that the results are consistent with the work carried out, avoiding selective
interpretations, being free of bias and errors of omission, not containing contradictory statements,
and presenting accurate and non-misleading graphics.

If "no" is selected, please provide a detailed explanation about the problems encountered and,

if possible, suggest remedial actions.

Use of professional language and tone

The indicators described below refer to the use of professional language and an
appropriate tone in the text of the deliverable. All project deliverables must maintain a formal
and suitable style of language for the intended audience. The following table presents the

indicators to assess this adequacy.
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Table 3. Aspects to assess: use of professional language and an appropriate tone

Aspects to assess

There is an appropriate and consistent use of formal / informal language.
The writing style is professional. It is not emotionally charged or vague.

Technical terms, abbreviations or acronyms are included, and their meaning explained
the first time they are used (and included in the list of abbreviations if necessary).

The text reads well, being clear, easy to follow, and free of contradictions. The
sentences are of appropriate length, and punctuation is used effectively to facilitate
reading.

The writing style is appropriate for an average reader, avoiding technical jargon.

All images, graphs, diagrams, etc. include alternative text.

Inclusive terminology guidelines outlined in D5.2 Strategy for Dissemination,
Communication and Exploitation have been followed.

If "no" is selected, please provide a detailed explanation about the problems encountered and,

if possible, suggest remedial actions.

Identification of the deliverable

During the Laurel project, many documents will be produced, including the deliverables. Proper
identification of the deliverables is important for quality, traceability and audit purposes. The
indicators selected to guarantee the correctness of document identification follow the
specifications of the project deliverable template and are detailed in the following table.

Table 4. Aspects to assess: identification of the deliverable

Aspects to assess

The document follows the filename conventions defined in deliverable D6.2 (Project
Management Plan).

The cover page includes all the details defined on page 26 of deliverable D6.2 (Project
Management Plan).

The cover page includes the statement of originality.

The cover page includes the European Union (EU) emblem and the acknowledgement
of EU funding.

The Change History table includes the information of the different releases properly
identified with dates and version numbers

All contributors to the deliverable are mentioned under "contributing author(s)”.

If "no" is selected, please provide a detailed explanation about the problems encountered and,

if possible, suggest remedial actions.

Format and layout of the deliverable.

The format and layout of the deliverable must follow the templates and styles established

in the project. This visual and structural consistency across all documents enhances their
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readability and professionalism, and facilitates their use and understanding by all recipients.
The following table lists the specific indicators for evaluating the format and layout of the

deliverables, ensuring adherence to language standards and thorough editorial review.

Table 5. Aspects to assess: format and layout

Aspects to assess

The document follows the set of fonts and sizes defined in the template for
deliverables.

The tables follow the colours set out in the deliverables template.

Tables, graphs, and figures follow the styles specified in the template, both in the
content, numbering and in the titles (centred or justified).

The margins of the document are correct, including margins of text, tables, or figures.

The document includes a table of contents. The pages of the sections and sub-sections
match the actual pages of the document.

The document includes a list of tables. Each line refers to a table present in the
document and can be found on the indicated page. The table numbers are up to date
and in the correct order.

The document includes a list of figures. Each line refers to a figure that exists in the
document and can be found on the indicated page. The figure numbers are up to date
and in the correct order.

The document includes a table with the abbreviations used. All the abbreviations
included in the table are used in the document, and there are no abbreviations used in
the document that are not included in the table.

Headers and footers are consistent throughout the document, even in cases of page
layout changes (vertical/horizontal).

Headers and footers include, in the correct location, the EU emblem, the project logo,
the name of the document, and the page number.

The work of other authors is properly acknowledged throughout the document using
citations in the Vancouver style.

There is a section containing references to the citations, they use the Vancouver style
and are listed in correct citation order as indicated in the template.

Spelling and grammar check was performed.
This document uses British English as its language.
Word accessibility check was performed.

If "no" is selected, please provide a detailed explanation about the problems encountered and,

if possible, suggest remedial actions.

Summary of deliverable status after review

Below is a summary table indicating the status of the document after the review process. This
table helps clarify whether the document can proceed to submission immediately or if further

revisions are necessary, along with the required actions for each status.
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Table 6. Summary of document status after review

Ready for submission as | The document is ready to be submitted without any additional
is changes.

Accepted with minor Minor changes are needed, which can be resolved by the
changes required authors alone within the deliverable due date.

Major changes are necessary, considered resolvable by the

Requires restructuring or authors alone or with input from other contributors, within the

significant revisions

due date.
Significant issues, Severe problems with the deliverable, requiring contributions
requires escalation from other partners and not resolvable by the due date.

2.2 General Assembly meetings

General Assembly (GA) meetings of the Laurel project are important check points to assess
the progress of the project and make strategic decisions within the research project. This
section describes in detail the establishment of indicators, the criteria for evaluation, and the

methods for quality assessment.

2.2.1 Indicators: definition, criteria, and quality assessment
Indicators

e Attendance. Monitors the presence of partners at GA meetings, ensuring sufficient
representation for effective decision-making.

e Meeting preparation. Measures the timeliness of sending the meeting invitation and the
incorporation of partner suggestions in the agenda.

e Implementation of agreed actions. Monitors the number of actions agreed upon during
the meeting that are implemented within the established deadlines (e.g., X out of Y actions).

e Timeliness of meeting minutes. Measures the time taken to produce the first draft of the

meeting minutes and the final version.

Criteria and evaluation methods

The criteria for evaluating the effectiveness and performance of GA meetings are derived from
the indicators mentioned earlier. Each criterion serves as a benchmark to measure the
meeting's success. To ensure that GA meetings are effective and contribute to the success of
the Laurel project, various methods will be implemented to evaluate quality based on the
previously established indicators and criteria. The following table presents the criteria and

evaluation methods to be used in the GA meetings:
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Attendance

Meeting
preparation

Implementation
of agreed
actions

Timeliness of
meeting
minutes

Table 7. Criteria and evaluation methods for GA meetings

The target is to achieve 100%
attendance from all project partners’
organisations. This ensures that all
partners can contribute to decision-
making processes.

This criterion measures the
timeliness of sending the meeting
invitation and incorporating partner
suggestions in the agenda.
Invitations should be sent at least 45
days before the GA meeting, and the
agenda should reflect partners' inputs
to ensure thorough preparation and
engagement.

At least 80% of the actions agreed
upon during the meetings should be
implemented within the established
deadlines. This criterion assesses the
effectiveness of follow-up actions and
the commitment of partners to
meeting resolutions.

The draft minutes should be
circulated within three days post-
meeting, and the final minutes should
be approved within a week. This
criterion ensures that all members
are promptly informed and can act on
the meeting outcomes.

2.3 Consortium meetings

The method for evaluating attendance
will include recording attendance at
each GA meeting.

The preparation of the meeting will be
evaluated based on whether the
invitation was sent on time and if the
suggestions from partners were
incorporated into the agenda.

The Coordinator, on behalf of the
General Assembly, will track the
implementation of agreed actions by
creating task lists with clear deadlines
and responsible parties. Project
management tools will be used to
monitor progress and send reminders.
A brief report will be sent three months
after the General Assembly. The
percentage of actions completed
within the deadline will be analysed,
aiming for an 80% completion rate.
This will be reported at the next
General Assembly.

The evaluation method will ensure that
the minutes are circulated within 3
days. Partners will have a week to
provide feedback or suggest changes
to the draft minutes. If no feedback is
received within this period, the minutes
will be considered accepted by the
consortium.

Consortium meetings are critical for maintaining the project’s momentum and ensuring that all

partners are aligned with the project's goals and timelines. This section outlines the indicators,

criteria, and quality assessment methods for these meetings.

2.3.1 Indicators: definition, criteria and quality assessment

Indicators

Various indicators will be defined to measure the performance and effectiveness of consortium

meetings. The main indicators include:

Laurel_D6.6_QualityReviewGuidelines_v2.0_Final_FRCB-IDIBAPS
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e Frequency of meetings. Maintaining a six-week frequency ensures continuous monitoring
of project progress and smooth communication among partners.

e Attendance and representation. Number/percentage of partners present at each meeting
in relation to the total number of project partners.

e Completion of action deadlines. Percentage of agreed actions during the consortium

meetings that are completed within the established deadlines.

Criteria and evaluation methods

Criteria and methods to evaluate the meetings of the Consortium is described below (Table 7).

Table 8. Criteria and evaluation methods for consortium meetings

Frequency of
meetings

Attendance and
representation

Maintain a regular meeting
schedule every six weeks.
Evaluate by comparing actual
meeting dates with the planned
schedule, aiming for adherence
without significant deviations.

A key criterion will be to
maintain a minimum attendance
of 90% at each meeting and
ensure that all project
organisations are actively

The evaluation will focus on identifying any
deviations from the schedule and the
reasons behind them. The goal will be to
maintain close adherence, around 90%, to
ensure continuous supervision and smooth
communication among partners.

Number of partners present at each
meeting. Ensure all project organisations
are adequately represented.

The evaluation of attendance and

representation will include the collection of
data on each partner's attendance at

represented. )
meetings.

Tracking the completion of action deadlines
will be done using project management
tools that facilitate task assignment and
monitoring. Additionally, the quality of the
completed actions will be analysed to
ensure they meet the project's expectations
and requirements.

Completion of
action deadlines

Aim for at least 90% compliance
with deadlines.

2.4 Periodic reporting

This section outlines the timeline ahead of the submission of the Periodic Report. The
indicators and stages detailed below are a guide for a coordinated and successful submission.
Dates of submission and duration of each reporting period can be found in page 10 of the

Grant Agreement (Reporting and payment schedule).

e Technical report: 1st draft.

e Technical report: final draft.

e Technical report: final version.

¢ Individual Financial Statement on EU Funding & Tenders: draft.

¢ Individual Financial Statement on EU Funding & Tenders: submitted to Coordinator.
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2.4.1 Establishing criteria — Technical Report
The technical report is composed by two main sections:

e Part A is generated automatically based on the information entered by the participants
through the periodic report and continuous reporting modules in the Participant Portal.
Partners can update the information at any time during the life of the Project. However, for
practical purposes, the Coordinator will upload this information on behalf of the consortium.
To do so, at the end of each reporting period, the Coordinator will request to the consortium
this information by means of an internal template! including the relevant sections. The
Coordinator will ensure that the information gathered from all the participants is consistent
with the information reported with regards to dissemination, communication and exploitation
activities.

o Part B of the periodic technical report is the narrative part that includes explanations of the
work carried out by the beneficiaries during the reporting period and it is uploaded as a
Portable Document Format (PDF) document. At the end of the reporting period, the
Coordinator will send the relevant template? with instructions about its completion. Work
Package (WP) leaders will be in charge of the incorporation of all relevant inputs in their
WP. Therefore, they are responsible for the coordination with their WP participants.

Table 9. Technical Report submission process and deadlines

At the end of the Reporting Period, the Coordinator sends the templates (Part A
and Part B) to the consortium with instructions on how to be filled. WP leaders

Techn.iclallt coordinate with WP participants the completion of Part B and the details of
(rjep](c)rt. progress in the respective WP. WP leaders send back the information to the
Il Coordinator.

Deadline: one month before the submission to the EC.

The Coordinator reviews each WP leader’s input and compiles the information
Technical (only required for Part B) in one single document. If necessary, the Coordinator
report: Final will request amendments to the document. After that, the Coordinator will send a
draft final draft.

Deadline: 15 days before the submission to the EC.

hnical Partners will review the final draft. Only format and minor changes will be

Tec nllch I accepted. Coordinator will include partners’ feedback and submit the document
\r/eeFr)girc:h LAk on the EU Funding & Tenders platform.

Deadline: one day before the submission to the EC.

1 Available to the partners of the consortium upon request

2 nhttps://ec.europa.eu/research/participants/docs/h2020-funding-guide/grants/grant-management/reports/periodic-

reports_en.htm#partB

Laurel_D6.6_QualityReviewGuidelines_v2.0_Final_FRCB-IDIBAPS Page 14 of 27



L * laurel :

2.4.2 Financial reporting
Periodic financial reports consist of:

¢ Individual financial statements (Annex 4 to the Grant Agreement) for each beneficiary.

e Explanation of the use of resources and the information on subcontracting and in-kind
contributions provided by third parties from each beneficiary for the reporting period
concerned.

e A periodic summary financial statement including the request for interim payment.

e Partners with a requested financial contribution higher than 430.000€ as full requested EU
contribution must provide a Certificate on the Financial Statement (CFS) (only in the final

report).

Table 10. Individual financial statement submission process and deadlines

At the end of the Reporting Period, each partner will submit the financial
information on the EU Funding & Tenders platform. The submission will be as
“Draft”. The Coordinator will send instructions on the process.

Deadline: one month before the submission to the EC.

Individual
financial
statement: draft

After the review by the Coordinator, they will ask for clarification on costs to be

L?ndellxlcdigﬁl included in the technical report and other questions raised during the internal
statement: review. As soon as the Coordinator confirms the individual financial statement,

partners will be able to accept the form and submit as “sent to Coordinator”.
The Coordinator will compile all the financial statements in the periodic report.
Deadline: 15 days before the submission to the EC.

submitted to the
Coordinator
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3 Quality Assurance tools and resources

In this section, we provide a concise overview of the tools and resources relevant for ensuring
the quality of the Laurel project. We cover methodologies for risk management, including the
identification, assessment, and mitigation of potential risks. Additionally, we discuss the role of
the External Expert Advisory Board (EEAB) in providing oversight and strategic guidance.

3.1 Risklog

This section provides a detailed description of how risks associated with the Laurel project will
be managed and assessed. It addresses the identification of potential risks, the definition of
specific indicators, the establishment of clear criteria for risk assessment and mitigation, and
presents concrete strategies to mitigate the risks identified in the project's Grant Agreement.

Additionally, it includes an approach for continuous monitoring and review of the risks.

Risk 1 — Insufficient commitment from consortium partners

Lack of active and timely participation of any partner, especially if they have key responsibilities
in WPs (e.g. task leader, main author of a deliverable etc.) can pose risks to the project. This
risk has a low likelihood of occurrence but can result in delays and insufficient quality in project
deliverables.

To monitor this risk, the following indicators grouped by partner will be used:

e Number of deliverables submitted on time. This indicator tracks the punctuality of
partners in submitting their assigned deliverables, ensuring adherence to project timelines.
e Number of action points completed within the established deadlines. This measures
the efficiency and reliability of partners in completing their assigned action points promptly.

Mitigation strategies include ensuring active participation from all partners through regular
communication with each of them and discussing any commitment issues during consortium
meetings held every six weeks. The Coordinator and WP leaders will ensure that all partners

are involved in the WPs in a way that foresees the provision of inputs for each deliverable.

Risk 2 — Inability to meet quality procedures and deadlines

Given the complexity of some project deliverables, there is a risk of issues related to their
quality and timeliness. This risk also has a low likelihood of occurrence but can affect the

project's credibility and its ability to meet the established objectives.
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Relevant indicators for this risk include:

e Delay in delivery per deliverable. This tracks the number of days each deliverable is
delayed beyond the established deadlines, providing insight into timeliness. Additionally, an
overall average delay is calculated to give a general overview of performance, ensuring that
delays in individual deliverables are not masked by timely deliveries elsewhere.

e |Initiation and adherence to the deliverable schedule as outlined in D6.2. This indicator
ensures that deliverables are initiated and completed as planned, facilitating a smooth and

timely review process.

To mitigate this risk, predefined quality criteria will be established (see quality review procedure
for deliverables in Deliverables), and thorough quality reviews will be conducted for all project
deliverables. If a deliverable does not meet the standards, a detailed analysis based on the
predefined criteria will be shared with both the WP leader and the author of the deliverable for

corrective actions.

Risk 3 — Insufficient coordination of the consortium

Coordination between different WPs is important for the project's success. There is a medium
risk that inadequate coordination may hinder the creation of effective synergies, resulting in

duplicated efforts and a lack of coherence in project outcomes.
This risk will be monitored through the following indicator:

e Qualitative feedback on coordination issues. During consortium meetings, partners will
be asked whether they have experienced any coordination issues among WPs, tasks, or
partners, and what improvements can be made. This provides a qualitative measure of

coordination effectiveness and highlights areas for improvement.

Mitigation strategies include WP leaders and task leaders engaging during consortium
meetings held every six weeks to discuss progress and seek synergies. The Coordinator will
manage these meetings and develop internal processes to facilitate understanding of the

progress of each WP.

Risk 4 — Insufficient linkage to existing initiatives

The project's sustainability in the medium and long term may be compromised if adequate
connections with existing initiatives are not established. This risk has a low likelihood of

occurrence.
Indicators for this risk include:

e Number of synergies established with existing initiatives. This indicator tracks the

number of formal and informal collaborations established with other projects and initiatives,
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such as joint workshops at the International Conference on Integrated Care (ICIC)
conferences and other events. This reflects the project's ability to integrate and align with
ongoing efforts in the field.

e Level of stakeholder engagement through web and LinkedIn interactions. This
measures the engagement with key stakeholders by tracking interactions and consultations
on the project's web platform and LinkedIn, ensuring that a wide range of perspectives and

expertise are considered in the project's activities.

These indicators will be used to monitor the effectiveness of the project's linkage to existing

initiatives, ensuring that it remains relevant and sustainable.

Mitigation strategies will include broad stakeholder consultation and involvement to foster
connections with existing initiatives. The consortium's composition, including several European
organisations with extensive networks, will facilitate wide consultation and involvement of their

stakeholders.

Risk 5 — Deviations between planned and actual workload/budget

Discrepancies between the planned workload or budget and the actual effort or expenses
incurred can pose significant risks to the project. This risk has a moderate likelihood of
occurrence and can result in budget overruns, delayed timelines, and compromised project

deliverables.
To monitor this risk, the following indicators will be used:

e Variance in hours worked vs. planned hours. This indicator tracks the difference
between the actual hours worked on tasks and the hours planned, providing insight into
whether tasks are taking more or less time than anticipated.

e Budget expenditure vs. planned budget. This measures the difference between the
actual expenses incurred and the budgeted amounts, helping to identify overspending or
underspending trends.

e Frequency and magnitude of budget adjustments. This tracks the number and extent of
budget revisions required during the project, indicating instability or unforeseen changes in

financial planning.

Mitigation strategies include establishing a monitoring system to track hours worked and
budget expenditures regularly. The project coordinator will conduct biannual reviews of

workload and budget reports to identify and address deviations promptly.
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Monitoring and review

Continuous monitoring and review are essential to ensure the effectiveness of mitigation

strategies and to adjust actions as necessary. This proactive approach allows adaptive and

effective risk management. Monitoring and review activities include:

Periodic meetings. During consortium and GA meetings, a dedicated agenda point will
review the status of risks and the progress of mitigation strategies. This will allow for the
identification of emerging issues and the adjustment of strategies accordingly.
Adjustments in strategies. Based on feedback and results obtained during periodic
reviews. Changes in mitigation strategies will be implemented as necessary to address new
challenges or emerging issues.

Regular updates. Partners will be asked to provide updates in consortium and GA
meetings to the Coordinator and the project management team on the actions taken to
mitigate the identified risks. These updates will offer an overview of the current risk status
and facilitate informed decision-making.

Independent evaluations. The EEAB will conduct independent evaluations to identify
areas of improvement and provide advice on the implementation of risk mitigation

strategies.

3.2 External Expert Advisory Board

The EEAB plays a vital role in providing independent oversight and expert advice to ensure

project quality and success. This section details the management and engagement of the

EEAB, highlighting its functions and contributions.

3.2.1 Role and Composition of the EEAB

The EEAB is composed of a group of appointed external experts and stakeholders who assist

the consortium to achieve the goals of the project, through their critical assessment of the

progress of the work. The composition of the EEAB is approved by the GA of the Laurel project,

and includes people with different profiles of interest in the fields related to the project.

The roles of the EEAB include reviewing project progress, providing strategic guidance,

identifying potential risks and opportunities and ensuring ethical standards.

3.2.2 Engagement and Communication

Effective engagement and communication with the EEAB are critical for maximising their

contributions. This involves:
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Project progress review on annual basis

Regular communication is maintained through annual meetings, detailed progress reports,
and ad-hoc consultations as needed. These interactions ensure that the EEAB remains
informed and involved in the project's ongoing activities.

Providing executive summarised information and access to detailed documentation
upon request

To facilitate informed advice, the EEAB is provided with executive summarised information,
ensuring they have a clear overview of the project. Detailed project documentation,
including project plans, progress reports, and risk assessments, are made available upon
request. Ensuring that the EEAB has access to up-to-date information is crucial for their

effective participation.

3.2.3 Risk management contributions

The EEAB contributes significantly to the project's risk management efforts by:

Offering independent assessments

The EEAB reviews identified risks and proposed mitigation strategies to ensure they are
comprehensive.

Highlighting overlooked risks

The EEAB identifies potential risks that may have been missed by the consortium.
Advising on risk mitigation strategies

The EEAB provides advice on developing effective risk mitigation strategies.

Monitoring and reviewing risk management practices

The EEAB reviews the effectiveness of the project's risk management practices and

suggests improvements.

Furthermore, the EEAB also provides insights into Integrated Long-Term Care (I-LTC) policy

developments. The EEAB shares relevant updates on I-LTC policy developments that could

impact the project, ensuring a broader connection between the project and the policy

environment.
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4 Research integrity

The Laurel project will maintain a firm commitment to research integrity, recognising it as the
cornerstone of credible and impactful scientific work. Following the principles established in
the European Code of Conduct for Research Integrity, Laurel will ensure that all research
activities adhere to the highest standards of ethical and professional conduct. This dedication
fosters an environment where transparency, objectivity, and excellence in research are

paramount.

4.1 Ensuring reliability

Reliability in research is achieved through rigorous methodological approaches and thorough
peer review processes. Laurel adopts the best practices recommended by the European Code
of Conduct, which state that "reliability in ensuring the quality of research, reflected in the
design, methodology, analysis, and use of resources" (1, p.5) is paramount. This focus on
reliability helps minimise errors and biases, ensuring that research findings are dependable.

4.2 Commitment to honesty

Laurel's ethos emphasises the importance of honesty in all aspects of research. This involves
accurate data collection, truthful reporting of results, and the acknowledgment of all
contributors. By adhering to the guidelines of the European Code of Conduct for Research
Integrity, Laurel ensures that all research is conducted with "honesty in developing,
undertaking, reviewing, reporting, and communicating research in a transparent, fair, full, and

unbiased way” (1, p. 5).

4.3 Upholding respect

Laurel firmly upholds the principle of respect in all its research activities, aligning with the
European Code of Conduct for Research Integrity. This involves a deep consideration for
colleagues, research participants, and the broader society. Laurel commits to fostering an
environment where every individual and community involved in research is treated with dignity

and respect.

As stated in the European Code of Conduct for Research Integrity, "respect for colleagues,
research participants, research subjects, society, ecosystems, cultural heritage, and the
environment" (1, p. 5) is essential. Laurel will implement policies and practices that ensure all
research is conducted with the utmost respect for ethical considerations, societal norms, and

environmental sustainability.
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4.4 Fostering accountability

Laurel recognises that accountability is important for maintaining research integrity.
Researchers are held accountable for their work, ensuring that all activities are conducted
ethically and responsibly. The European Code of Conduct highlights the importance of
accountability “for the research from idea to publication, for its management and organisation,
for training, supervision, and mentoring, and for its wider societal impacts" (1, p. 5). At Laurel,
systems will be established to monitor compliance with ethical standards, providing

mechanisms for reporting and addressing any potential breaches.
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Quality Review Template for the Laurel Project Deliverables

Work package:

Deliverable leader:
Name of deliverable:
Reviewers:

Date of review:

In the following Quality Review Template, we ask you, as reviewers, to assess the different domains and areas of the deliverable you
have been assigned to review.

We appreciate your cooperation and detailed observation to ensure a thorough and accurate review. Your assessment is important to
ensure the quality and integrity of the submitted content.

We thank you in advance for your time and effort in this important process. 1

| Compliance with the writing timeline

The information presented in the following table, related to the Compliance with the writing timeline of the Laurel projedt, is
provided by the Project Coordinator.
This table is important to assess whether the deliverables have been completed on time and whether the interim deadlines set in the
Project Management Plan (D6.2) approved by the whole consortium have been respected.

Activity \ Days Planned Effective | Difference
Initial outline version 60
Appointment of quality reviewers 55
Feedback from contributing partners 55
Final outline version 50
Contribution from partners 25
Release of version v1.0 (shared to all partners for comments) 20
Comments to v1.0 are received 15
Release of the candidate version for reviewers to assess 10
Reviewed deliverable and quality review template sent to the main 5
author(s)
Submission to EC portal 0

Correctness of deliverable's content

To assess the Correcti of the deli 's it of the deliverable of the Laurel project, the reviewer is required to carry out

the following actions:

The reviewer must focus on the accuracy and correctness of the information presented in the deliverable. This involves verifying that
all data and facts included are accurate and well-founded.

The reviewer must ensure that the information is presented in a clear and coherent manner, following the specified standards and
criteria. The assessment is based on the indicators related to the accuracy and correctness of the content, as shown in the attached
table, to ensure that the deliverable meets the expected quality levels.

Aspects to assess

Laurel's work plan defines the objective of each deliverable. The objectives have been met in this case.

The deliverable clearly explains how the work has been carried out.
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Data and information is presented in a clear and consistent manner*.
All references are correctly cited and included in the references section

The deliverable makes a correct and uniform use of the concepts accepted by the partners of the
consortium.

The conclusions or recommendations are consistent with the other sections of the document.
The tables or data include correct calculations and use consistent units of measurement.
Cross-references to other project deliverables are correct.

Cross-references to other external reports or studies correct (excluding citations) are correct.

*This includes ensuring that the results are consistent with the work carried out, avoiding selective interpretations, being free of bias
and errors of omission, not containing contradictory statements, and presenting accurate and non-misleading graphics.

If "no" is selected, please provide a detailed explanation about the problems encountered and, if possible, suggest remedial

actions.

Use of professional language and tone

To assess the Use of professional language and tone of a Laurel deliverable, the reviewer is required to carry out the following
actions:

The reviewer must ensure that the text of the deliverable uses professional language and maintains an appropriate tone. This
involves checking that all terms and expressions are formal and appropriate for the intended audience.

The reviewer must compare the content of the deliverable with the indicators presented in the attached table to assess the
appropriateness of the style and tone used. These indicators will serve to ensure that the language and tone are consistent and
appropriate in all aspects of the document.

Aspects to assess Yes No
There is an appropriate and consistent use of formal / informal language.
The writing style is professional. It is not emotionally charged or vague.

Technical terms, abbreviations or acronyms are included, and their meaning explained the first time they
are used (and included in the list of abbreviations if necessary).

The text reads well, being clear, easy to follow, and free of contradictions. The sentences are of
appropriate length, and punctuation is used effectively to facilitate reading.

The writing style is appropriate for an average reader, avoiding technical jargon.
All images, graphs, diagrams, etc. include alternative text.

Inclusive terminology guidelines outlined in D5.2 Strategy for Dissemination, Communication and
Exploitation have been followed.

If "no" is selected, please provide a detailed explanation about the problems encountered and, if possible, suggest remedial

actions.
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Identification of the deliverable

To assess the Identification of the deliverable of a Laurel project deliverable, the reviewer must perform the following actions:

The reviewer must ensure that each deliverable is correctly identified according to the project specifications. This includes verifying
that the documents comply with quality, traceability and audit standards.

The reviewer must compare the identification of the deliverable with the selected indicators, which follow the detailed template of the
project deliverables. This review ensures that the identification is accurate and consistent with the standards set out in the Project
Mangement Plan (D6.2).

Aspects to assess Yes No
The document follows the filename conventions defined in deliverable D6.2 (Project Management Plan).

The cover page includes all the details defined on page 26 of deliverable D6.2 (Project Management
Plan).

The cover page includes the statement of originality.
The cover page includes the EU emblem and the acknowledgement of EU funding.

The Change History table includes the information of the different releases properly identified with dates
and version numbers.

All contributors to the deliverable are mentioned under "contributing author(s)”.

If "no" is selected, please provide a detailed explanation about the problems encountered and, if possible, suggest remedial

actions.

Format and layout of the deliverable

To assess the Format and layout of the deliverable of a Laurel project deliverable, the reviewer must carry out a number of specific
actions.

The reviewer must make sure that the document's template and layout follow the templates and styles established in the project. This
includes checking the visual and structural consistency of the document, which improves its readability and professionalism,
facilitating its use and understanding by all recipients.

The evaluation is based on the specific indicators listed in the attached table, which ensure adherence to language standards and a
thorough editorial review, thus ensuring that all aspects of the template and design meet the project's stated requirements.

Aspects to assess Yes No
The document follows the set of fonts and sizes defined in the template for deliverables.
The tables follow the colours set out in the deliverables template.

Tables, graphs, and figures follow the styles specified in the template, both in the content, numbering
and in the titles (centred or justified).

The margins of the document are correct, including margins of text, tables, or figures.

The document includes a table of contents. The pages of the sections and sub-sections match the actual
pages of the document.

The document includes a list of tables. Each line refers to a table present in the document and can be
found on the indicated page. The table numbers are up to date and in the correct order.
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The document includes a list of figures. Each line refers to a figure that exists in the document and can
be found on the indicated page. The figure numbers are up to date and in the correct order.

The document includes a table with the abbreviations used. All the abbreviations included in the table
are used in the document, and there are no abbreviations used in the document that are not included in
the table.

Headers and footers are consistent throughout the document, even in cases of page layout changes
(vertical/horizontal).

Headers and footers include, in the correct location, the EU emblem, the project logo, the name of the
document, and the page number.

The work of other authors is properly acknowledged throughout the document using citations in the
Vancouver style.

There is a section containing references to the citations, they use the Vancouver style and are listed in
correct citation order as indicated in the template.

Spelling and grammar check was performed.

This document uses British English as its language.

Word accessibility check was performed.

If "no” is selected, please provide a detailed explanation about the problems encountered and, if possible, suggest remedial

actions.

Summary of deliverable status after review

Please review the following table and select the appropriate status for the document after your review. This will help darify whether
the document can proceed to submission immediately or if further modifications are necessary.

Document status Description Select

R f i S The document is ready to be submitted without
eady for submission as is any additional changes.

Minor changes are needed, which can be
Accepted with minor changes required resolved by the authors alone within the
deliverable due date.

Maijor changes are necessary, considered
Requires restructuring or significant revisions resolvable by the authors alone or with input
from other contributors, within the due date.

Severe problems with the deliverable, requiring
Significant issues, requires escalation contributions from other partners and not
resolvable by the due date.
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