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A. Project identification

Contract number: QLK6-CT-2001-00517

Usual acronym (if any): AGIR

Date of the mid-term review meeting: 1.12.2003

Commission’s project officer:  KEVIN McCARTHY



B. Questions to be addressed by the report

1. Overall objectives of the project

Is the project well focused on meeting its objectives as set out in the contract?

Yes 

 

Are these objectives (a) still relevant and (b) still achievable within the time and resources available to the project?
(a) Yes   

(b)
 No 



If you have answered no or uncertain to any of the questions, please explain:

Progress in the first year of the project was held up as a result of restrictions placed on access to data from the ECHP survey.  These data have been crucial to the agreed research programme and the 9 months delay in obtaining access has had an inevitable impact on meeting deadlines.  Impact was directly and initially on WP1, WP2 and WP3, but since WP4 and WP5 are based on their outputs, it has delayed the latter also.  Some of the lost time has now been caught up and the project as a whole appears to be running about 4-6 months behind schedule.



2. Progress to date
Has the project as a whole been making satisfactory progress, notably in relation to

any deliverables and milestones set out in the contract?

Yes 

 

Is each of the work packages also making satisfactory progress?
Yes 

 

If you have answered no or uncertain to either question, please explain:

As stated in (1), there has been some delay, but in other senses progress has been 

satisfactory.  WP1, WP2 and WP3 have met the agreed deliverables and milestones 

and provide a sound basis for WP4 and WP5.

Given the importance - numerical and moral - of informal, often family-based, care of older 

people, together with trends in household structures and fertility, it would be desirable if the 

partners were able to extend aspects of WP2 through drawing on further literature.

Similarly, the scientific and policy significance of WP3 would be enhanced if some way 

could be found to incorporate informal care more fully into its analysis.

On these issues, direct correspondence has been entered into with the lead partners of the 

two work packages 

.

WP4 and WP5 constitute work in progress. They have the potential to provide policy 

makers and other end users with very clear pictures of possible future challenges.



3. Research approach

Is the project following the research approach set out in the contract?

Yes

Is this approach still appropriate to achieve the project’s objectives?

Yes 

If you have answered no or uncertain to either question, please explain:



4. Contribution of the partners

Are all the partners making their foreseen contribution to the project?

Yes 

Is there evidence of meaningful co-operation between all the partners?

Yes 

If you have answered no or uncertain to either question, please explain:



5. Project management

Is the project well managed and well co-ordinated, from the scientific, organisational and 

Financial point of views?

Yes 

Does the project co-ordinator have the necessary resources to carry out his/her work effectively?

Yes 
Is full advantage being taken of up-to-date communication systems?
Yes 
If you have answered no or uncertain to any of the questions , please explain:



6. Exploitation and dissemination

Does the project have clear and appropriate strategies for exploitation and dissemination?  

Yes 

Are these strategies being effectively implemented?

Yes 

Where relevant, are potential users and other stakeholders in the research being suitably involved in the project?

Yes 

If you have answered no or uncertain to any of the questions , please explain:
The WPs have scientific and policy-related significance.  It is important that the project advances both and gives both appropriate emphasis in their dialogue and dissemination activities.



7. Ethical aspects 

Is the project fulfilling its contractual commitments concerning ethics, if any?


Not relevant 
Are there potential causes for concern?


Not relevant 

If you have answered no or uncertain to either question , please explain:


8. Safety provisions

Is the project fulfilling its contractual commitments concerning safety, if any?


Not relevant 

Are there potential causes for concern?


Not relevant 

If you have answered no or uncertain to either question , please explain:



C. Overall assessment and recommendations.

9. Do you consider that the project will contribute usefully to the objectives of the QoL Programme?

Yes 

 

If you have answered no or uncertain to this question , please explain:


10. Would you recommend that the project should continue unchanged? 


 No 

If you have answered no, please explain: 

See (11)



11. Please mention any further recommendation, remark or comment that you might wish to make:
Overall, the project seems to be progressing well.  The partners are experienced, scientifically competent and policy-aware.  Deliverables are being met.  It is important that the project is completed and an extension, in length appropriate to the outstanding delay consequent on getting access to ECHP data,  is justified.



Name of the reviewer:  John DOLING

Date:

Signature:
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