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1 Executive Summary 

This document presents a quality handbook for the ERATOSTHENES project partners including the project quality 

control procedures to be followed as well as all templates to ensure high quality standards and control mechanisms 

(T7.3). It also includes the project risk registry that will be updated on M25 (T7.3). The report aims to outline rules, 

mechanisms and processes that are established in order to maintain a certain quality level in the whole project 

structure and its outcomes. Another focus is laid on how to identify and monitor potential project risks as well as on 

describing steps and actions needed to set up and implement appropriate contingency plans. This report also provides 

the overall Quality Assurance process and monitoring, the associated participant roles, responsibilities and the 

resources provided to support the application of the quality assurance approach, including the Peer Reviewers and 

Deliverables list. Its focus is summarized to: 

• Present, structure and agree on Quality plan and procedures that will followed by the ERATOSTHENES 
consortium for the duration of the project. 

• Completion of all ERATOSTHENES deliverables on time, within budget and to the required quality 
standards.   

• Prepare and structure all related templates to support the above high-quality standards (deliverable, 
presentation, minutes of meetings, agenda, internal reports). 

• Assign reviewer partners per deliverable. 

The Quality Assurance process is self-monitored in terms of effectiveness and includes corrective mechanisms for the 

Project’s Quality Assurance lead by the partner SINTEF.  The work related to this deliverable is related to task 7.4 

- Quality Assurance, Data Management and Risks Management [M1-M42] (SINTEF). 
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2 Introduction 

This document specifies the internal quality assurance approach of the ERATOSTHENES project, as well as the risk 
management plan. Related work of this report is linked with task 7.4 (Quality Assurance, Data Management and Risks 
Management [M1-M42] (SINTEF)) and includes implementation of a quality plan (D7.2, this report), templates and 
procedures for quality management and reporting; defining quality standards for reports, quality reviews, control, 
deliverables, software tools, monitoring and reporting activities. Perform Quality Assurance to ensure that project 
deliverables (reports, software, validation scenarios, etc.) meet the defined standards. Perform data management life 
cycle monitoring for all datasets to be collected, processed or generated by the project.   

The objective of the internal quality approach is to assure that the results of the project, i.e., the deliverables as defined 
in the Grant Agreement (GA), are in acceptable quality, before they are submitted to the European Commission. Here 
the acceptable quality of a deliverable means it: (i) fulfils the requirements in the GA, (ii) has scientific and technical 
contribution, (iii) is clear, concise, and easy to read; and (iv) is consistent both within the deliverable and with other 
deliverables in the project. Since all these criteria are subjective, the quality assurance of the deliverables relies on peer 
review, i.e., experts with relevant background but not directly involved in the deliverable will review it before submitted.  

This document provides a handbook to ERATOSTHENES participants on how to pursue the quality assurance 
approach, as a complementary to the project management handbook (D7.1). We start by clarifying quality-related 
responsibilities of different project roles, and the general principle for quality communication within the consortium. 
After that, we define the internal review procedure as a reference throughout the project duration and assign the 
reviewers.  

The other part of the document is to describe the continuous risk management approach of the project work. We will 
maintain a live risk registry, initialized by the risks identified in the GA. This document will introduce the risk registry, 
and the procedure to maintain this registry, i.e., evaluating and updating the foreseen risks, adding new risks, and 
following up the mitigation of materialized risks. 

2.1 Mapping ERATOSTHENES Outputs 
Table 1: Adherence to ERATOSTHENES GA Deliverable & Tasks Descriptions 

ERATOSTHENES 
GA Component 
Title 

ERATOSTHENES GA Component 
Outline 

Respective 
Document 
Chapter(s) 

Justification 

DELIVERABLE  

D7.2  

Quality Plan and Risks Registry 
[SINTEF, M3, R]. will include the 
project quality control procedures to 
be followed (T7.3).  

All 
The whole document is to define the 
quality control procedures and the control 
mechanisms  

 
… as well as all templates to ensure 
high quality standards and control 
mechanisms 

Annex 1-5 
Templates for deliverable, presentation, 
minutes of meetings, agenda, internal 
reports 

TASKS 

T7.4  

Implementation of a quality plan 
(D7.2), templates and procedures for 
quality management and reporting; 
defining quality standards for reports, 
quality reviews, control, deliverables, 
software tools, monitoring and 
reporting activities. Perform Quality 
Assurance to ensure that project 
deliverables (reports, software, 

All 

The document provided the 
ERATOSTHENES quality plan, 
procedures, templates and risk 
management approach (including the 
initial risk registry) 
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validation scenarios, etc.) meet the 
defined standards. 

 

2.2 Deliverable Overview and Report Structure 

The rest of the deliverable is structured as follows.  

- Section 3 gives an overview of the quality responsibilities of different project roles, and how they communicate 
regarding quality issues.  

- Section 4 assigns internal reviewers to deliverables and defines the procedure for internal review.  
- Section 5 introduces the live risk registry and the approach of continuous risk management. 
- Annex I: deliverable template (doc file) 
- Annex II: presentation template (ppt file) 
- Annex III: minutes of meeting template (doc file) 
- Annex IV: meeting agenda template (doc file) 
- Annex V: internal reports template (doc file) 
- Annex VI: deliverables’ internal review template (xls file) 
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3 Quality responsibilities and communications 

3.1 The project roles and their responsibilities in quality assurance 

 

Figure 1: Quality responsibilities 

The quality assurance hierarchy for ERATOSTHENES following the PRINCE21 is shown in Figure 1. The foxes 
represent the official project roles, and the arrows quality-related responsibilities between these roles. 

The project roles are divided into two different groups, i.e., the project execution group on the left and the quality 
assurance group on the right. 

The execution group comprises the project roles that focus on producing the deliverables. Each deliverable has one 
and only one editor. The partners of these editors are specified in the Grant Agreement, and the individual person for 
each deliverable will be assigned before the document writing process starts. A deliverable editor is responsible of all 
the quality issues related to the deliverable. Such issues can be raised by authors of the deliverables, observed by the 
WP leader or project coordinator, or by the quality assurance team. For any quality issue that is recorded, the editor 
should provide a response, marking it as solved, irrelevant, or not solvable. A work package leader overlooks the 
progress of the deliverable production within his/her work package and the quality issues that cannot be solved within 
the deliverable. A WP leader is also responsible of the consistency among deliverables within the WP. WP leaders 
should address the quality issues within the WP, using WP meetings with all relevant partners when necessary. If a 
quality issue cannot be solved within a WP, the WP leader should escalate it to the project level. The project coordinator 
is the sole manager of the whole project and overlooks the day-to-day operation of the project to guarantee the 
progress and quality of deliverable production. All quality issues that are escalated to the project level should be either 
solved or deleted by the project coordinator, who may consult the general assembly if major changes are required due 
some quality issues. It is not recommended to escalate any quality issues directly to the project officer. If changes are 
needed to solve a quality issue, the project coordinator should consult the project officer about the changes. 

The quality assurance group operate independently to the project execution group. Each deliverable will be assigned 
two internal reviewers, who take the main quality assurance roles. The reviewers will follow up the final stage of the 
deliverable, according to the procedure that will be defined in Section 4. They will identify the quality issues of the 
deliverables, communicate them to the deliverable editors, or to the WP leaders or the project coordinator, if necessary. 
The quality manager overlooks the internal review procedures, ensuring that the review processes are on time and 
conform to the defined procedure. The quality manager will identify the quality issues related to the internal review 
processes and solve them with the reviewers and the editor. For the issues that he cannot address himself, he will 
report them to the project coordinator. 

 

1 Office, T.S., 2017. Managing successful projects with PRINCE2. The Stationery Office.  
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3.2 Quality communication principles 

The quality-related communication among different roles is mainly around the quality issues. A quality issue of a 
deliverable represents any deviation from the acceptable quality, such as inconsistency with the Grant Agreement, the 
lack of contribution, the lack of technical soundness, the lack of readability, etc. A quality issues can be raised by 
anyone, not limited to the internal reviewers. We recommend authors to report quality issues to the editor as early as 
possible. Most of the quality issues will be recorded comments in the working deliverable document shared among 
authors and also with internal reviewers, so that the responsible authors or the editors can address them directly on 
the document. The issues that are escalated to the work package or the project level will recorded in the meeting 
minutes, to-do lists, or risk registry, depending on the nature and urgency of issues. 

We recommend the following recommendations for the communications of quality issues in general. 

1. All partners should be active in finding and reporting quality issues. No one should high issues, or wait for 
others to report it.  

2. All quality issues should be first communicated to the relevant authors or the deliverable editors. 
3. The internal reviewers should follow up with the quality issues. For the issues that are not properly addressed, 

they should communicate with editors or escalate them.  
4. If a quality issue must be solved via changes to the work package plan or the project plan, the issues should 

be recorded as a reference for change management. If the changes need formal amendment to the Grant 
Agreement or not, the quality issues should be recorded for the general assembly meeting.  

 

3.3 Management Structure and Quality Management 

All ERATOSTHENES deliverables are monitored by SINTEF as the project Quality Manager in collaboration with 
the project coordination team (UMU, ATOS, INLE). For the sake of simplicity, Scientific and Technical manager 
are not shown in Figure 1. In the perspective of quality management, their responsibilities are to assist the project 
coordinator in evaluating quality issues and making quality-related decisions in the scope of the whole project. 

 
Table 2: Main Project Roles 

Roles Partner 

Project Coordinator INLE 

Scientific Manager UMU 

Technical Manager ATOS 

Quality Manager SINTEF 

Work Package Leaders WP leaders 

Deliverable Owners Deliverable owners / editors (See Chapter 4.1, Table 3) 

Peer Reviewers See chapter 4.1- Deliverables and internal reviewers for assignments 
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4 Internal deliverable review 
This section elaborates the arrangement of internal review within the ERATOSTHENES project. The first subsection 

provides the initial assignment of internal reviewers for all the deliverables. The second subsection defines the review 

procedure and the general guidelines for internal reviewers. This section aims at providing a manual for 

ERATOSTHENES partners on the final preparation and quality assurance of the deliverables. 

4.1 Deliverables and internal reviewers 

Table 3 list the initial assignment of internal reviewers to all the ERATOSTHENE deliverables. The assignment is 
based on the following principles. 

- Main contributors to a deliverable, including editors, should not be reviewers. This ensures the independence 
of between the execution and the quality assurance roles. Here main contributors are the partners involved in 
the tasks behind the deliverables, as defined in the Grant Agreement. 

- Some deliverables are different versions of the same content, such as D5.1 (first integration) and D5.10 (final 
integration). We assign the same group of reviewers for them to ensure the consistency of the review process. 

- Each deliverable should be reviewed by people from both the academia and the industry. Since the 
ERATOSTHENES has more industrial partners, some deliverables have two companies as reviewers. 

- The numbers of deliverables to review per partners are balanced between 10 and 11.  

What follows is a summary of the number of assigned peer reviews per partner: 

No Partner Peer reviews assigned 

1 INLECOM 10 

2 UMU 11 

3 ATOS 11 

4 SINTEF 10 

5 AIRBUS 10 

6 ENG 10 

7 KUL 10 

8 TUG 10 

9 UPRC 10 

10 IDIADA 10 

11 DWG 10 

12 TEL 10 

13 EUL 10 

14 DBC 10 

 



 

This project has received funding from the European Union’s Horizon 2020 research and innovation 
programme under the Grant Agreement No 101020416. 

 

Table 3: The internal reviewers for all deliverables 

No. Title Editor Nature Deadline Reviewer1 Reviewer2 

D1.1 Research Agenda, IoT threat landscape and security challenges KUL Report 31 Dec 2021 ENG SINTEF 

D1.2 Use cases, requirements, and methodological framework INLE Report 31 Mar 2022 AIRBUS TUG 

D1.3 Preliminary ERATOSTHENES Architecture UMU Report 31 Mar 2022 TEL EUL 

D1.4 ERATOSTHENES Blueprint – Final Architecture UMU Report 30 Nov 2023 TEL EUL 

D2.1 Trust Broker Mechanism UPRC Other 30 Nov 2022 ATOS DBC 

D2.2 Prototype of Threat Modelling and Deployer of trust agents KUL Other 30 Nov 2022 TUG DWG 

D2.3 Updated Threat Modelling Module KUL Other 30 Jun 2023 TUG DWG 

D2.4 Automatic deployment language and tools for trust agents SINTEF Other 31 Oct 2023 UMU IDIAD 

D2.5 Trusted Execution of TBM on IoT/Edge Devices KUL Other 31 Oct 2023 ENG UPRC 

D2.6 Automated Recovery Mechanism of Trust Manager and Broker SINTEF Other 29 Feb 2024 INLE ATOS 

D2.7 IoT Network Enrolment mechanism UPRC Other 29 Feb 2024 AIRBUS DBC 

D2.8 Interoperability layer with legacy infrastructure AIRBUS Other 31 Dec 2023 SINTEF EUL 

D2.9 Final Version of Dynamic Trust Management and Agents KUL Other 30 Sep 2024 ENG TUG 

D3.1 Prototype of Context-aware identity and access manager ATOS Other 30 Nov 2022 UPRC TEL 

D3.2 Prototype of Advanced Data Protection Mechanism TUG Other 30 Nov 2022 INLE IDIAD 

D3.3 Design of Physical Unclonable Functions for IdM EUL Report 30 Nov 2022 KUL DWG 

D3.4 DLT-based IoT Identity Manager UMU Other 30 Jun 2023 ATOS DBC 

D3.5 Updated version of the identity and access manager ATOS Other 31 Oct 2023 UPRC TEL 

D3.6 Physical Unclonable Functions for IdM EUL Report 31 Oct 2023 KUL DWG 

D3.7 Identity Recovery Mechanism TUG Other 29 Feb 2024 SINTEF IDIAD 

D3.8 Final Version of Decentralized Identity Management ATOS Other 30 Sep 2024 AIRBUS KUL 

D4.1 DLT-based Trust Framework INLE Other 31 Mar 2023 UMU EUL 

D4.2 Secure deployment and registration of IoT devices UMU Report 31 Mar 2023 SINTEF DWG 

D4.3 Inter-ledger platform for Cyber-threat information sharing UMU Other 30 Jun 2023 KUL IDIAD 

D4.4 Federated threat analysis models for continuous risk assessment ATOS Other 30 Jun 2023 INLE DBC 

D4.5 Intrusion detection for IoT-based context and networks ENG Other 30 Jun 2023 UMU EUL 

D4.6 Trust Network, Smart Contracts and Inter-ledger platform for Cyber-
threat information sharing 

INLE Other 29 Feb 2024 ATOS ENG 
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D4.7 AI Threat Analysis Models and Intrusion Detection for IoT 
Networks 

ENG Other 29 Feb 2024 UMU EUL 

D4.8 Final Version of DLT-based Trust Framework and AI threat analysis 
models 

INLE Other 30 Sep 2024 SINTEF AIRBUS 

D4.9 Security information sharing mechanisms for Lifecycle Security of 
IoT Devices 

UMU Report 30 Sep 2024 KUL IDIAD 

D5.1 First System integration and Proof of Concept ENG Other 30 Nov 2022 UMU TEL 

D5.2 Preparatory Activities and Deployment Planning DWG Report 31 Dec 2022 UPRC DBC 

D5.3 Pilot 1 – PoC Evaluation IDIADA Report 31 Mar 2023 INLE TUG 

D5.4 Cybersecurity Exercises and Trainings SINTEF Report 30 Nov 2023 ATOS AIRBUS 

D5.5 Updated System integration ENG Other 30 Nov 2023 UMU TEL 

D5.6 Interim Report of Piloting Activities and Impact Assessment DWG Report 30 Nov 2023 SINTEF UPRC 

D5.7 Pilot 1 – Mid-term results IDIADA Report 29 Feb 2024 INLE TUG 

D5.8 Pilot 2 – Mid-term results TEL Report 29 Feb 2024 KUL UPRC 

D5.9 Pilot 3 – Mid-term results DWG Report 29 Feb 2024 AIRBUS DBC 

D5.10 Final Integrated Version of ERATOSTHENES ENG Other 30 Sep 2024 UMU TEL 

D5.11 Summary of Pilot Activities DWG Report 28 Feb 2025 SINTEF UPRC 

D5.12 Summary of Cybersecurity Exercises and Trainings SINTEF Report 28 Feb 2025 ATOS AIRBUS 

D5.13 Summary of Pilots Management and Social Impact Assessment DWG Report 31 Mar 2025 SINTEF UPRC 

D6.1 Project website, social network strategy and visual identity DBC Websites, 
patents 
filing, etc. 

31 Dec 2021 INLE EUL 

D6.2 Dissemination and Communication plan DBC Report 31 Mar 2022 UMU TEL 

D6.3 Capacity Building Programme and Planning DBC Report 30 Sep 2022 ATOS IDIAD 

D6.4 Exploitation Management Planning Report INLE Report 30 Sep 2022 ENG DWG 

D6.5 Plan on Contribution to IoT Cyber Security Certification Activities DBC Report 31 Aug 2023 AIRBUS TUG 

D6.6 Plan on Standardization Activities UMU Report 31 Aug 2023 KUL EUL 

D6.7 Workshops and Capacity building programme – 1st version DBC Websites, 
patents 
filing, etc. 

30 Sep 2023 ATOS IDIAD 

D6.8 Exploitation Management Interim Report INLE Report 31 Mar 2024 ENG DWG 

D6.9 Workshops and Capacity building programme – Final version DBC Websites, 
patents 
filing, etc. 

31 Jan 2025 ATOS IDIAD 
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D6.10 Exploitation Management Final Report INLE Report 31 Jan 2025 ENG DWG 

D6.11 Final dissemination activities report DBC Report 31 Mar 2025 UMU TEL 

D6.12 Report on IoT Cyber Security Certification Activities DBC Report 31 Mar 2025 AIRBUS TUG 

D6.13 Report on Standardization Activities UMU Report 31 Mar 2025 KUL EUL 

D7.1 Project Management Handbook INLE Report 30 Nov 2021 SINTEF ENG 

D7.2 Quality Plan and Risks Registry v1 SINTEF Report 31 Dec 2021 INLE DBC 

D7.3 Data Management Plan v1 SINTEF Report 31 Dec 2021 INLE DBC 

D7.4 Security Management Report v1 AIRBUS Report 31 Mar 2022 UMU DWG 

D7.5 Innovation and IPR Management Report v1 INLE Report 30 Sep 2022 ENG KUL 

D7.6 Ethics and Legal Management v1 DBC Report 30 Sep 2022 ATOS SINTEF 

D7.7 Quality Plan and Risks Registry v2 SINTEF Report 31 Oct 2023 INLE DBC 

D7.8 Security Management Report - Final AIRBUS Report 30 Sep 2024 UMU DWG 

D7.9 Data Management Plan – Final SINTEF Report 31 Jan 2025 INLE DBC 

D7.10 Innovation and IPR Management Report - Final INLE Report 31 Mar 2025 ENG KUL 

D7.11 Ethics and Legal Management - Final DBC Report 31 Mar 2025 ATOS IDIAD 

D8.1 H - Requirement No. 1 DBC Ethics 31 Dec 2021 AIRBUS TUG 

D8.2 H - Requirement No. 2 DBC Ethics 30 Jun 2022 UPRC IDIAD 

D8.3 POPD - Requirement No. 3 DBC Ethics 31 Mar 2022 TUG TEL 

D8.4 NEC - Requirement No. 5 DBC Ethics 31 Jul 2022 UPRC EUL 

 



 

This project has received funding from the European Union’s Horizon 2020 research and innovation 
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4.2 The internal review procedure 

All ERATOSTHENES deliverables go through a quality assurance process before being submitted to the EC. Every 
deliverable (even if not of type Report) should have a document which can be submitted to the EC. The document 
should follow the common ERATHOSTHENES template, attached in the end of this document. For the deliverables 
natured as "Report", the document is the report itself. For other deliverables, a dedicated document must be prepared 
to describe the other deliverable assets. One common type of such deliverables is "Software" (the ones that are 
classified as "OTHER" in the Grant Agreement). For such deliverables, the document should comprise the following 
content. 

- The source code base: either the link to a public open source repository, or the downloadable archive of source 
code. 

- A manual describing an executable test case, including how to build and install the source code, how to run 
the test case, and what result is expected. 

- A short description about the research background behind the software. 

The following roles of people are involved in each deliverable lifecycle, with responsibility described below. 

- The authors are the persons who contribute to the deliverable, either by directly writing paragraphs in the 
document, or by contributing to the development of the software or the demonstration.  The name of every 
author should be listed in the final deliverable document.  

- The editor of a deliverable is a responsible person appointed by the work package leader and the partner who 
is leading the deliverable. The editor is in charge of planning the content of the deliverable, appointing authors 
for different parts, and supervising the progress the content production. When the editor sees the risk of not 
able to deliver part of the content on time, he or she should report to the work package leader and the 
management team. The editor is also responsible of driving the review process, by sending the documents to 
the internal reviewers on time and revising the delivereble according to the reviews. 

- Each deliverable will have two internal reviewers, from two different partners who are not directly involved 
in the deliverable. The reviewers should go through the document carefully, and check any related assets. In 
particular, for the software deliverables, the reviewers should try to execute the test case according to the 
manual, to make sure that the instructions are repeatable. The reviewers should send the feedback on time, 
and if they regard that the quality problems are not possible to fix before the deadline, they should report it 
to the management team as soon as possible. 

- The technical manager and the coordinator will do a final check of the deliverable and submit it to the EC 
portal. 

The quality assurance process lasts for 10 weeks before the submission. The timeline is illustrated in Figure 2. The 
management team will notify the editor on time about the starting of this final workflow. It is worth noting that 
deliverables due in M3 or earlier do not apply to this procedure. 

 

Figure 2: Internal review procedure 

• 10 weeks before the deadline of a deliverable, the management team should assign the concrete persons 
taking the role as editors and reviewers for the deliverable.  

• 9 weeks before the deadline, the editor should provide the initial Table of Contents to the reviewers, who 
have 1 week to comment on the ToC. This ToC review is not formal, and it is not mandatory for reviewers 
to provide any concrete comments, unless they see the necessity to revise the planned TOC. It is also a non-
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blocking process: Editors and authors can proceeding with writing without waiting for the approval from 
reviewers.  

• 4 weeks before the deadline, the editor should send the final draft to the internal reviewers. The reviewers 
should finish the complete review in 1 week, and send the comments back to the editor. The editor and the 
reviewers may use the following week (Week No. 3 in the figure) to discuss and clarify the comments and 
agree on the required changes. The management team may be involved in the discussion, when necessary.  

• 2 weeks before the deadline, the first round of review and discussion should be finalized, and the editors, 
together with the relevant authors, have one week to finalize the revision of the deliverable according to the 
comments.   

• The last week before the deadline, the reviewers should double check if their comments are properly 
addressed. After reaching the agreement with the reviewers, the editor should send the final version to the 
management team, who will submit it to the EC.  

During the whole quality assurance process, the technical manager has the right to intervene the deliverable preparation 
process at any point if he sees the risk of not able to produce the deliverable with satisfiable quality. In such a case, the 
technical manager will call a meeting with the editor, the relevant author, the reviewers, the work package leader, and 
the coordinator, to discuss the mitigation of the problem, including the postponing of the deliverable submission. If 
there are conflicting opinions about the situation or the mitigation, the case will be discussed in the Executive Board 
or even the General Assembly. 

 

4.3 Quality Criteria  

A quality assessment of deliverables happens through a Peer Review. Deliverables are assessed based on a structured 
document – Peer Review Sheet for Deliverables (Annex VI) - for content on one hand and presentation, structure and 
readability on the other hand. A reviewer marks the completion of a deliverable scoring the criteria from 1-3 explaining 
the scores and suggesting improvements. At the end of an assessment an overall conclusion is made giving the final 
score of the quality of deliverables. 

A list of Quality Indicators that reviewers and WP leaders will use to assess the quality of each deliverable is presented 
below.  

Table 4: Deliverables Quality Indicators for reports 

Quality Indicators                                        Explanation 

Content 

Main objective of the 
deliverable 

Does it set out to do what it says in GA? 

References and 
building on previous 

work 

Have they overlooked any state of the art, previous work, related projects, 
regulations or best practices? 

Methodology Was the work, development, trial, experiment or study conducted in a sensible way? 

Conformance of 
Results 

Did the deliverable do what was promised? 

Usefulness of results Is the deliverable (and associated results) actually useful to downstream tasks or 
customers? 

Conclusion Is there a conclusion chapter and does it make sense? 

Plagiarism There is no plagiarism and previous work of others is clearly identified as such. 

Presentation, Structure and readability 

Readability Can you understand it easily? 

Language Are there any obvious spelling or grammar mistakes? 
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Consistency with 
Description of work 

Can the reader easily tell (e.g. by looking at the table of contents) where in the 
document each point in the GA is addressed? 

Structure Is the structure of the deliverable logical and easy to follow? 

Template Is the document template properly applied? 

Graphics Are figures and tables legible and referred to in the text? 

Length Is deliverable less than 100 pages in total? 

Referencing Are the papers and other sources correctly cited and referenced? 

Terms Are terms defined in the glossary? 

Nomenclature Are mathematical symbols defined? 

Presentation, Structure and readability 

Quality Green - The deliverable can be submitted as is but could be improved if the issues 
raised are addressed. 
Amber - The issues raised must be addressed before submission. 
Red - There are substantive issues with the deliverable they need to be addressed 
and it will require a second review. 

 

Table 5: Software Oriented Deliverables – Quality Criteria 

Quality Criteria 

Software quality 

Acceptance tests are consistent with the GA and overall project plan. 

Acceptance tests are consistent with expected use of software. 

Test results have been signed off. 

Prototype is functional. 

Real or realistic test data usage. 

Accompa
nying 
document 

Content 
Quality  

Main objective of the Deliverable is fulfilled and addressed. 

References are appropriate and complete. 

Methodology is appropriately justified. 

Results are useful and valuable to the project and comply to GA. 

Conclusions are justified. 

No Plagiarism. 

No syntax or grammatical mistakes. 

Main objective of the Deliverable is fulfilled and addressed. 

Readability  
The document is easy to read. 

Appropriate and common-used fonts are used. 

Structure 

Easy visualise where key points are addressed. 

Easy identify WP Tasks as described to GA  

The document structure is logical and appropriate. 

 Follow the 
Template. 

Template has been properly applied. 

Figures, graphics, statistic and screenshots are legible and clearly readable. 

Document length is less than 100 pages. There might be an exception in case where 
a lot of figures are included in the document. 

References and papers are correctly pointed. 

Template has been properly applied. 
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4.4 Milestones as Quality Gates 

The quality indicators of ERATOSTHENES, include the project formal milestones following their intended purpose 
as ‘gates’ or go/no-go decision points. Further to the rest of quality assurance and control mechanisms they will be 
also used as quality and progress criteria. The project milestones are included below: 

Table 6: List of ERATOSTHENES Milestones 

# Name Date WPs Means of verification 

MS1 System Architecture and Specifications M6 WP1 D1.2 and D1.3 

MS2 
Preliminary version of technical outcomes,  

Proof of Concept and First integrated version 
M14 

WP2-3, 
WP5 

D2.1-2.2, D3.1-3.3, 
D5.1-5.2 

MS3 Updated Version of Technical Outcomes M29 WP2-5 
D2.3-2.7, D3.4-3.7, 
D4.2-4.6, D5.4-5.8 

MS4 
Final version of technical outcomes, start of final validation 

and impact assessment 
M36 WP2-4 D2.8, D3.8, D4.8 
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5 Risks Registration 

The scientific and technical risks management concerns the implementation of the project and is the responsibility of 
the Project Coordinator. The management of risks will be part of the regular meetings of the PCT. Based on the 
experience of previous projects, ERATOSTHENES has created a risk management framework including: a) 
Identification of risks with adverse effects or impacts - Contingency Planning and Mitigation actions, b) Evaluation 
and quantification of the risks, rating the probabilities of occurrence, and significance; c) Risk monitoring and control 
and the related documentation, and d) Managing outcomes minimizing risks. 

In managing risks, ERATOSTHENES will be constantly vigilant to identify and monitor all risk factors, to minimize 
and to limit the extent that these risk factors can affect the project. Risk identification and monitoring is an iterative 
process. Risk analysis involves evaluating the risk attributes, and prioritizing (ranking) the risks. The process of 
assessing a risk involves the calculation of probability (the risk to occur) and the impact (impact blocking or negatively 
affecting). ERATOSTHENES uses a risk analysis framework which classifies risks per category, and prioritizes risk 
monitoring according to their probability of occurrence (low, medium and high) and their impact (low, medium and 
high): (a) Low - Less Significant: risks that potentially can affect the success indicators of a Task. The 
ERATOSTHENES process foresees that the Task leader will manage the risk and the WP leader is informed. (b) 
Medium – Medium Consequence: risks that potentially can seriously affect the success indicators of a particular 
work package. WP leader manages risk, the project leader is informed, and the risk escalates the PC. (c) High – Critical 
Consequence: Risks with high impact are risks that potentially can seriously affect the success indicators of the whole 
project. PGA manages the risk escalation to the Project Officer (EC). Figure 3: Risks Heatmap provides a heat map 
of indicative monitored risks and in Table 7: Initial risk registry, these critical risks and their impact on project 
implementation are summarized with the respective risk management actions taken by the consortium. 

The project management team maintains a global risk registry as a shared Excel file at the project shared place 
(https://inlecom.eu.teamwork.com/#/files/8660066). The log is initialized with the risks that were defined in the 
Description of Action. All members are encouraged to add new risk items into the list, and will automatically become 
the risk owner. The Executive Board will regularly discuss the risk log. During the discussion, the board with go 
through every active risk, and the owner will lead the discussion around whether the risk is still active, whether we 
should increase or decrease the possibility and the impact of the risk, and whether a new measurement should be 
proposed to mitigate the risk. We will also close the risks when the majority of the Execution Board regard these risks 
are solved, successfully avoided, or out of date. 

The discussion around risks will, in most of the cases, happen during a face-to-face Executive Board meeting (i.e., 
every 3 months). Before the project-level discussion, all WP leaders should review the risk registry, and collect potential 
updates relevant to their WPs. They can direct update them on the registry, or keep the updates for discussion during 
the risk management meeting. The quality manage will host the risk management meetings. When the project is facing 
emergent and important risks, or if some existing risks escalate dramatically due to either the problem within the 
project operation or the change of the external context, the risk owners can call for emergent online Executive Board 
meetings to assess the risk and discuss the proper mitigations. 

 

https://inlecom.eu.teamwork.com/#/files/8660066
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Figure 3: Risks Heatmap 

Table 7 shows the initial risk registry, fed by the risks identified in the Grant Agreement. Each risk item comprises the 
following fields. 

- Type, i.e., whether the risk is related to Project Management (PM), Technical (TEC), Adoption (AD), or 
commercialization (COM). 

- WP. The work packages related to the risk 
- Risk description 
- Contingency, mitigation or avoidance actions for the risk. 
- Probability of risk materializing: Low, Medium, or High. 
- Impact of risk if it materializes, Low, Medium, or High 

Table 7: Initial risk registry 

Type  WP  Risk  Contingency / Mitigation /Avoidance  P  I  

PM1  All  Budget (time/cost) issues arising 
due to the project complexity 
and inflicting changes as the 
requirements evolve  

The project baseline utilises outputs from existing projects and 
is aligned with the transport industry needs. Budget is carefully 
allocated, and the financial resources will be constantly 
monitored (WP1) relating to the project outputs  

M  L  

PM2  All  Risks that often arise in Project 
execution e.g. deliverables 
delayed or of poor quality, 
inducing delays  

Strong dependency analysis has been performed. Quality 
procedures, templates and guidelines have been introduced to 
mitigate/avoid such risks  

L  M  

PM3  All  Partner issues (e.g. 
underperforming partner; a key 
partner leaves the project; 
disagreements)  

Consortium strong R&D – delivery capacity. Partners’ skills 
fully cover industrial needs. CA covers conflicts resolution. WP 
leaders monitor progress and escalate issues as needed  

L  H  

PM4  WP1-
WP5  

Requirements stability, rapidly 
changing or not baseline agreed  

ERATOSTHENES has an agile approach, allowing evolution 
while monitoring requirements validated by AB members and 
external stakeholders  

H  M  

TEC1  WP2-  
WP6  

Hardware and software 
constraints, capacity and 
interoperability challenges; 
Integration with existing and 
commercial systems (TMS etc.)  

ERATOSTHENES use open standards, carefully integrating 
existing working systems and solutions. The team involves 
experienced partners with high technology skills.  

L  H  

TEC2  WP1  
WP6  

Risk that validation activities 
cannot provide significant data 
when required for analyses  

Due to high impact, pilots’ leaders are engaged and constantly 
monitor issues as regards the provision of the required data, 
creation of ad-hoc data to check impact  

M  H  
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TEC3  WP2-  
WP6  

ERATOSTHENES innovative 
solutions plan proves optimistic, 
as regards integration time and 
prospected performance  

Implementation milestones are firmly achievable, as they are 
purely based on the consortium members’ previous work and 
their areas of excellence. Any variation is handled by the 
Effective PM monitoring  

L  M  

TEC4  WP1-
WP7  

Introduction of new standards, 
and legislation changes affects 
the agreed scope of activities  

The project approach is agile, having effective PM 
mechanisms. Pertinent standards and laws are constantly 
monitored. An agile implementation will be followed  

M  M  

TEC5  WP6-
WP7  

Integration with existing systems 
in the IoT devices creates 
unexpected delays/costs  

The consortium brings in expertise in integrating legacy 
systems (IDIADA, TELU, DWG). Early integration in place 
and specifications will be based on exhaustive analyses  

M  M  

TEC6  WP7  Low training data for the system 
validation  

Testing with new data sets and connectivity to existing IoT 
devices  

M  M  

TEC7  WP5-  
WP6  

Limited integration and 
restricted access in 
infrastructures due to COVID19 
or other pandemic disease  

Organisation of remote integration sessions. Setup of remote 
access control for robotics. Updated risk and change 
management procedures  

M  H  

AD1  WP3-  
WP6  

Risk of slow adoption of the 
designed security framework  

Dedicated manager (TM, IM) and bodies (PMB) to support 
dissemination, adoption. Capacity building towards adoption  

M  H  

AD2  WP4-  
WP6  

Technical effort/cost for non-
consortium modules’ evaluation 
may be prohibitive, low adoption  

Participants provided with a full set of options to both protect 
their current investments and rationalise their expenditures 
assisted by cost efficient/effective propositions  

L  L  

AD3  WP6  Results not matching stakeholder 
ambitions delivering solutions of 
no significance/value  

Requirements being totally User Needs Driven, with realistic 
scope, identifying IoT/ICT requirements and validating them 
in industrial environments and use cases  

L  H  

COM1  WP8  Low financial viability of 
designed solution  

Precise business plan, market analysis and positioning and 
financial projections soon enough to avoid risk  

L  M  

COM2  WP8  Framework only exploitable by 
project partners and not SMEs 
in IoT/ICT  

Appropriate positioning in the IoT/ICT market early enough 
and linking with existing solutions; modular system design  

L  L  

COM3  WP8  Complexity of solutions 
frightens off generally low-tech 
SMEs in the IoT/ICT market  

Training (capacity building) programmes to be delivered in 
partnership with industry and professional associations  

L  L  
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6 Conclusions 

This deliverable provides a brief introduction about how the ERATOSHENES consortium will conduct quality 

assurance/control and includes also a registry of risks. The related task is T7.4 –- Quality Assurance, Data 

Management and Risks Management [M1-M42] (SINTEF). 

The report clarifies the quality responsibilities of different project roles and defines the procedures of internal 
deliverable review and the risk registry. In addition, the document provides an initial assignment of the internal 
reviewers for all the ERATOSTHENES deliverables, and the starting version of the risk registry, as reference for the 
whole team.  

The deliverable follows a structure starting form the mapping of its content over the contractual obligations of the 
consortium and the report positioning as of the project related WP/task(s). It then includes the quality management 
responsibilities and communication policies including project roles, responsibilities, quality principles and the 
positioning of quality management inside the project management structure. It then summarises the internal deliverable 
review and control mechanisms, internal reviewers assigned, review procedure, quality criteria etc. 

Additionally, this report includes snapshots of the report accompanying files as the ERATOSTHENES templates to 
be used for the deliverables, internal reports, meeting agendas, meeting minutes and presentations. For purposes of 
completeness these have been added in Annex1-5. Annex 6 also includes the internal review template that will be 
completed by the reviewing partners for each deliverable review. 

The report also includes a risk registry as a live document that will be updated throughout the whole project to keep 
well tracking of risks, their evolution and mitigations as well as raise potential concerns over risks occurring having to 
activate the respective mitigation strategy. 

This deliverable is meant to be an internal handbook for the project partners and the individual contributors while a 
second version of this deliverable will update the content and risks management/evolution as planned for M25, D7.7 
- Quality Plan and Risks Registry [SINTEF, M25, R]. 
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Annex I: Deliverable template 

 

Secure management of IoT devices lifecycle through 

identities, trust and distributed ledgers 
 

DX.X Deliverable title 
 

Document Summary Information 

Grant Agreement No   101020416 Acronym  ERATOSTHENES 

Full Title  Secure management of IoT devices lifecycle through identities, trust and distributed ledgers 

Start Date  01/10/2021 Duration  42 months  

Project URL  www.eratosthenes-project.eu  

Deliverable   

Work Package    

Contractual due date  Actual submission date  

Nature   Dissemination Level   

Responsible author  Lead Beneficiary  

Authors  

Internal reviewers  

  

http://www.eratosthenes-project.eu/
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Revision history (including peer reviewing & quality control) 

Version 
Issue 
Date 

% 
Complete 

Changes Contributor(s) 

v1.0  0 Initial Deliverable Structure  

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

 

Disclaimer 

The content of the publication herein is the sole responsibility of the publishers and it does not necessarily represent 
the views expressed by the European Commission or its services. 

While the information contained in the documents is believed to be accurate, the authors(s) or any other participant 
in the ERATOSTHENES consortium make no warranty of any kind with regard to this material including, but not 
limited to the implied warranties of merchantability and fitness for a particular purpose. 

Neither the ERATOSTHENES Consortium nor any of its members, their officers, employees or agents shall be 
responsible or liable in negligence or otherwise howsoever in respect of any inaccuracy or omission herein. 

Without derogating from the generality of the foregoing neither the ERATOSTHENES Consortium nor any of its 
members, their officers, employees or agents shall be liable for any direct or indirect or consequential loss or damage 
caused by or arising from any information advice or inaccuracy or omission herein. 

 

Copyright message 

© ERATOSTHENES Consortium, 2020-2025. This deliverable contains original unpublished work except where 
clearly indicated otherwise. Acknowledgement of previously published material and of the work of others has been 
made through appropriate citation, quotation or both. Reproduction is authorised provided the source is 
acknowledged. 
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Table of Contents 

… 

… 

 

 

List of Figures 

… 

… 

 

List of Tables 

… 

… 

 

Glossary of terms and abbreviations used 

Abbreviation / Term Description 

  

  

  

  

  

  

 

 

 

  



D7.2 Quality Plan and Risks Registry v1 

© ERATOSTHENES, 2021  Page | 25  

Executive Summary 

Goal of the executive summary section is to provide a short summary for the deliverable and inform the reader on: 

• The subject of the deliverable 

• Summary of the work carried out 

• The main conclusion(s) 

• The purpose of the deliverable  
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1 Introduction 

Goal of this section is to provide a brief outline of the objectives of the specific ERATOSTHENES Deliverable, how are those aligned 
and relevant with the overall project, and what was the approach followed in order to achieve them. 

1.1 Mapping ERATOSTHENES Outputs 

Purpose of this section, is to map ERATOSTHENES Grand Agreement commitments, both within the formal 
Deliverable and Task description, against the project’s respective outputs and work performed. 

 

Table 1: Adherence to ERATOSTHENES GA Deliverable & Tasks Descriptions 

ERATOSTHENES 
GA Component 

Title 

ERATOSTHENES GA 
Component Outline 

Respective 
Document 
Chapter(s) 

Justification 

DELIVERABLE     

Dx.y Title 

Respective extract from formal 
Deliverable Description 

Respective Chapters 
or Sections 
numbers within 
this document 
addressing GA 
described 
Deliverable 

Briefly outline how addressed the respective 
document section(s) cover the described GA 
Deliverable requirements  

D2.1 ABC 
Specifications  

 Chapter 3.1, 
Section 4.2.1 

Chapter 3.1 describes in detail ABC 
system specifications, …   

    

TASKS    

Task/Subtask # & 
Title  

Respective extract from formal 
Task/Subtask Description 

Respective Chapters 
or Sections 
numbers within 
this document 
addressing GA 
described 
Task/Subtask 

Briefly outline how addressed the respective 
document section(s) cover the described GA 
Task activities  

T2.1 Design 
Specifications 

 
Chapter 3.2 

Chapter 3.2 outlines the steps 
followed into preparing ABC 
Specifications, … 

    

 

 

1.2 Deliverable Overview and Report Structure 
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In this section a description of the Deliverable’s Structure should be provided, outlining the respective Chapters and their content. Do also 
include linkage to other project outputs (referencing to other specific Deliverables), and summarize their respective contribution/value to this 
one. 

 

1.3 Progress Since the First Deliverable Version 

In this section what is new/updated work has been done since the 1st deliverable version. This section should be in all “updated” 
versions of deliverables.  

 

1.4 Adherence to previous EC Review Comments and Recommendations  

This section applies to those deliverables that are submitted (or re-submitted) after an EC review. 

This section summarizes responses and document updates following the EC review that took place on xxx. All 
reviewers’ comments were effectively taken under consideration and details for each (and the related document 
updates) have been included in the table below: 

 

Review Comment(s) 

(as provided by the reviewers) 

Adherence and Document Update 

(Short reply and reference to the chapter that 
details the reply) 
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2 Example Heading 1 

 

2.1 Example Heading 2 

 

2.1.1 Example Heading 3 

Example Normal text [1] 

Example Normal text [2] 

 

• List example 

• List example 

 

 

 

Table2: Example caption for tables 

 Column 1 Column 2 Column 3 Column 4 Column 5 Column 6 

Row one       

Row two       

Row three       

Row four       

 

 

 

Figure 1: Example for figure caption - The project logo 
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3 Conclusions 

Purpose of this section is to summarize the outputs of the specific deliverable and how it has contributed to the overall project goals. Where 
applicable, do identify business impact, map business benefits with ERATOSTHENES innovative offerings and record user evidence. 

Here, you may also pinpoint identified best practices, elaborate on potential future improvements, and specify the evolutionary roadmap 
forward. 

 

 

4 References 

[1] Vorbach, J. E. (2001). The Vital Role of Non-Flag State Actors in the Pursuit of Safer Shipping, Ocean 
Development & International Law, 32(1), pp. 27-42 

[2] Basements and crawl spaces. (2002, June 23). Retrieved from http://www.hud.gov/ offices/hsg/sfh/ref/sfhp1-
25.cfm 
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Annex II: Presentation Template 
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Annex III: Minutes of Meetings Template 

 

Secure management of IoT devices lifecycle through 
identities, trust and distributed ledgers 

 

‘meeting name’ Minutes 
 

 

Date/Time: 

Date and time (in CET/CEST) 

 

Venue (link)*: 

provide link if remote 

 
 

Goals: 

▪ … 

▪ … 

▪ … 

https://www.gotomeet.me/inlecomprojects
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Disclaimer 

The content of the publication herein is the sole responsibility of the publishers and it does not necessarily represent 
the views expressed by the European Commission or its services. 

While the information contained in the documents is believed to be accurate, the authors(s) or any other participant 
in the ERATOSTHENES consortium make no warranty of any kind with regard to this material including, but not 
limited to the implied warranties of merchantability and fitness for a particular purpose. 

Neither the ERATOSTHENES Consortium nor any of its members, their officers, employees or agents shall be 
responsible or liable in negligence or otherwise howsoever in respect of any inaccuracy or omission herein. 

Without derogating from the generality of the foregoing neither the ERATOSTHENES Consortium nor any of its 
members, their officers, employees or agents shall be liable for any direct or indirect or consequential loss or damage 
caused by or arising from any information advice or inaccuracy or omission herein. 

 

Copyright message 

© ERATOSTHENES Consortium, 2020-2025. This deliverable contains original unpublished work except where 
clearly indicated otherwise. Acknowledgement of previously published material and of the work of others has been 
made through appropriate citation, quotation or both. Reproduction is authorised provided the source is 
acknowledged. 
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Table of Contents 

… 

… 

 

List of Figures 

… 

… 

 

List of Tables 

… 

… 

 

Glossary of terms and abbreviations used 

Abbreviation / Term Description 
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1 Agenda 

DATE – MEETING TITLE - day 1 (times below are in CET/CEST) 

Time 
(CEST) 

Presentation Presenter 

From - to 

(duration’) 
Slot title Presenter name (partner) 

 ▪   

 ▪   

 ▪   

 ▪   

 Coffee Break 

 ▪   

 ▪   

 Lunch Break 

 ▪   

 ▪   

 ▪   

 ▪   

 Coffee Break 

 ▪   

End of Day 1 
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2 Meeting Overview 

Summary of meeting… 

 

DAY x 

➢ Presentation name – Presenter name (affiliation) [LINK of presentation in teamwork] 
Meeting summary… 

 

 

Actions and Decisions: 
Subject 1 

▪ Action 1 

▪ Action 2 

▪ Decision 1 

▪ Decision 2 
Subject 2 

▪ Decision 1 

▪ Decision 2 
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3 List of participants 

Name of Meeting Participant Representing Role 

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

 
 

4 Related files and documents (teamwork links) 

 

- Agenda: link of agenda in teamwork 

- Minutes: link of minutes in teamwork 

- Presentations: link of presentations in teamwork 
 

5 Actions’ List 

Item 
no. 

Subject/Description (aligned with agenda items) WP Responsible Due date 

1     

2     

3     

4     

5     

6     

7     

8     

9     

10     

…     

…     

 

  

https://inlecom.eu.teamwork.com/#/projects/1826223/files?catid=1640185
https://inlecom.eu.teamwork.com/#/projects/1826223/files?catid=1640185
https://inlecom.eu.teamwork.com/#/projects/1826223/files?catid=1640185
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Annex IV: Meeting Agenda Template 

 

Secure management of IoT devices lifecycle through 

identities, trust and distributed ledgers 
 

Meeting Agenda 

Meeting title 
 

Date/Time: 

Date and time (in CET/CEST) 

 

 

Venue (link)*: 

provide link for the case of online meetings 
 
 

 

 Goals 

▪ Meeting goals 
▪ Meeting goals 
▪ … 
▪ … 



D7.2 Quality Plan and Risks Registry v1 

© ERATOSTHENES, 2021  Page | 39  

DATE – MEETING TITLE - day 1 (times below are in CET/CEST) 

Time 
(CEST) 

Presentation Presenter 

From - to 

(duration’) 
Slot title Presenter name (partner) 

 ▪   

 ▪   

 ▪   

 ▪   

 Coffee Break 

 ▪   

 ▪   

 Lunch Break 

 ▪   

 ▪   

 ▪   

 ▪   

 Coffee Break 

 ▪   

End of Day 1 
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Annex V: Internal Reports Template 

 

Secure management of IoT devices lifecycle through 

identities, trust and distributed ledgers 
 

Internal Report title 
 

Document Summary Information 

Grant Agreement No   101020416 Acronym  ERATOSTHENES 

Full Title  Secure management of IoT devices lifecycle through identities, trust and distributed ledgers 

Start Date  01/10/2021 Duration  42 months  

Project URL  www.eratosthenes-project.eu  

Report   

Work Package    Dissemination Level  

Responsible author  Lead Beneficiary  

Authors  

  

http://www.eratosthenes-project.eu/
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Revision history (including peer reviewing & quality control) 

Version 
Issue 
Date 

% 
Complete 

Changes Contributor(s) 

v1.0  0 Initial Deliverable Structure  

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

 

Disclaimer 

The content of the publication herein is the sole responsibility of the publishers and it does not necessarily represent 
the views expressed by the European Commission or its services. 
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1 Introduction 

Goal of this section is to provide a brief outline of the objectives of the specific ERATOSTHENES report, how are those aligned and 
relevant with the overall project, and what was the approach followed in order to achieve them. 

 

1.1 Report Overview and Structure 

In this section a description of the report’s Structure should be provided, outlining the respective Chapters and their content. Do also include 
linkage to other project outputs (referencing to other specific Deliverables), and summarize their respective contribution/value to this one. 

 

 

 

2 Example Heading 1 

 

2.1 Example Heading 2 

 

2.1.1 Example Heading 3 

Example Normal text [1] 

Example Normal text [2] 

 

• List example 

• List example 

 

 

 

Table 1: Example caption for tables 

 Column 1 Column 2 Column 3 Column 4 Column 5 Column 6 

Row one       

Row two       

Row three       

Row four       

 

 



D7.2 Quality Plan and Risks Registry v1 

© ERATOSTHENES, 2021  Page | 44  

 

Figure 1: Example for figure caption - The project logo 

 

 

3 Conclusions 

Purpose of this section is to summarize the outputs of the specific report and how it has contributed to the overall project goals. Where 
applicable, do identify business impact, map business benefits with ERATOSTHENES innovative offerings and record user evidence. 

Here, you may also pinpoint identified best practices, elaborate on potential future improvements, and specify the evolutionary roadmap 
forward. 
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Annex VI: Internal Review Template 

 

 

Score Values

OK, perhaps some minor comments 3
Is of reasonable quality, needs some re-work 2
Needs substantial rework or additional work 1

Name Organisation Phone

# Criteria Explanation Score
Explanation of 

Score by Reviewer
Suggested improvements

Response from 

Author/Writer

1
Main objective of the 

deliverable

Does it set out to do what it says in DOW?

Are objectives clearly and simply stated and in line with the Description of Work 

(description of the Task).

Further is it clear how these objectives are relevent to the overall targeted results of the 

project as a whole.

2

References and 

building on previous 

work

Have they overlooked any state of the art, previous work, related projects, regulations 

or best practices 

Does the report include and make use of relevant and necessary references?

3 Methodology
Was the work, development, trial, experiment or study conducted in a sensible way?

Are the Methods/procedures appropriate and correct?

4
Conformance of 

Results

Did the deliverable do what was promised?

Is the aim of the deliverable achieved? Do the findings and results of the work match 

the objectives as described in the Description of Work and are  these results clearly 

described in the deliverable.

5
Usefullness of 

results

Is the deliverable (and associated results) actually useful to downstream tasks or 

customers.

Is it clear that the results are useful and relevent?

Is it clear how results can be accessed

Are plans realistic and actionable?

Is it clear that they are not committing downsteam tasks to something impossible. For 

example KPI targets which cannot be reached or measured.

6 Conclusion

Is there a conclusion chapter and does it make sense?

The conclusion chapter reflects all described main important issues in the report. The 

conclusions are well based, relevant and applicable.

7 Plagarism There is no plagarism and previous work or work of others is clearly identified as such.

Version

Review result

Deliverable Author

ERATOSTHENES Peer Review Sheet for Deliverables

Content

Email

Reviewer

Deliverable Number

Deliverable Name

# Criteria Explaination Score
Explaination of 

Score by Reviewer
Suggested improvements

Response from 

Author/Writer

8 Readability
Can you understand it easily?

Is the document easy to read and understandable. 

9 Language

Are there any obvious spelling or grammar mistakes?

Is the English in the deliverable good?  

Is the writing style clear, consise and accessible?

10
Consistency with 

Description of work

Can the reader easily tell (e.g. by looking at the table of contents) where in the 

document each point in the DOW is addressed?

Is it clear that the deliverable reflects the description of work?

11 Structure

Is the structure of the deliverable logical and easy to follow?

If you feel it is not, please suggest changes to the structure to make it more 

accessible.

12 Template Is the document template properly applied?

13 Graphics Are figures and tables legible and referred to in the text?

14 Length Is deliverable less than 100 pages in total?

15 Referencing Are the papers and other sources correctly cited and referenced?

16 Terms

Are terms defined in the glossary?

Unususal technical terms and acronyms  should be added to the glossary. Ideally they 

should also defined in text the first time they are used unless this reduces readability or 

they are well known.

17 Nomenclature Are mathematical symbols  defined?

# Criteria Explaination Score
Explaination of 

Score by Reviewer
Suggested improvements

Response from 

Author/Writer

18 Quality

Green - The deliverable can be submitted as is but could be improved if the issues 

raised are addressed.

Amber - The issues raised must be addressed before submission.

Red - There are substantive issues with the deliverable they need to be addressed and 

it will require a second review.

Write general remarks/comments and conclusions

Presentation, Structure and readability

Overall conclusion

Readability

Structure

Conformance to template


