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•15 project proposals submitted by Czech coordinators
(2 coordination actions, 13 collaborative projects)

•4 projects above the treshhold

•Only 2 successful coordinators

BUT

CZ has 73 participants in 65 projects

CZ participants success rate in KBBE is 22,3 %

CZ participants financial success rate in KBBE is 19%
2



3

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

0 1 1,5 2 2,5 3 3,5 4 4,5 5 5,5 6 6,5 7 7,5 8 8,5 9 9,5 10 10,5 11 11,5 12 12,5 13 13,5 14 14,5 15

Projects distribution according marks



4

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

0 0,5 1 1,5 2 2,5 3 3,5 4 4,5 5

S/T excellence



• Frequent weak points
–Insufficient description of the state of the art or the

proposal proposal does not go beyond the state of the
art

–Some actions proposed are already well established at a 
scientific or technical level

–Methodology and workplans are not sufficiently detailed
–Deliverables and milestones are mostly reports
–Objectives of WPs not clearly defined, interdependency

of WPs is not shown
–Results not achievable during project duration
–Risk and contingency plan underestimate some

challenges
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• weak points
–Management procedures concentrated only to one

partner, predomination of the coordinator
–Consortium is of moderate size (6 partners from 4 

countries)
–Management structure presented in a very general

way
–Roles and tasks in consortium unbalanced, 

symbolic participation with limited resources
–Unsuficient background information for some

partners
–Partners with specific expertise missing

7



8

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

0 0,5 1 1,5 2 2,5 3 3,5 4 4,5 5

Impact



• Weak points
–Expected impact not very concrete
–Proposal only partly reflects expected impact listed in 

the call topic
–Dissemination only through manuscripts and one

workshop – inadequate to reach the target community
– IPR issues should be addressed more fully
–Trainings planned only in the country of coordinator
–Target groups for dissemination only generally described
–Dissemination process poorly described, value for

money is not clear
–The restricted access to key project outputs will

somewhat limit the impact
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Thank you
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