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1.  Introduction

This interim evaluation report has been prepared at the half way stage (i.e. after one year) of the project European Virtual Laboratory of Mathematics.

The key sources of evidence used in compiling this report are:

· Project partners’ interim progress reports

· Attendance at partners’ meetings

· Inspection of project materials on the internet

· Responses to an evaluation questionnaire completed by all partners
As no materials have yet been used with people outside the partners it is not appropriate to include any external sources in the evaluation.  This interim evaluation therefore focuses on the operation of the project and its progress against the milestones set out in the project plan.  

2. Project Start-Up

The project began with a very useful partners’ meeting hosted by the project co-ordinator and attended by representatives from all nine partner institutions.  A very clear presentation was given by the Slovak National Agency for the Leonardo scheme.  This outlined how Leonardo project are required to operate, the contractual and administrative arrangements and the financial management of the project.

The project coordinator circulated final contracts to all partner institutions shortly after the meeting.  In addition, the project co-ordinator also supplied templates of all the report forms that partners are required to complete during the lifetime of the project.
3. Project Progress

The project plan contains a clearly defined timetable of activities with dates for all deliverables and completion of the various work packages.  The project is a little behind schedule according to this plan.  Progress towards the main deliverables is considered below.
3.1 Project web pages

The first deliverable from each partner was a national project web page.  It was agreed that these national web pages should all have the same format (although different colour schemes would be used for the different partners).  These web pages were all produced, broadly at the required time.  However, there are some problems with the functionality of these web pages (see Appendix A).

3.2 Database Operational Manual

There have been delays in finalising the operation of the main database that will underlie the main EVLM portal.  As a consequence it has not been possible to produce the operational manual yet.

3.3 Dissemination Leaflets
A project leaflet has been produced, in English and national versions (the leaflet is the same, it is simply translated into the languages of the partners).  Although this task was achieved on time, the dissemination leaflets have not yet been distributed since the main portal is not fully operational and it is inappropriate to disseminate information about its existence until this web site is operational and populated with a reasonable level of resource.

3.4 Launching of National Centres of Mathematics

There should be national portals in 7 partner countries.  These portals are intended to be the basis of the national centres of mathematics and were scheduled to be launched on 15 October 2007.  As yet, only four national portals are accessible on the internet (see Appendix A) and the number of resources available in these portals is quite variable and in all cases considerably less than comprehensive.

3.5 Progress Summary

In the partners evaluation questionnaire six of the nine partners indicated that they felt the project was as far advanced as it should be after 1 year – this despite the fact noted above that some key first year deliverables have not yet been completed.  In addition four partners replied that their own contribution to the project was not at the stage they had expected after 1 year. 
4. Project Administration

The project co-ordinator has been very efficient in making all required materials available to the partners.  In addition, the coordinator has developed a private section of the main project portal to enable partners to upload materials, resources and reports.

A three monthly reporting cycle was agreed by all partners at the start of the project.  However, this reporting cycle has not been kept by some of the partners.  Each partner should have submitted three interim progress reports by now.  Not only have some reports been submitted late, some reports have not been submitted at all (partners P3, P5 and P6 have not produced reports to schedule).  This has made management of the project by the co-ordinator unnecessarily difficult.

5. Partners Meetings

All the partners meetings set out in the project plan have taken place at the scheduled times.  All partners have participated in at least one meeting.  However two partners have not been absent from at least one meeting and this has hindered communication.
In the evaluation questionnaire most partners felt that the partners meetings were useful in helping the project achieve its aims.  However, some reservations were expressed.  Some partners did not feel that the meetings achieved as much as they could do.  This may in part be due to differences in culture, temperament and expectations from the different partners.  The problems with the meetings that were identified include:

· Some partners do not contribute very much to the discussion in partner meetings

· A considerable proportion of each partner meeting is spent on administration

· In light of the previous comment, the meetings are not long enough to allow much direct project work to be undertaken.
The structure of the fourth partners meeting which is about to take place is different to previous meetings.  All partners are expected to make presentations to the whole team covering their progress with the establishment of a national portal and their plans for the teachers guide book (the next major deliverable).  It is hoped that this format will make the meeting more productive.

6. Communication

Communication between partners in the time between partner meetings has been inconsistent.  Although the project co-ordinator has set up a private area of the main project portal for uploading of reports and resources this has not been well used by some partners.  One reason for this lack of use seems to be lack of technical expertise at some institutions.

There is little discussion or sharing of information between partners.  Almost all communication in the time between meetings seems to be a set of dialogues between individual partners and the co-ordinator.  There is scope for much more general communication involving all partners.

7. Conclusions

7.1 The project co-ordinator has been efficient in organising the project, providing all the necessary report forms and other required materials.

7.2 Some partners (P1, P2, P4, P7, P8, P9) have worked very hard on delivering the project, have produced their deliverables to scheduled and have submitted all required reports.

7.3 Some partners (P3, P5, P6) have not produced all deliverables to schedule and have either not submitted all reports or submitted some reports late.
7.4 Partner P6 from Finland has not engaged well with the project, has been absent from the third and fourth partners meetings and is significantly behind in its contribution to the project. 

7.5 Partners meetings have not been as productive as was hoped.

7.6 Communication between partner meetings has been limited.

8. Recommendations 

8.1 Those partners who are behind schedule with their work and reporting should take immediate steps to rectify the position – or withdraw from the project.
8.2 All partners should make more effort to contribute to partners meetings.

8.3 The format of partners meetings should be reviewed – particularly note should be taken to how effective the fourth meeting is with its revised format.

8.4 A better method of communication in the times between partner meetings should be agreed.  This might take the form of an on-line discussion board or use of commercial software such as MSN or Facebook.  All partners should commit to being involved in discussions – sharing information and experience.

Appendix A – Summary of project internet presence

There is a main project web page and each partner has a national web page.  All these pages should link to each other.  There are however some problems with these pages.

1. Many national pages do not link to the main EVLM portal.

2. Some national pages do not link to their national portal – in some instances this is because the national portal does not yet exist (see below).

3. The links from the main project web page and each national page to the Bulgarian national page do not work because the address of the Bulgarian national page has changed.

4. The links from the main project web page and each national page to the Finnish national page do not go to the right page – they link to an early version of the Finnish page developed before the common format was agreed.

5. The Finnish page in the common format does not link to many of the other national web pages.

At present there are 4 national portals: Slovakia, Bulgaria, Spain and Ireland. Three more need to be produced: Czech Republic, Hungary and Finland.
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