1. What type of information would you
need from an evaluation to support
you in the management and future
development of your organisation?
Will the proposed evaluation system
respond to these needs?
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ID Type Posting Date
Research
1 [Organisation 13.11.2014|Somewhat yes
2 13.11.2014|Somewhat yes Clear indication of quality in respective timeframe.
Research
3 |Organisation 13.11.2014|Yes
Research
4 Organisation 13.11.2014|Somewhat yes
Currently our research centre, similarly as others, is more or less constantly
evaluated (e.g. by funding agencies, ministries or central body of Academy of
Sciences). We would appreciate if the administrative burden would be
reduced by the proposed R&D Central National Evaluation Methodology
which would serve as a standardized evaluation report used also for other
Research institutions (e.g. funding agencies, ministries or central body of Academy of
5 [Organisation 18.11.2014|Yes Sciences).
Any critical comments would be useful, especially if based on "benchmarking"
with good comparable institutions abroad. But | understand such comparisons
are not intended?é I am convinced t
Research functioning of the institution cannot be properly judged without on site visit,
6  [Organisation 19.11.2014|Somewhat no which, as | understand, will not take place.
We are (National Library of the Czech Republic) a very specific infrastructural
organisation with key and incomparable roles in the research infrastructure;
therefore, it is rather difficult to imagine we will be measured as other types of
organisations. Our main role is to provide the best possible service for
Research research and assessment of research. Our research activities are aiming at
7 Organisation 19.11.2014|Somewhat no optimization and improvement of this service.
Research
8 |Organisation 20.11.2014[Somewhat yes The bureauticratic procedure is too extensive.
Research
9 Organisation 20.11.2014|Somewhat yes
The sufficient information for providers provides the present Metodika. The
only addition that suggested evaluation brings is the societal impact but this
10 21.11.2014{Somewhat no information is known in a sufficient extent to all particular providers.
We would primarily need unbiased information on research performance and
research excellence of the research teams at our Faculty. The
implementation of the Evaluation Methodology, as described in Chapter 5,
relegates the key right of proposing all panel members to a small group of
people (the Management Team). The danger of partiality in the small Czech
research community is big. The current national R&D Information System
already provides sufficient unbiased information on research performance of
research teams, while those successful in the prestigious European research
Research competitions (such as the ERC ones) are those who should be considered
11 [Organisation 21.11.2014|Somewhat yes excellent.
Research
12 |Organisation 21.11.2014|Somewhat yes
Moravian Library in Brno is a legal deposit library. As such, our role is
Research primarily infrastructural and this will be difficult to compare to other research
13 |Organisation 24.11.2014|Somewhat no organisations.
Proposed methodology, including the innovative model of ROs performance,
altogether with related procedures is well internationally justified and
thoroughly discussed in the national-wide context. Reviewed text introduces
reasonably structured and broadly diversified set of both qualitative and
gualitative indicators, which are convenient for straightforward institutional
adoption. In our opinion, the extended evaluation viewpoint can provide
Research managers richer and more contextual information than they possess
14 |Organisation 24.11.2014Yes currently.
Research The management should focus on the basic research elements, i. e.
15 [Organisation 24.11.2014|Somewhat no individual researcher, not only RU
Research
16 |Organisation 24.11.2014[Somewhat yes
Research
17 |Organisation 24.11.2014[Somewhat yes
Research
18 |Organisation 24.11.2014[Somewhat yes




19

Research
Organisation

24.11.2014

No

We donEt need the external evaluati
part of our management system. The key information for the management
arises from the users of our results. As an independent research organization,
we closely cooperate with the whole dairy-processing and dairy-farming
industry as well as other food processing companies in the Czech Republic,
with the Bohemian and Moravian Dairy Federation, the Federation of the Food
and Drink Industries of the Czech Republic as well as the Czech
Technological Platform for the Foods. The look at our work from outside is
useful, but proposed type is complicated. Direct reaction of users of our
results is decisive. At present it is not possible to achieve these results
without support of the state.
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Research
Organisation

24.11.2014

Somewhat no

A Currently, for the support of the
development of the University of Economics, Prague (hereinafter UEP) we
use a broad portfolio of information from various sources. From this
perspective, the proposed evaluation does not improve significantly our
information base that is already available. However, it can partly extend our
information base by additional alternative international view, but only
regarding scientific activities, which however we can obtain in a more complex
form from other sources (e.g. from the conclusions and recommendations of
progressively implemented or planned accreditations provided by globally
recognized associations) .

A In the field of strategic manage
almost two decades different sources of information, which is evident from the
regularly published and publicly available documents that UEP release in
accordance with the Higher Education Act and other relevant regulations.

A We believe that a uniform and uni
scientific results should not be designed for different kinds of users at
different levels (e.g. for international institutions, grant institution or some
research organizations), moreover for the different purposes, which is a basic
systemic flaw of the proposed methodology. For this reason, the proposed
evaluation of scientific activity is not suitable for strategic management of
UEP, morover we also are not able to use it effectively in the proposed form.
For example, it is quite evident looking at the field classification. The
proposed concept is based on too broad field classification OECD, which,
however, is suitable mainly for rough international comparison. The proposed
evaluation, e.g. in the areas of research activities in the field of Economics,
foresees only field Economics and Business, which is totally useless for the
needs of science policy management at UEP. For this reason, we need to
divide the field of Economics and Business into three different scientific
disciplines (different research methods, different accepted results, different
impact on society etc.): Economics and Econometrics, Business and
Management and Public Administration.
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Research
Organisation

25.11.2014

Somewhat no

Information for evaluation, in research performance part, totaly disregards
"traditional" outputs of research organisations which are focused on
applications, i.e. prototypes, technologies, softwares etc. Mentioned patents
and certified methodologies are not sufficient for analysis of applied research
and development. IT IS THE MOST IMPORTANT.
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Research
Organisation

25.11.2014

Somewhat yes

23

Research
Organisation

25.11.2014

Yes

24

Research
Organisation

25.11.2014

Somewhat yes

25

Research
Organisation

25.11.2014

Yes

Necessary information needed for management and development support of
our organization: 1) identification of areas which need to be improved,
modified or strengthened, 2) measure the research competitiveness; 3) gain
the data in order to measure effects/effectiveness of research outputs/results
& furnish financial data to justify the need for additional financial resources
but institutional funding; 4) clear rules for categorization of the research
organization (RO) in relation to its function & taking account of the
unigueness, mission and way of creation and transfer knowledge. The
proposed evaluation system provides a concrete model for its implementation
and it is clearly described.
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Research
Organisation

25.11.2014

Somewhat no

1)Complete bibliometry data (individual, department, faculty, university)

2)A comparison of the research field levels with other domestic and foreign
universities As we expect that the evaluation bodies will deliver their justified
opinions about the quality/performance of each res. unit, we would like to see
these reports publicly available.

3)Bright algorithm how university evaluation results will be reflected in the
institutional funding for research
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Research
Organisation

25.11.2014

Somewhat yes
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Research
Organisation

25.11.2014

Somewhat yes

Among data and information resulting from the evaluation results, the
formative dimension of the evaluation results appears strongly desirable,
particularly in relation to the international position of the organization and its
attained reputation in the rel evan
judgements of the peers having global context would be especially
appreciated.

The introduced structure of the Evaluation methodology gives a chance to
acquire demanded sort of knowledge.

29

Provider

25.11.2014

It is premature to judge how the evaluation system will respond to the needs
of management and future development of Research Organizations, based
just on the draft of the 1st Interim Report.
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Research
Organisation

25.11.2014

Somewhat yes

Provided that the evaluation will be relevant in context critical comments
mentioned bellow.
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Research
Organisation

25.11.2014

Yes

32

Research
Organisation

26.11.2014

Somewhat yes

We are aware of the necessity to protect privacy of other Research
institutions' assessments; however, there were sufficiently numerous
comparative groups CAN be established, we would welcome more
information on our relative position within our group. This applies especially to
quantitative bits of information where the ranking within the whole comparable
set is unambiguous. This really does not have to reveal any private data,
things like "3 units in the panel have measure X higher than you, 5 lower than
you".
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Research
Organisation

26.11.2014

Somewhat no

As far as we understand properly the proposed methodology of evaluation,
AMU would be able to register only one Research Unit for each Evaluated
Unit as almost all research of each department of AMU fall within one
scientific field as proposed in Exhibit 28 (6.4). Therefore, we do not expect
that the evaluation would allow us to compare the quality of research
outcomes and the management effectiveness of different departments within
each faculty or across all three faculties of AMU, which was an important
effect we were waiting for. The assessment of research quality for each
faculty we consider too broad.

34

Research
Organisation

26.11.2014

Somewhat yes

We would need: (1)feedback regarding societal relevance and usefulness of
our research, as well as regarding utilisation potential of the results,
(2)compatibility of our research focus with national research priorities but also
(even preferably) with political priorities (these are not always the same), (3)
benchmarking information - comparison with other institutions active in our
field of research, not only on national but also (even preferably) international
levels.
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Research
Organisation

26.11.2014

Somewhat yes

The proposed methodology will likely provide information needed for
management and future development of our institution. Yet, current
methodology, which requires significantly less administrative work, also
provides indicators that assess quality of science within the organisation. The
additional information, such as societal impact or internationalisation, are
rather "soft" items that are mostly known inside the institutions. We think that
additional information provided by the proposed new methodology is not
valuable enough to justify the incr
the cost).
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Research
Organisation

26.11.2014

No

The proposed system would be of little use for our institution. It would very
probably not yield any useful data other than those that can be obtained by
the current institutional evaluation based on the methodology of Czech R&D
Council. This has been based on actual results, which means - in the context
of the natural sciences - mostly on evaluated papers in journals and realized
patents. The relevant information on results of the research can be much
more effectively obtained from available databases, such as offered by
Thomson Reuters.
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Research
Organisation

26.11.2014

Yes

The Evaluation Methodology leading to external evaluation of our University
and its faculties can give us very clear directions how to increase effectively
our research activities and their outputs. We have many various and often
contradictory ideas how to do it. External point of view can help us to find the
best ones of them. Our rather special position among universities (state
university as a part of the Ministry of Defence) and extreme dissimilarity of
our faculties (covering social science and humanities, technology and
medicine) oriented to military specifics mean that this task is rather
complicated without possibility to
of other universities (public and with narrower range of branches). Specific
evaluation can help us strongly to find our specific way and to distinguish
which specifics are given by our specific position without real possibility to
change them and where conversely we can exploit our specific position as
advantage.
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Research
Organisation

26.11.2014

Somewhat yes

39

Research
Organisation

26.11.2014

Yes
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Research
Organisation

26.11.2014

Somewhat yes

Frankly speaking, we are not sure, whether any information from this
suggested methodology could support the management and future
development of our institute. There are many critera and many qualitative or
guantitative indicators and in many cases, there are confusing.
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Research
Organisation

26.11.2014

Yes

Whereas quantitative information regarding research performance and
excellence are, at least to some extent, available at present, we expect that
the opinions and evaluations of the panel will be highly valuable for the
management and future development of the Institute.
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Research
Organisation

26.11.2014

Somewhat no

The principal questions that the instituton management should answer are
connected with the economical development in the country (the directions of
education of students) and with the financing od university education (number
of students or other criteria) and financing of the research. The sufficient
information on the scientific output of different groups provides the present
Metodika. The only addition that suggested evaluation brings is the societal
impact but this information is known in a sufficient extent.
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Research
Organisation

26.11.2014

Somewhat yes

We donEt need the external evaluati
part of our management system. The key information for the management
arises from our customers, like Czech Office for Standards, Metrology and
Testing, Microsoft etc. However, any objective measures are welcome.
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Research
Organisation

26.11.2014

Somewhat yes

The evaluation may provide the EvU with a sufficient information on how its
reseach potential is rated by an independent body and what strong and weak
areas of EvU are recognized by independent evaluator. However, the
organisations are basically aware of their status and the needs for future
development. The specific added value of the external evaluation should be
more explored and described. Certainly the most appreciated information
would be, where and how to get financial support in order to improve
performance and excellence of the organization. Without this, the evaluation
might ends up as an academic exercise.
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Research
Organisation

26.11.2014

Yes

46

Research
Organisation

26.11.2014

Somewhat yes

47

Research
Organisation

26.11.2014

Somewhat no

For the evaluation inside the faculty the proposed evaulation scheme is by
construction too coarse, i.e. of little practical value.

48

Research
Organisation

26.11.2014

Somewhat no

The current evaluation scheme sufficiently informs the management of the
Faculty about Faculty Research and
we cannot see any significant contribution of the new evaluation scheme. An
outlook for the future is implemented through discussions at the meetings of
the DeanEs Board, Scientific Board
Academic Senate.
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Provider

26.11.2014

Somewhat no

While we generally find this report and suggestions included therewith to be a
major step forward in research assessment in the CZ, we do not see major
difference for our work as the Ministry of Interior - the funding body for the
security R&D. - coming from the proposed assessment results. There are two
major reasons: 1, regardless of the claims made by the authors, the proposed
system strongly favours HEI's and in fact is only properly fitting their operating
conditions and procedures (criteria, sub-criteria etc. are mostly irrelevant or
beyond the influence of most of the organizations institutionally supported by
the Mol); 2, the categorization of R&D actors seems to have omitted these
institutions established by the state to provide specialist services (that are not
of the research nature) which conduct research in order to establish and
sthrenghten their individual capability to provide these services (Forensic
Institute of Prague, Population Protection Institute, CBRN Protection Institute,
Radiation Protection Institute, Technical Institute of Fire Protection) - These
clearly do not fit the definitions provided for Type 3 institutions. The funding
decisions related to these institutions relate solely to their capability
development and implementation processess and changes in operating
environment (security situation, threat picture, operational requirements).
These institutions will exist and conduct research regardless of any results of
any evaluation as they provide indispensible services that need to remain
under state control. Introduction of capability development concept and
lessons learned principles into the assessment procedures of these
organizations would be more beneficial. Moreover, the proposed typology
seems to be detached from current regulation - available statutory definitions
bring to bear different classification according to the legal form. While this
may not be ideal, it is still more practical to follow established classification
rather than to invent an artifical one. Having said that, current regulation
makes special category of the organizations previously mentioned, thus
negating the problems described elsewhere throughout the questionnaire.




Research

Specific information on the evaluation of research organizations, ie. What will
be evaluated, who will assess how they will be evaluated outcomes of R & D
projects,According to which criteria will be further evaluated research

50 [Organisation 26.11.2014|Yes organization.
The crucial information to support our decision - making and strategic
management of our R&D organisation is the concrete strategic plans on the
national level. Clear vision what areas are strategic for the Czech Republic.
We are afraid, the presented evalua
need the external evaluation because we perform it internally as a part of our
Research management system. The key information for the management arises from
51 |Organisation 26.11.2014{No the users of our results.
Research
52 [Organisation 26.11.2014|Yes
- Current Czech methodology 2013-2015 contains information that is suits for
management and development of an organization very well. The proposed
evaluation provides worse information than the current one. For example
evaluation of a unit: The faculties usually contain diametrically different units
with different science level (they hold many different fields). The proposed
methodology wants to evaluate the faculties and assign finances to them. A
correspondence between the assigned finances and individual units of the
faculties (departments, research teams) is missing in the proposed
met hodol ogy. On the other hand, the
integrates such a mechanism, which has been tested, is generally accepted
and works. Current methodology has the stabilization role in the financing of
faculties 1T it does collect results
performed every single year.
- Proposed methodology will give some new information as a feedback,
Research somewhat similar to those required by MEYS (Czech Ministry of Education
53 |Organisation 26.11.2014|Somewhat no and Youth and Sports) accreditation committee.
Research
54 |Organisation 26.11.2014|Somewhat yes
Research In particular, the general experts view on our institute. We do not expect too
55 |Organisation 26.11.2014[Somewhat yes much from individual guantitative o
Research We expect that the evaluation will be usefull tool for our management and
56 |Organisation 26.11.2014|Yes that it will have potential to contribute to our development.
Research
57 |Organisation 26.11.2014|Somewhat yes
Research The draft proposal isnEt acceptable
58 |Organisation 26.11.2014|Somewhat no Universities (basic research institutes).
Research
59 |Organisation 26.11.2014|Somewhat yes
The crucial information to support our decision - making and strategic
management of our R&D organisation is the concrete strategic plans on the
national level. Clear vision what areas are strategic for the Czech Republic.
We are afraid, the presented evalua
need the external evaluation because we perform it internally as a part of our
Research management system. The key information for the management arises from
60 [Organisation 26.11.2014|No the users of our results.
Research
61 |Organisation 26.11.2014|Yes
Research
62 [Organisation 27.11.2014|Somewhat no
We need both qualitative and quantitative indicators for organization
management and development planning. These indicators must be
intertwined with economic indicators. Peer assessment can provide
Research information on improving our research activities, but if no aid in raising funds
63 [Organisation 27.11.2014|Somewhat no for R & D is planned, then it is a halfway solution.
Information needed: to assess the quality of scientific and scholarly activities
of the evaluated organization in national/international comparison, the
Research perspectives of their development, and (optimally) indicate measures towards
64 |Organisation 27.11.2014[Somewhat yes their improvement.
TACR as a provider of targeted (project based) support does not need such
detailed information from ROs evaluation as the institutional support providers
do. However, TACR needs to know some charakteristics and performance of
ROs or the ROs categories, the trends of these characteristics and the
background of the development - as the base for targeted support
programmes design. Under the characteristics we mean for example the
intensity of international collaboration or collaboration with the business
65 |Provider 27.11.2014|Somewhat yes sector, the level of intelectual property rights management, etc.
The evaluation draft does not meet institutional needs for research
management and development. The proposed evaluation is not objective
based on clearly defined criteria that have been sufficiently defined prior to its
Research start (e.g., for evaluation of a 5-year period the criteria must be stated at the
66 [Organisation 27.11.2014|No beginning of the evaluation period).
67 |Provider 27.11.2014|Somewhat yes
Research
68 [Organisation 27.11.2014|Somewhat yes




69

Research
Organisation

27.11.2014

Somewhat yes

70

Research
Organisation

27.11.2014

Somewhat yes

71

Research
Organisation

27.11.2014

No

Under the proposed scheme, the Institute would be evaluated as one
Research unit, we would need information on performace at the level of
departments or teams.

72

Research
Organisation

27.11.2014

Somewhat yes

73

Research
Organisation

27.11.2014

Somewhat no

The proposed system is confusing and complicated. It is not linked to a
strategy for promoting research and development in the Czech Republic,
because this practice does not exist. It contains many politically bound
assumptions (eg. The establishment of a special assessment body,
determining the evaluation period, etc.). The material does not reflect all
types of ROs, which are eligible under the new definition GBER does not
address the evaluation of virtual ROs, which allows the definition, does not
solve the diffusion of research capacities of large infrastructures and ROs. In
Chapter 4, in the description of the evaluation system is inconsistent
terminology that is causing uncertainty in the evaluation process. Universal
evaluation system for Institutes, Academies, libraries, museums and
commercial ROs is unfeasible.
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Research
Organisation

27.11.2014

Somewhat yes

The proposed evaluation scheme will provide various sorts of useful
information: 1. the data and results about our EvU which we are not able to
obtain ourselves (e.g., advanced bibliometric analyses); 2. comparisons of
our EvU/RUs with other Czech EvUs/RUs and within the respective
disciplinary field; 3. the values of indicators representing the benchmark level
for evaluation (and defining what it means to be good at research).

The reports and data prepared by the RUs could be useful for the Faculty
management in their task of coordinating their activities and identifying those
RUs that stand out for their quality or need special attention.

However, as a Faculty whose activites are predominantly situated in the field
of the SSH we are aware that an evaluation based very much on the WoS
data and on outputs in English cannot produce a sufficiently plastic picture of
the research performance of our various RUs.

75

Research
Organisation

27.11.2014

Somewhat no

A feedback related to possible unused challenges in terms of new areas
related to the research performed at out Institutiton may be welcome support
for the managemtn in our organisation. Also determining strong and weak
sides of distinct research teams can be a beneficial part of the future
evaluation. However, observing the First Interim Report, we do not expect to
get exactly this information. The evaluation methodology seems to be very
bureucratically demanding, has a wrong structure (research units) and
concentrates on something different than on research (on numbers of PhD
students, on the employee structure including the gender structure or age
structure). Good research can be determined based on good performance. It
seems, that this evaluation methodology puts more weights on different
things. It can motivate to gaming similarly to the current methodology
however, the current methodology is dangerous in gaming the outputs "only",
the new methodology motivates to gaming with students and employees.

76

Research
Organisation

27.11.2014

Yes




guantitative data in common databases (CEP, RIV etc.) for our needs. We do
not see any contribution to our work in this proposal. It is regrettable the
methodology is based on the crippled overall structure of the institutionally
supported research branches. It was an opportunity to correct the serious
mistakes and senseless privatization of some research institutions (especially
the so-called ABRchovick§ dev2tkah
BNDchovice) by creating a new method
Acarefn for such research institutes
only for relatively narrow range of users (Research Institute for Landscape
and Ornamental Gardening, Forestry and Game Management Research
Institute, etc.) by some ministries could be reformed. These institutes were
transformed to the public research institutions eventually. On the other side,
the fiBNDchovick8 dev2tkado with more
wider range of users were left without any help. Researched branch did not
offer the possibility of concluding contracts with major producers and their
support (corrosion of materials and corrosion protection is a problem for
everybody and nobody at the same time, like environmental problems).

Al t hough the state enjoined the pri
was in state intention to ensure the continuity of research in these institutions
after the change of regime by the s
cares about it? On the other hand, we miss a profound analytical view of the
former regime relicts in the research fields for many years. As a good
example an expensive long-term research in Egypt could be mentioned.
Egypt belonged to a friendly country in the time of totalitarian regime with
significant features of socialism.

For these reasons we consider a drafting of a new methodology for
attempting to dress beautiful clothing on a crippled figure. We think the main
interest is to preserve and camouflage the current unsatisfactory state in the

Research structure of research.
77 |Organisation 27.11.2014|Somewhat no A draft methodology is too vague. There are sufficient qualitative and
Research
78 |Organisation 27.11.2014|Somewhat yes
For management and future development, the most needed information is
about the external conditions: what will be the future demands of the state,
what will be the economic conditions, what will be the most important
technological challenges to face, what will be the whims of polititians, what will
be the demands of employers for the qualification of the labor force, etc.
These most important questions will be, of course, hardly answered by this
evaluation scheme, and the management must rely on other sources or
intuition. The questions to be answered by this evaluation (the quality and
productivity of our research teams) are also relevant, but the answers can be
with reasonable precision found by other means. Possible refinement which
can be expected from the new evaluation scheme is of secondary importance
Research compared to the primary strategic questions. Thus, we are not sure about the
79 |Organisation 27.11.2014|Somewhat no ratio of costs and benefits of the new evaluation scheme.
Research
80 |Organisation 27.11.2014|Somewhat yes
1. Information necessary for the quantitative and qualitative evaluation of
research specializations and projects carried out at individual faculties and
other reseachr units, including benchmarking towards national and
international level.
2. Qualitative and quantitative information necessary to allocate R&D
resources to lower research units.
Research 3. Quantitative information on the outcomes of academic staff and research
81 [Organisation 27.11.2014|Somewhat yes staff necessary for internal assessment of creative and educational activities.
Research
82 |Organisation 27.11.2014|Yes
1) Generally, we appreciate the suggested changes towards the more
qualitatively based approach, the inclusion of the informed peer review and
the focus on the disciplinary difference, if only for the reason that our faculty
(faculty of arts) is a centre of research and teaching with 46 departments
covering approximately 190 subject fields (all the humanities, i.e. history and
archeology, languages and literature, area studies, arts, philosophical
sciences, but also social sciences such as sociology, politology, psychology
etc.) with radically different and often incompatible research methodology and
also the role to play in society.
2) In the light of this, the faculty management would welcome all the relevant
Research information concerning the international perception of these individual areas
83 |Organisation 27.11.2014|Somewhat yes of research as well as tools for their informed and qualified comparison.
Research
84 |Organisation 28.11.2014|Somewhat yes
Research What it means Aexcellent internatio
85 |Organisation 28.11.2014|Somewhat yes the base of agreements about the concrete research topics?




86

Research
Organisation

28.11.2014

We use our own

information system that is based on the system of the Ministry of Agriculture
and on the work of our Czech Technology Platform for Food, which observes
research organizations and their applicable and mainly applied results in our

food industry.




2. What elements of the proposal do
you find unclear and why? Indicate

® o Individualni projekty
METODIKA @ narodni pro oblast
® @ terciarniho vzdélavani,
'Y ) ® vyzkumu, vyvoje a inovaci

the key uncl ear el eDocumentation for Technopolis Limited
ID Type Posting Date
Research KEY : the part dealing with the evaluati
1 [Organisation 13.11.2014|applied research is not sufficiently treated
KEY : the part dealing with the evaluation of targeted support is completely missing. KEY :
2 13.11.2014|applied research is not sufficiently treated
Research
3 Organisation 13.11.2014|all was clear
Research
4  |Organisation 13.11.2014|none
In the part "Self-reporting of EvU" (particularly Q011 Career development, Q012 Career
development of PhDs and post-docs)
Questions in the theme HR management does not include gender dimension.
Research In the topic of Research strategy and (HR) management it is not clear what exactly is meant
5 Organisation 18.11.2014 by the term "inbreeding" in the HR context management.
In my opinion, the material is far too voluminous, talkative, and contains a lot of disposable
and repetitive information (e.g. on the systems used in other countries). It is not clear what
is actually understood by the "strategic policy objectives of the Czech R&D system".
Research It was not quite clear which data would be provided by the evaluated institutions and which
6 Organisation 19.11.2014|will be extracted by evaluators from available databases.
KEY - it is unclear who will pay the evaluation of research organizations? Will it be paid by
them or centrally as it is today? é see p
Research expected to be paid by them, it will reduce the volume of available funding for research they
7 Organisation 19.11.2014|have....
Research
8 Organisation 20.11.2014|The general content is good.
Research The proposal is clearly written and main concept is well described. However, there are few
9 Organisation 20.11.2014|points that needs to be clarified (see page B).
10 21.11.2014|see next page
KEY: The key problem of the implementation of the proposed Evaluation Methodology rests
in the expected realization time period. It is unclear how we could move from current simple
scientometric methods of Metodika 2013 to an informed peer review system while
introducing also a system for evaluation of the R&D units management, a RO
categorization, designing and implementing necessary information system support, and
testing all of these in a pilot testing round in the time span of a year or so. KEY: The subject
panels are supposed to correspond roughly to the fields of research. There are 42 fields
listed in the OECD FOS structure, but the Draft estimates the number of subject panels only
Research at 24. Of course, increasing the number of panels by a factor of approx. 2 would
11 |[Organisation 21.11.2014|considerably increase the proposed cost of the evaluation.
In the text it is not clearly stated how will the limit of 1% - 2% of scholarly output which has to
be submitted for the evaluation of research excellence be applied in the case of smaller
RUs, particularly those in the art and humanities group. The fact that 50 publications (books,
chapters in books, journal articles) has been set as the minimum total output for the
evaluated period suggests that smaller RUs too will participate in the process of evaluation.
(Unequivocally this is stated on p. 21: A
Czech Republic officially recognized as s
reached, such RU will be able to present for the evaluation of research excellence just 0,5,
or, in the case of the total of 100 outputs, one or two publications. It is correctly stated that
Athe intensity of research collaboration
co-authors is frequently a singletonfi (p.
RU will be assessed on the basis of one or two publications probably produced by one or
Research two researchers only. It can be argued that representative character of such narrow sample
12 |Organisation 21.11.2014{is questionable.
KEY - Who will pay for the evaluation of research organizations? KEY - what will be the
absolute cost (not as a percentage) of evaluating one unit? Evaluation might be quite costly
to small research organisations if they are expected to pay for it. The 1% you mention
might be a good guess in average but for organisations that get small amounts of
Research institutional funding the cost might be much higher than the 1% you mention because they
13 |Organisation 24.11.2014|don't get much institutional funding in the first place.
The overall message of this document is clear. Because the text represents just very first
official public release of new ideas, it cannot address the whole spectrum of related
Research problems equally. Anyway, serves as a good starting point to the next rounds of
14 |Organisation 24.11.2014|specifications and implementations.
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0
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1. An evaluated unit of HEIs is the Faculty. Can university research institutes (Centers) be
evaluated units as well? Will universities be evaluated as a whole or will faculties and
research centers be evaluated separately (such as Centers of Excellence)?

2. The evaluation is voluntary but it does not correspond with the government institutional
support, which is necessary for universities and other research organizations.

3. Will the research organization have to pay for the evaluation process using its own
funds?

4. If the threshold for registration of a research unit by EvU is 50 research outputs (1 field
over 5-6 years), will it be also assessed according to the number of researchers in

evaluated units?

5. The structure of the evaluation agency is very complex. Its organization scheme should
be included in the methodology.

6. Selection of panel members and referees should be explained in more details.
7. Chapter 4.5 Selection of the assessment criteria should be explained properly.

8. There are some indicators whose assessment is not clear. For example, the level of
inbreeding, prestige of the RU, geographical distribution, etc. (page 67).

9. What are the weights (importance) of particular factors given at page 66 and the criteria
on page 71.

10. Why is the bibliometric analysis based only on WoS? There are other databases like
Scopus and ERIH.

11. The scheme on page 82 is unclear and should be replaced with a more detailed
organization scheme.
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1) EvU in the case of HEIs are fare too large. Moreover, there are HEIs that do not divide
into faculties (p. 59). 2) "Scientific Research Organizations" differ significantly in size,
mission, and research output (p. 60). Virutally none of them plays all the expected roles at
once (p. 61).
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1. AKEYA Differences among research organ
types of research organisations will be evaluated in a different way, but no concrete
information is stated. Are some indicators specific for a concrete type of RO? How is the
type of RO taken into account? The criteria are too general and the sense of differenciation
of RO is very unclear, especially when the critical indicator for RU evaluation are eligible
outputs consisting of publications.

2. AKEYA Differences in indicators wused
some differences in relevance of different indicators to different fields are mentioned, but no
concrete information is given, i.e. which fields it concerns (the whole area of Social Sciences
and Humanities or just some of included fields?), how the criteria will be chosen and
assessed, which indicators will be used and which not?

3. AKEYA Limitations of R&D IS 1T is it po
significant limitation? How will these limitations be minimised? And will the system of data
collection continue operating the same way, it means the EvU will send all its results
annually to be recorded?

4. AKEYA Missions of HEIls - how are the d
there any differences between differently
(professional)? These two types of universities should not use the same indicators.

5. AKEYA Financial participation - in the
mentioned, but it is not closely specified.

6. Who will assess the partner organisation (foreign) quality?

7. Will the books be authomatically counted as the peak output as written on page 73, First
Interim Report: the R&D Evaluation Methodology?
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We donEt need the external evaluation bec
management system. The key information for the management arises from the users of our
results. As an independent research organization, we closely cooperate with the whole dairy-
processing and dairy-farming industry as well as other food processing companies in the
Czech Republic, with the Bohemian and Moravian Dairy Federation, the Federation of the
Food and Drink Industries of the Czech Republic as well as the Czech Technological
Platform for the Foods. The look at our work from outside is useful, but proposed type is
complicated. Direct reaction of users of our results is decisive. At present it is not possible to
achieve these results without support of the state.
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versus scientific discipline). In case of the evaluation of universities we refuse as a matter of
principle to carry out the basic evaluation of research activities performance according to
particular fields but we recommend to evaluate the performance that is achieved at the level
of individual faculties. For several decades Czech universities (including UEP) have been
applying approach where basic research unit is primarily a Faculty (strategic management of
science policy, resource allocation, operational management and performance evaluation).
Violent and rapid administrative turnover of the performance evaluation from institutional
evaluation at the faculty level to the fi
technically, moreover, it leads to a split of the traditional and basic research workplace in the
form of faculty, produces irrational institutional changes, significantly increase administrative
costs and reduce international competitiveness of Czech university research centres. KEY
A The presented methodology contains doze
norms, excellent international networks, international networks, regional networks,
originality, highest standards of excellence, world-leading, internationally excellent,
internationally competitive, nationally competitive, regionally competitive, locally
competitive, outstanding i mpacts, close
institutions abroad), which is necessary to carefully and thoroughly specify. Without their
clear and detailed interpretation the final performance evaluation of research units will be
incomparable and therefore difficult to utilize. KEY

A The Background report is mainly based o
evaluable. These parts of the self-assessment must be significantly reduced. KEY

A Background report, s. 8, tab. QO0O07, Lis
provided in electronic format. The language must be English. It is not clear whether this
requirement concerns only a List of submitted outputs or the full text. This Annex is missing.
If this requirement concerns the whole text, then we absolutely disagree, because high-
quality scientific outputs are not presented exclusively in English. KEY

A After thorough discussion among univers
coordinate the requirements and possibilities of Information system for data preparation in
order to avoid the enormous costs of implementing the new methodology, which would be
financed from public funds. KEY

A Criteria for selection of panel member s
insufficient - in local conditions, suggested system is open for clientelism and subjective
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We agree that it is necessary to use 4 categories of research organisations because there
are fundamental differencies between them (regarding their role in R&D system). It is not
fully clear if evaluation will be realized for each category separately or not. Also appropriate
different weight for criterias which can makes evaluation system balanced is not fully clear.
We know about this ideas from verbal comments but we can not find implementation of this
approach in proposal. IT IS THE MOST IMPORTANT.
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(1) KEY: The definition of the Evaluated Unit is not clear. There are Research Centers (such
as CEITEC, IT4l etc.) consisting of research groups from several universities and/or
departments of the Academy of Sciences. What will be the Evaluated Unit? The situation is
even more difficult if you consider that research groups from one university participating in
the Research Center are organized as either a Research Institute at the level of university
(e.g. CEITEC-VUT, CEITEC-MU, IT4l-VSB) or a Research Institute at the level of faculty
(e.g. IT4I-VUT-FIT). Is it expected that Research Centers will be evaluated as Evaluated
Units? One can expect conflicts. Research Centers as well as faculties will ask for
evaluation. Will be a particular Research Unit evaluated twice? Or, will be the evaluation of
the Research Unit used twice i in the eva
evaluation of the faculty?
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The envisaged change in the methodology of research evaluation is easy to be understood
and rationalized. However, the key issue will be the implementation and the creation of the
corresponding supporting administrative structure. As the present system is rather simple
and it is financed through a straight formula based mechanism, the transition to a complex
PRFS requires significant systemic changes in the RTD governance. The new methodology
can relatively easy be accommodated and implemented at the level of RPO, but its

i mpl ementation in the different RFOEs and
organizational changes, that must be a part of the new methodology. This is not yet
addressed in the proposal.
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How will evaluation compensate the language-limited and small-scale fields. How the
evaluation will be adjusted to the needs of small research organizations which conduct
excellent research on a small scale.
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1) Process of registration of Research unit by the EvU based on 50 research outputs within
1 field of research over the evaluated

period (i.e. 5 to 6 years). What will be the number in case of inter-disciplinary research?
(page 7 of Draft).
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1)Equilibration among different research fields
2)The system of selection of international reviewers
3) Metodol ogical framework - the key issue
considered for evaluations. This will definitely be a hot topic for future debates.

4)The evaluation of costs - the estimate for the current evaluation involved the costs of
processing on results by submitters (some 500 000 Euro per year). These are not included
in cost estimate for M2013. Its is reasonable to expect that RD&I Council will keep R&D
Information System (RIV), which serves multiple purpuses, and that research organizations
will be requsted (e.g. by grant providers) to submitt their results (bibliography) to databases,
irrespective of the evaluation method in use.

5)The rationale behind uniting Biological and Agricultural sciences should be better
explained. From scientific point of view, the FOS OECD classification seems more
appropriate.

6)How the members of panels will be selected? How their objectivity and disinterestedness
is ensured?

7)Formal comment: The list of abbreviations is missing

8) Precise explanation of the Assessment
management and devel opment potential fi,

c
fi
9) How the values fAscoreso in a Amatrix f
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The impact of the evaluation on the institutional budget support
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The participation in the evaluation proces is voluntary. It is not clear what consequences the
absence of a research organization in the evaluation proces will have for its funding. The
same problem arises for an EvU which does not attain 50 research outputs necessary for
registration.
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KEY: Inappropriate definition of Research Unit.

KEY: Improper definition of Research Fields.

KEY: Rough numerical output from assessment of the five basic criteria.

Specification of entities entering the EM is not consistent.

A voluntary basis for participation of Research Organizations in the evaluation has a
potential to make a big mess in the evalu
List of types of Research Organizations is incomplete; categorization of their missions is
confusing as it mixes their types with their missions.

Assessment criteria are not defined properly, and they mix together criteria relevant for
Research Unit and for Organization to be evaluated.
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1) KEY i Objectivity of peer review evalu
selection and the way of choosing the members of evaluation panels (what is the procedure
guaranteeing that the evaluators are real experts in their area). There are some doubts
concerning the objectivity of a peer review evaluation. In terms of internal (domestic)
evaluators it is impossible to achieve full objectivity (local evaluators might be biased due to
social networks they are embedded in). In terms of international evaluators the issue of
objectivity is debatable (under question mark). It would be useful to define the terms
(procedures) through which objectivity of evaluation panels and an equal representation of
evaluated units will be guaranteed.

2) KEY i Choice of bibliographic instrume
scale pilot verification process InCites was selected. However, from the documentation
available it is clear that SCOPUS database is more complex. Moreover, it is an European
database which means it is better adapted and suited for the European region. That is why
Sci Val seems to be more adequate.

3) The way of accessing evaluated unit which are composed of many individual and various
research units. Faculties (schools) at universities have many research units, up to twenty or
more. Their research focus (research areas) and the size of research units are often
heterogeneous. It is not clear how the evaluation of evaluated faculty (school) will be done
when using the partial evaluations of heterogeneous research units (how a faculty as
evaluated unit is done when faculty is co
they all form the faculty as the whole; a faculty is not just a sum of its parts).
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Included in the proposal is the intention to distinguish between diferrent types of research
organisations to allow the experts panels to properly assess the performance of the
evaluated research organisations against the different assessment criteria. What is the
basic reason for it? Is it an intention to differentiate the amount of funding resources for
each of these types of RO respectively?
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1) p80 - "For each field covered by the Panel the report will include" - this paragraph (bullet
point list below the text) is not very clear. Does that mean that the research unit (say) will be
able to gauge its relative ranking vis a vis its domestic "competitors" (within the Panel)? If
S0, this is welcome. (see our answer to Q1 above). However, things like "the general level of
quality of research in the fields - across the Panel coverage", if we understand them
correctly, will be of next to no use to our organisation. We are not sure what real-world point
there is in assessing "the state of agricultural economics in the Czech Republic", for
example. It may be an interesting read, of course, but unless we know OUR specific
performance assesment against our domestic - and international - competitors, we doubt
that such "evaluation of panel" (as opposed to "evaluation within the Panel" will be useful. 2)
KEY We are unclear about an "appeal" procedure, if any. What, if any, rights will the
research institution (or unit) have when it suspects that its report has been misunderstood or
misconstrued. We appreciate that nobody wants a system where everybody automatically
appeal in the hope of an improvement ("talk is cheap"), but (knowing the Czech system)
some procedure should be in place to allow such appeals at least in principle, as an
exception rather than a rule. (Five years that the assessment will influence casts a very long
shadow.)
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We do not find any parts of the proposal unclear.
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KEY1l: We donEt think that the set of indi
that are of relevance to the different scientific disciplines and research organization
typol ogies as the proposed system of eval
organizations (RO) which do not reflect entirely activities of all types of RO. Based on the
description of expected role (p. 61), the
Research Organization and Public Research Organizations, thus very difficult to put them in
competition with others that clearly fulfil the status of the proposed types of RO. For
example, the Czech Geological Survey which should be according to the Founding
Document a Public Research Organization produces about 60% of applied results (mostly
specialized maps), however not via "cont
through its internal research projects (n
KEY 2: Definition of research units within evaluation units - what if the structure of research
units in the organisation does not correspond to the OECD classification? More sub-fields
from the original OECD classification scheme should be offered. KEY 3: Comparison with
the used evaluation system in the USA and Germany is missing. KEY 4: Missing definitions
of the following used terms: scientific research, basic research, applied research, industrial
research. KEY 5: Lack of definition of starred quality level at almost all assessment criteria

(e.g., how is defined "outstanding impact”, "very considerable impact", "considerable

i mpact ", "modest i mpact®". . .). KEY 6: Mor e
should be required. What will be criteria for their selection? Scientific excellence?
Experience with management of scientific institutions? According to proposals from research
organisations? Proposals from govenment bodies? KEY 7: Who will draw conclusions and

make decisions based on peer-review evaluation of an institution?
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1. It is unclear what happens with research organisations (RO) that fulfill the conditions to be
a RO, but do not pass the minimal size t
Interdisciplinarity is not clearly defined. How the "standard" interdisciplines such as
biochemistry, biophysics, physical chemistry etc. will be defined. Do these belong to
interdisciplinary panels? 3. In relation to previous, who will assess the correct assigments to
panels? What happens if a panel decides that EvU (or RU) is in wrong panel (this may
easily happen for research fields listed above). 4. Setting up 26 panels is unclear if OECD
FOS 2007, which uses 36 panels, will be used for categorization. 5. Timing. If the evaluation
occurs once per five years, what all the adninistrative staff will do in between the evaluation
periods?
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The proposal discusses major disadvantages and risks of both the purely scientometric and
purely peer-review based processes of evaluation. Then, without explanation, the material
treats the peer-review based scheme, as if the risks of the two approaches have been
addressed. The material does not contain any analysis, which would let us believe that it
may contain any added value of its own. What new ideas does it bring? What are the
cornerstones that should save us from the burdens and pitfalls of the peer-review based
process? Is this evaluation ment to completely replace the current system based on
scientometric evaluation? Considering the administrative burden connected with the
proposed peer-review evaluation we assume that a major part of the budget will be
distributed based on this evaluation.
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Reading the Evaluation Methodology (moreover in quite short time), it seems to be quite
sophisticated and relatively well balanced. On general level presented it is not possible to
specify strictly uncertainties 1 some of
explained in following stages of EvM development or in final instructions. Only practical use
shows the problems i therefore the pilot




The KEY element not really described in the text is touching upon education by Scientific
Research Organization described in Exhibit 23. One of the expected roles for such a type of
organization is education and training of personnel for knowledge extensive position; yet,
such a privilege is mandatory by law only to universities. Only universities can provide
higher education with appropriate educational programs for students. So, how can SRO
fulfill envisioned criterion?

Also, the threshold for the participation of a EvU in the evaluation is set for 50 research
outputs within 1 field of research over the evaluated period. Nevertheless, there might be
situation, when Research Unit will achieve less than 50 outputs as required, yet the additive
impact of such a group will be significant. For example, 4 Nature papers, 2 Science and 1

Research Cell. Obviously, the quality of the RU is outstanding but having no benefit from the system at
38 |Organisation 26.11.2014]all.
Research
39 |Organisation 26.11.2014|No comments
1. Unclear el ements: calculation of co-pu
counts as 4. What about other scholarly or non-scholarly outputs??? Who recommended 4
Research for books??? 2. It is not clear what research unit and evaluated unit are. This definiton is
40 |Organisation 26.11.2014|i mpor t ant f or eval uation of co-publicati
Most of unclear elements of the proposal will not become obvious until the work on the
Research evaluation is actually being done. Therefore we would agree to participate in pilot testing.
41 |Organisation 26.11.2014|Several unclear elements are listed in B-Partial comments.
Timing of the evaluation. The evaluation periodicity would be 5 years but it is not clear
whether there will be one grand evaluation once per 5 years or if the evaluation will be
Research continuous, e.g. one scientific discipline per year. Both these schemes have their own
42 |Organisation 26.11.2014|problems and this topic is not discussed at all. See next page for other comments.
Research KEY : applied research is not sufficiently treated. KEY : material should take the form of
43 |Organisation 26.11.2014|procedural manual. This draft is talkative, vague, inexplicit.
The proposal was prepared very professionally and carefully, considering all aspects
relevant for the purpose of the evaluation. It contains sufficient background information and
explanatory notes to facilitate understan
Research description of benefits from the evaluation for EvU should be expanded. Will the results of
44 |Organisation 26.11.2014|evaluation impact on the allocation of institutional funding?
Research
45 |Organisation 26.11.2014|The proposal is long and complicated, but it is more-less clear.
KEY the procedure that includes mission does include mechanism through which this
Research mission is defined and transferred to the peer review panels. In other words who is going to
46 |Organisation 26.11.2014|define the mission and in what form?
Research Specific, detailed step-by-step implementation of the evaluation procedure. Given that "the
47 |Organisation 26.11.2014|devil is in the detail", this is a major flaw of the proposal.
Research subchapter 4.5.6. Partial coverage creating tensions among fields - the proposed solution is
48 |Organisation 26.11.2014|unclear
We find the proposal clear and straightforward, yet suffering from shortcomings that cannot
be simply framed within the answers required in this questionnaire. Key unclear element is
the statement claiming that the exercise seeks in final count, to reward excellence. While
the principle is clear and easy to understand especially at the level of individual researchers,
we find it dubious that such principle should be a major operating condition of public funding
in any area. The purpose of public subsidies is uterly different than to reward anybody.
Whereas reward shall be given to those who live up to their promises and ambitions,
support shall be given to those with development potential in strategically important areas.
Second Key unclear element are the criteria used to judge the performance of each
organization. It is obvious that these can only be fit-for-purpose in assessment of HEIs. In
other categories, the criteria would penalize institutions for percieved shortcomings that are
in fact beyond their reach; in certain cases, most of the criteria would be beyond judgement
and beyond control of the organization. Causal links between the quality of R&D output and
some of the criteria seem unclear too. Finally, whole the section devoted to societal
relevance, including Exhibit 25 can be considered shallow especially should one look at
Type 2 and Type 3 organizations that do not seek (and in certain cases cannot seek) profit
of any sort from their activities. Similarly, various issues could rise from reputation and
esteem "judgement"” which is both personally biased and rather impossible to judge anyway,
especially in cases of unique organizations. Such criteria would be largely based on here-
49 |Provider 26.11.2014|say or otherwise unacceptable data.
Research Although we understand the elements of the Methodology total, on the other hand, itis a
50 |Organisation 26.11.2014[description of very general.
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KEY Equal assessment and different weights

We do agree with the provided ROs classif
identified by Audit (p.12) of the equal
Therefore found the suggested system of equal assessment for all ROs rather disputable.

KEY Evaluation and funding

EM clearly says that its robustness should provide information to all levels of R&D
management, while allocation of funding is one above many functions. Therefore we found
rather precarious the following issues:

- we consider the system of weights being set by panelist (p. 76) as very arguable, different
weights can easily manipulated public funding allocation, if the assessment of performance
will not be reflected by the funding, the sense of evaluation will be lost

- the assessment of excellence is primarily based on capability to receive funds, the OP RDI
funding as a assessment of excellence will distort the results.

KEY Excellence and market performance
we found the attention to publication compare to patents, plants or breeding rights
unbalanced, the reasoning and suggestions are provided in the the C_Other comments.

KEY Clear and universal guidelines

Even though the 1st Report indicates as crucial component clear and universal guidelines,
we miss a | ot of details and description
the EM gives to panel s. iDevil Es in detai
criteria (p. 77), detailed description of assessment criteria (p. 87), scores (p. 87) and weights
of assesent criteria (p. 76) should not be left on panelists. How many panels should be
formed and which branches should be evaluated together in particular panels? Who will
select the detached reviewers, who will evaluate them and how will they motivated to do
their task objectively? Moreover, foreign
Czech Republic, especially Czech industry.
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none
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- Since methodology is proposed as voluntary (page 59), any relation to distribution of
finances is or institutional financing specifically is dubious. Shall we expect the methodology
to be nothing more than tool to show a At
- To what purposes will MEYS use the methodology?

- The proposal is not prepared very well. It permanently repeats the same less concrete
ideas, often rephrased. It contains a questionable claim about importance of a performance
contract. This activity is implausible, it can be very subjective. Research quality is already
present in the current methodology 2013-2015 and if the number of workers at the
evaluated faculties is combined with the obtained points, it would be a useful indicator of
quality and productivity (efficiency). The complete second chapter is confusing although it
should be a key chapter. The current Czech methodology 2013-2015 is not described and
evaluated appropriately. The authors refer to an audit, which was made by themselves.
Moreover, several years have passed since the audit during which the Czech methodology
has made a significant progress. For example the authors criticize the impact factor that it
differs over the fields and is not thus suitable for evaluation. But such handling of impact
factor is not present in the current methodology (rather than value of impact factor, order of
the journal in impact factor rankings is important). Technopolis is not probably familiar with
the methodology used in the Czech Republi
judged by experts rather than metricso is
evaluation. Maybe it could be useful in the past because there were no sophisticated
databases with research results such as WoS.

- Relation between evaluation and funding is unclear.

- Using of thresholds. How the size of EvU will be involved in the assessment?

- It is not clear how the method will evaluate the Institute management and development
potential as well as Membership of the national and global research community.

- What is the influence of these categories results to the complete evaluation of the EvU?

- Will be the PhD students gender influence normalized or somethin like this? | can imagine
and it is proven that in engineering is much less women than e.g. in social sciences. How
will be this phenomenon taken in to account?

- The legal background for RD Methodology is missing. The draft advances no positive
changes in legislative modifications. Therefore the legal status of RD Met. is obscure.
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The section fistructure and content of the
more strictly and precisely described. Especially, which data and information will be
published to support the evaluation results and to compare the research units inside
research fields, individual fields inside main panels, and main panels between themselves.
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In case that PSRO research is primarily carried out for government (ministry) and PSRO is
e.g. TSO of Ministry, the role of respons
process) is unclear. "Key"
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The biggest question is relationship between proposed evaluation methodology and funding
principles.
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critical will be selection of persons for peer riview. Experienced, wise and exacting evaluator
is welcome. How to select such persons?
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The KEY problem we see in the definition of a research unit as "primary unit of evaluation".
The question is how many research fields will be defined and how many subject panels will
be needed. If there will be too many subject panels it is difficult to have comparable level of
evaluation as to the excellence etc. In case of too small number of subject panels it will be

very difficult to evaluate many various research units in between.
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KEY Equal assessment and different weights

We do agree with the provided ROs classif
identified by Audit (p.12) of the equal
Therefore found the suggested system of equal assessment for all ROs rather
disputable.KEY Evaluation and funding

EM clearly says that its robustness should provide information to all levels of R&D
management, while allocation of funding is one above many functions. Therefore we found
rather precarious the following issues:

- we consider the system of weights being set by panelist (p. 76) as very arguable, different
weights can easily manipulated public funding allocation, if the assessment of performance
will not be reflected by the funding, the sense of evaluation will be lost

- the assessment of excellence is primarily based on capability to receive funds, the OP RDI
funding as a assessment of excellence will distort the results.KEY Excellence and market
performance

we found the attention to publication compare to patents, plants or breeding rights
unbalanced, the reasoning and suggestions are provided in the the C_Other comments.KEY
Clear and universal guidelines

Even though the 1st Report indicates as crucial component clear and universal guidelines,
we miss a | ot of details and description
the EM gives to panel s. iDevil Es in detai
criteria (p. 77), detailed description of assessment criteria (p. 87), scores (p. 87) and weights
of assesent criteria (p. 76) should not be left on panelists. How many panels should be
formed and which branches should be evaluated together in particular panels? Who will
select the detached reviewers, who will evaluate them and how will they motivated to do
their task objectively? Moreover, foreign
Czech Republic, especially Czech industry.
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KEY: It is not clear whether comparative bibliographical data on the research units will be
provided to the evaluators. The report lists so many limitations to bibliographical data that it
is unclear whether they will serve as base for assessment at all. The evaluation method
should ensure that reserach units able to publish in WoS etc. are not discriminated against
*within* their field, i.e. their publication output will not be considered only within one
evaluation report of a the research unit, but as a base for a larger comparison accross the
field. The authors have chosen not to separate qualitative and quantitative assessment but
there is a risk that the benefits of the imperfect yet quite objective quantitative assessment
will be reduced to almost zero.
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The proposal is clear, well elaborated.
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In several places of the proposal it is said that "The Evaluation Methodology distinguishes
Between Scientific Research Institutions, Research and Technology Organisations (RTOS),
Public Service Research Organisations, and Infrastructures, Providing service to research.”
The entire proposal, however, is conceived as if only Scientific Research Institutions existed
in the Czech Republic. How will the organizations dealing mainly with the industrial research
be evaluated?
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KEY: on p.7 in the First Interrim Report, 2nd line from bottom asserts that the names of
referees will be made public after the evaluation; on p.89 there, 2nd point under the
heading Transparency, asserts that these names will NOT be made public. First of all, this
contradictory statements need to be reconciled; secondly, the pros/cons of anonymity of the
referees should be explained at some length in the proposal as grounds for which of these
two alternatives was chosen in the end.

KEY: If the referees remain anonymous (and, hence, without any public responsibility for the
assessment they provided), a mechanism should be set to allow the evaluated organization
to respond to unobjective or misguided referee assessments.
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targeted RD&l! support. (See the A3 fAmissi

KEY - Balance between fundamental and applied research.

- a) To what extent, the non-publication outputs shall be considered ? The text seems to be
inconsistent in some parts (see comments in part B of questionaire).

Even the use of combination of the different assessments methods (e.g. PRFS with peer
review) is a good approach, there is too much emphasis on the bibliometrics and the

i mportance of other research results (esp
innovated products, services, patents and licences etc.) is not appropriately tackled. The
combination with peer review is not sufficient as the outcome of the peer review is
dependent on the fipersonal integrityo, kn
especially when the reviewer fAjudgeo the
objectives on p. 20)

- b) How the differencies between proposed types of ROs will imply differencies in their
evaluation (supposing the assessment criteria are the same for all ROs types) and in their
institutional financing. (We expect this
Report.)

KEY - The proposal of new categories of ROs is used ad hoc without any further explanation
and analysis and does not comply with current legislation (ROs statuts). This proposal
should be deeply discussed, it is one of significant proposals in this report.

KEY - Will the proposed set of indicators which includes some types of outputs defined in
RIV (part the czech of RD information system) be used only for RO’s evaluation exercise or
will it have any impact on the RIV definitions themselves ? What will be the consequencies
for targeted support programmes (using the same outputs definitions) ? (For further
comments to types of outputs see the part B and C of questionaire.)

Number of organisations included into the future evaluation. - We recommend to make the
text about current numbers of ROs in the Czech Republic and their activities more precise
and to add an estimate how many of the current RO"s would not fullfill the condition of at
least 50 outputs (publications) in last 5 years to reach the stated treshold for undergoing the

66

Research
Organisation

27.11.2014

The draft (IPN_Metodika_First_Interim_Report_Draft-3.pdf) is inconsistent (its substantial
parts contain an analysis of the state of the art in research in the Czech Repulic; it has not
been clearly defined on what metrics was based the comparison with other countries, this
clearly does not belong to the evaluation methodology; the text is also contradictive in many
places); equivocal (definition of research organizations, definition of Evaluated Units at the
basic levels T RU a.o.; it is not evident
or all outputs of the RU?; the way in which the evaluation panels are nominated; societal
relevance as it is described in the text); not objective (based on subjective opinion of the
panel members, not on clearly defined criteria); does not address known issues of basic and
applied research (on the contrary, it simply disguised the different nature of both); cannot be
used for real international comparison (in principle, the evaluation panel members can
evaluate the RUs on the national level only, further comparison on the international level
can only be a function of oneds own exper
information on international collaboration and bibliometric figures of the evaluated outputs);
is strictly biased (e.g., IPN team consists besides Technopolis of representatives of the
Technology Centre of the Academy of Sciences of the Czech Republic and Infoscience
company, but the members of university teams and other research organizations are not
represented at all).

67

Provider

27.11.2014

1) KEY Equal assessment and different weights - we do agree with the provided ROs
classification (page 61) and also with the weaknesses identified by Audit (page 12) of the
equal treatment of all institutions regardless of their mission. Therefore found the suggested
system of equal assessment for all ROs rather disputable. 2) KEY Excellence and market
performance - we found the attention to publication compare to patents, plants or breeding
rights unbalanced. 3) KEY Clear and universal guidelines - even though the 1st Report
indicates as crucial component clear and universal guidelines, we miss a lot of details and
description. We also dondét agree with the
interpretation of the assessment criteria (page 77), detailed description of assessment
criteria (page 87), scores (page 87) and weights of assesent criteria (page 76) should not be
left on panelists. How many panels should be formed and which branches should be
evaluated together in particular panels? Who will select the detached reviewers, who will
evaluate them and how will they motivated to do their task objectively? Moreover, foreign
reviewers donEt have any idea about needs
industry.

68

Research
Organisation

27.11.2014

The peer-review system seems to be partially unclear (definition of subject panels, foreign
expertods ratio). I nvol vement of experts f
between research units).




69

Research
Organisation

27.11.2014

Description of the evaluation is not written clearly enough considering its complexity.
Undefined mechanism between Evaulation and amount of recieved instittunaioal support.
Unclear definition for interdisciplinary RU and its differentiation to other RU in terms of
benefits of evaluation.

70

Research
Organisation

27.11.2014

In general we agree with the submitted document. The emphasis is placed on the necessity
of specification of particular scientific fields.

71

Research
Organisation

27.11.2014

72

Research
Organisation

27.11.2014

73

Research
Organisation

27.11.2014

It is a description of the evaluation system, inconsistent terminology. The system should
also be an information system, on its meaning and functionalities material says nothing.
Some criteria are inherently vague, for example. The proportion of researchers for a fixed
period, in some cases it may be a high proportion of these workers desirable, sometimes
undesirable.

74

Research
Organisation

27.11.2014

description of the various elements of the new Evaluation Scheme to the Management
Team and secretariat (p. 87). It cannot be ruled out that some key details of the new
Scheme will be introduced only at this late stage making it impossible for EvUs/RUs to
register their comments and protests.

KEY

The peer-review of outputs: will the Czech publications NOT be assessed at all? In the SSH
fields such outputs are often essential. The chairpersons of the main panels and members
of thematic panels - foreigners 1 wildHl pr
informed judgment about Czech outputs (p. 83-85). The practicality of using only English is
obvious. But to ask the historians of Czech politics/literature etc. to write in English is similar
to requiring British historians to write in French.

KEY

The document seems to assume that all RUs will be existing organizational units within an
EvU (departments etc.). But, at a large faculty or a faculty with a strong interdisciplinary
profile, it might be necessary, for the sake of the evaluation in some fields, to put together
research staff from different departments / institutes into one RU. Will this be reflected
negatively in their evaluation? (p. 80) The submission guidelines/forms assume that RUs
develop their own research strategy (Form 4, Question 025). This can hardly be expected of
RUs artificially created for the sake of evaluation only. In the SSH disciplines, and in
humanities in particular, research is more individualistic and people do not need to work in
compact RUs to produce interesting work.

Research units (RUs) defined as parts of faculties or other EvUs: this rules out inter-faculty
teams (within one University) with a common disciplinary / interdisciplinary profile becoming
an RU (p. 35).

KEY

It is not uncommon for Czech researchers to work simultaneously at more than one
research organization (typically an Institute of Academy of Sciences and a Faculty of a
University, or at two Universities). The rules for counting researchers employed at an

75

Research
Organisation

27.11.2014

see B-Partial comments and C-Other comments

76

Research
Organisation

27.11.2014

A. At this moment the effect on public funding is unclear. This is very important element of
the methodology in general. Absence of this element caused some negative comments from
the Faculty of Science, but we expect that the financial context will be mentioned in the
second report. For that reason we purposely limited other comments. We also expect more
considerable suggestions and comments in the second phase of the public consultation,
when the effect on public funding should be clear.

77

Research
Organisation

27.11.2014

In methodology totally absent relation between amount of institutional funding (national
financial funds) of the individual branches and range of users their results in Czech
Republic. It concerns many branches of basic research (The academy of sciences of the
Czech Republic), whose results have users in the whole Europe and, in some cases, in the
whole word. In these cases is relevant question, where these branches are under an
obligation to get some (agreed) percent our costs from EU sources (funds) or others foreign
agency.

The results of applied research are clearly, because total majority of these results are
applicable in Czech Republic, for solving of specific national problems. These are reason for
gaining of the financial support for institute of applied research very important and justifiable.

78

Research
Organisation

27.11.2014




(1) Relation between evaluation and financing (if there is no clear connection, on what
should the financing be based?). (2) If the evaluation should take place every 5 years, it is
not clear what the evaluation bureaucrats will be doing in the meantime. If it is supposed
that each year there will be an evaluation exercise for 1/5 of the EvUs (if so, it should be
explicitly stated), it is not clear how the total set of all EvUs will be divided. Should we expect
that different research fields will be evaluated in different years? If so, should we expect that
a multi-field university will run through some evaluation exercise each year? (3) It should be

Research specified how appeals will be processed: what if an institution does not agree with the
79 |Organisation 27.11.2014 |result?
Research
80 |Organisation 27.11.2014
1. Will the selected outcomes for the assessment panel be limited in terms of result types (J,
D, B, H, V, N, P, Z) or will it be at the discretion of the organization?
2. Will bibliometric data be provided by research organization or directly by the RIV
database, including selection through the existing panels B and J rec?
Research 3. What will be a structural substructure of 6 main panels like? Page 78 indicates 36 panels
81 |Organisation 27.11.2014|(Exhibit 28), page 83 indicates only 30 panels.
Research We feel that given the significance of impact assessment for the evaluation, the impact
82 |Organisation 27.11.2014|narratives indicating the societal impact (p. 65) should be explained in greater detail.
Research
83 |Organisation 27.11.2014
1) KEY - The typology of research organization - the description, especially in the "Expected
role" in Exhibit 23, is quite confusing for us - the role "To provide infrastructure for R&D" is in
the first three RO categories but not in the forth one, even though it's just named
"Infrastructure Research Organization”. If our RO was not mentioned among examples it'd
be difficult to decide what type is suitable for us...
2) KEY - The evaluation structure (chapter 4.2) - the definition of Research unit is not fully
clear. Especially the formulation "RU includes all individual researchers in an EvU (across
organization structure) that conduct research in a single scientific field" - if this rather means
that the goal is to include all principal researchers from whole EvU to evaluation or rather all
researchers from only one unit with one specific specialization... Maybe it is caused by
Research specific situation in our RO where we have too wide portfolio of particular research fields
84 |Organisation 28.11.2014|concerning the basic (common) field...
Research The definition of the term fAiResearch exce
85 |Organisation 28.11.2014]In such form as it is presented in site 68, it is not enough.
The proposed material is long, thereby challenging to
understand. The questions of how the parameters of financing will be projected
into the extremely complex evaluation are unclear and remain unanswered. Who
will have what powers and what the powers will result from is completely
Research unclear and so is the appointment of panels, panelists, their officials,
86 |Organisation 28.11.2014|reviewers and the question of their competence




3. Are there any important elements
that you find absent in the proposal?
Kindly provide any suggestions you

® o Individualni projekty
METODIKA @ narodni pro oblast
[ @ terciarniho vzdélavani,
.. ® ® vyzkumu, vyvoje a inovaci

might have. Documentation for Technopolis Limited
ID Type Posting Date
Research
1 Organisation 13.11.2014|The types in the Exhibits reflect neither legal status nor the founder-based distribution .
2 13.11.2014|The types in the Exhibits reflect neither legal status nor the founder-based distribution .
Research
3 Organisation 13.11.2014|none
Research
4 |Organisation 13.11.2014|none
The proposed methodology should also reflect and evaluate the fact that certain research
organisations are providing open access to data, scientific databases and its scientific
infrastructure developed and operated by excellent researchers of the hosting institution.
These provided activities are used by third parties for further scientific activities.
We propose to take into account also composition of the evaluator board from the gender
point of view (gender balance).
We do believe, that concerning publications of research outputs, gender dimension should
Research be took into account as well as career degree of the researcher (PhD student, Postdoc,
5 |Organisation 18.11.2014|Pr of essor , é) .
| am strongly convinced that on site visits of the evaluated institutions are necessary; an
alternative would be very detailed descriptions of the existing management structure and
practice, which would be a major burden for the institutions; there would be a significant
danger of insufficient objectivity of such descriptions. For some institutes (typically our) it
may be difficult to decide what belongs to "basic medicine" vs. "biological sciences". Who
is conted as "researcher"? Does it include technicians? Moreover, students are usually
Research employed in the institutes of the ASCR formally as technicians (in order to improve their
6 |Organisation 19.11.2014|financial situation) - in which category should be they included?
As an infrastructural organisation, we will be measured adequately through publications as
to fundamental research that is important for opening our collections, but the development
of infrastructure is mostly a technological entreprise based on implementation of new
technological findings, such as new pilot solutions, and in a certain measure also software
that we need to develop to be a better infrastructure. This is no longer evaluated... only
Research certified methodologies remain (this is really important); or will these aspects be covered
7 |Organisation 19.11.2014|by our narratives?
Research
8 |Organisation 20.11.2014 0
Research The draft of R&D Evaluation Methodology and Funding Principles lacks the summary of
9 |Organisation 20.11.2014|abbreviations. Despite that it is given in other document, it will be easier if included.
The Executive summary actually does not contain any summary, it is a conglomerate of
10 21.11.2014|general statements.
The proposal completely ignores the existence of high-level evaluation/grants provided by
Research the ERC. These can easily be used as indicators of excellence (indeed, the Czech
11 [Organisation 21.11.2014|Government employs ERC evaluation in awarding the ERC.CZ grants, for example).
As an infrastructural organisation, we produce also applied results (i.e. software, pilots
Research etc.) to provide our collectons to the public in innovative ways. Will this be taken into
12 [Organisation 24.11.2014|consideration during evaluation?
As an extension to the existing structure, we propose to diversify the evaluated ROs
according to their specific conditions and needs, given, e.g., by particular local, personal,
infrastructural or historical background. Thus the ROs can be clustered and evaluated
relatively, rather than as an element of the whole heterogeneous set. We believe that the
presence of neighboring, intra-cluster competitions, would be more motivating and could
Research contribute to the national R&D performance faster than the currently designed flat or just
13 [Organisation 24.11.2014|disciplinary-segmented scheme.
1. Research organizations wunder territor
celek - kraj) are totally absent in the document - see Exhibit 1, although they are in the list
of ROs by RD&I Council and they submit outputs to the RD&lI IS.
2. Four types of ROs are necessary to be used already in the first phase, i. e. treshold. In
Research the case this categorization is used after treshold, the group of Infrastructure research
14 [Organisation 24.11.2014|organizations has almost no sense.




15

Research
Organisation

24.11.2014

1. We are missing indicators that measure sufficiency of results in comparison with
granted funding.

2. How often wild.l the evaluation be perf|
3. There is a need to define a position of university research centers (like faculties?).

4. Will the RUs or EvUs have any possibility to oppose or revoke any negative evaluation?
5. In general, the results of applied research are underestimated in the proposal. The
whole evaluation strategy is mostly based on bibliometric analysis, which does not cover
the results of applied research. Their societal relevance is very high and important for
innovation processes reflected by e.g. Horizon 2020.

6. As with the applied research, the contract research for industrial partners is mentioned
in this proposal very marginally. In this case, financial incomes from the contract research
can be taken as a good measure like in Metodika 2013-2015 but with a higher impact due
to the high societal relevance of contract research.

7. Ability to attract professors should be also included in Exhibit 25 (page 65).

8. The ERIH database should be taken into account for the assessment of humanities and
social sciences.

9. The way of assessment of patents is not clear and should be explained in the proposal.

10. Methodologies for R&D assessment of countries like Germany, Japan, South Korea
and USA have to be taken into account in preparation of this methodology.

16

Research
Organisation

24.11.2014

No

17

Research
Organisation

24.11.2014

We think there should be detailed description which indicators are appropriate (used) to a
particular kind of research organisation. In terms of differentiations among organisations,
there is mentioned differentiation in evaluation in the text, but no precise rules are
proposed. The same applies to the different indicators for different fields - just short
information is put in the text, but it has to be specified much more precisely. In our opinion
some spreadsheet should be created, where the type of organisation and area (field) of
research are evident and which is accompanied with the appropriate indicators and their
weight to the final evaluation.

Another thing is, how the final evaluation will be presented. Is there any sum of score
which is compared to other RU in the same panel or is it calculated on the level of the EvU
and afterwards confronted with other EvU? Or will the descending order of EvU be just
compiled and according to the placement the quality will be announced and will funding be
provided?

One last small question is what is going to happen when foreign referees will have a totally
antithetical point of view? Will the panel decide about the score or will the third referee be
contacted?

18

Research
Organisation

24.11.2014

The proposal doesnEt reflect the structu|
there is a classification of research organizations, the evaluated parameters describe well
only universities and Academy of Sciences and marginalize public research organizations,
independent branch-focused institutes and examinational institutes.

Each of them is focused on either scholarly research or applied research although the
frontier isnEt sharp. The proposal refl e
outputs of the applied research. In the proposal, these outputs are reduced only on
patents, plant varieties and ani mal bree
technologies, utility models, prototypes, functional models, software, etc., which are
important for the practical exploitation of knowledge, are absolutely absent.

The scholarly research shifts limits of knowledge while the applied research has real
economical and social impact and both are important and need the institutional support.




19

Research
Organisation

24.11.2014

The presented methodology is completely missing the solution for the basic prerequisite
(and perhaps the greatest weakness) of the theoretically attractive concept of informed
peer review as a mix of bibliometrics approach/ a peer review approach: a mechanism
which insure a sufficient number of foreign experts who will be able to assess not only the
research results of Czech research institutions (part of the research is not in English at all)
and the Central European specific focus of the scientific disciplines, but also will be able to
adequately implement the benchmarks set in different disciplines within the Czech system
of evaluation, in order to achieve that a final evaluation is not only fair, credible and
comparable, but also usable, due to the high costs of direct or indirect comparison versus
bibliometrics approach. The presented methodology lacks evidence that by mixing two

di fferent approaches we get the third i
experiment tested on Czech scientific and research community? We would especially
recommend to carry out a feasibility study whether an informed peer review may be based

on the foreign expertsE evaluation. Exi s]

through foreign experts evaluation in th
evaluation or RVVI assessment) so far has been very negative.

20

Research
Organisation

25.11.2014

No idea.

21

Research
Organisation

25.11.2014

The methodology promises to take into account differences in publishing disciplines of
different scientific fields. However, in multiple places, it still puts an excessive stress on
using Web of Science (WoS) despite the authors themselves admit that the use of WoS is
problematic in some fields. Sometimes, WoS is not the only source used, but sources
important for some fields are missing anyway. This is in particular the case of Scolar
despite the authors themselves admit that it plays a much better role in some disciplines
than WosS (cf. page 75, Section 4.5.6). Unfortunately, subsequently, Scopus is not
mentioned almost anywhere. Hence, it would be very good to put Scopus in use in every
single place where WoS is currently mentioned. However, it would be even better to
explicitly state that the panels are free and obliged to choose the appropriate sources of
bibliographic data, explicitly stressing that the choice should not be limited to WoS only (of
course, the choice should be done under supervision of the main panel chair). For
instance, for computer science, it would be very good to take into account sources such as
DBLP or CORE, which are very well known and used in computer science world-wide. (As
a remark based on experience from working in a panel of the second pillar of the current
evaluation methodology: If it is not strongly and very clearly stated that WoS should not be
used as the only source of bibliometric data, researchers from fields where WoS is in
normal use tend to stick to it only, rejecting anything else, and causing harm to
researchers from other fields where WoS is not that much used.)

22

Research
Organisation

25.11.2014

The voluntary character of the evaluation is rightly rationalized in the presented document.
The | ogics, that only the RPOEs applying
the same time, however, the voluntary nature of the evaluation is one of the biggest risks.
It resembles the present situation where the underperforming organizations escape any
kind of evaluation and raise sizable public funds through other channels (mandatory
targeted funding). It is of fundamental importance that this methodology becomes
standard for every public/governmental body that provides funds for RTD activities of any
kind. To prove the quality of the used funding methodology must be obligatory for all these
institutions. This shall apply not only to institutional funding. The ministries, the RFO and
other providers shall guarantee a compliance with quality standards.

23

Research
Organisation

25.11.2014

We miss among the non-scholar outputs mentioning of the "art research" outputs, as such
as exhibitions, concerts, theatre and dance performance. It is not clear if the presented
methodology aknowledges the existence of RUV (Register of Art Outputs) evaluation
syst®m which is relevant for the financi
to clear the relationship between the scholar and non-scholar outputs within the artistic
reasearch.

24

Research
Organisation

18.11.2014

the way of determination of evaluated period (5-6 years?)

25

Research
Organisation

25.11.2014

1)Clear criteria how to evaluate the applied research
2)A more appropriate name for Major area
Sciences or fiPhysical and Chemical Scien

3) Important research field AFood / bever |

Czech Rep., is not listed in Exhibit 16. It seems to be underrated, likely hidden in 2.11.
iOt her engineering and technol ogieshf.
4)There is no estimation of costs for research organisation itself

5)Some data needed for evaluation are not public and validity of all kind of public and/or
non-public data is not ensured.

6)Results of evaluation should be weighted to number of employers of assessed unit.
7)ltis not clear what part of and how a budget for unit will be determined based on this
evaluation system.
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Research
Organisation

25.11.2014

The evaluation process seems to be complex enough

27

Research
Organisation

25.11.2014

The Evaluation methodology does not provide any more detailed information about how
the quantitative and qualitative information emerging from the evaluation results could be
projected in the funding of the organization. Are there any recommendations or criteria?

28

Provider

25.11.2014

Definition of Research Fields and panels is not detailed enough.

Peer-review of publications itself cannot elucidate the proportion and importance of the
contribution of particular RU to particular output (and therefore it cannot provide relevant
information about quality and significance of research in the RU).

29

Research
Organisation

25.11.2014

30

Research
Organisation

25.11.2014

We have no suggestions.

31

Research
Organisation

26.11.2014

The whole purpose of the new evaluation scheme is to break the link from an automatic
"coffee grinder" system where an institution could estimate its money. That's good. But
any new system must guarantee a "mechanistic" conversion of evaluation results into the
ulti mate goal - institutional support mo
find the evaluation reports also useful for their subsequent development and general
feedback, of course). It is understandable that such "extension" is planned only for a
second phase of the project. However, without at least a rough indication of the likely
relative weights attached to individual criteria assessed in the overall picture it is very
difficult, nay, impossible, to asess the relevance and propriety of both the assessed criteria
and assessed methods. No system being perfect, we may now concentrate all our effort in
defeating one provision in the proposal, only to find in Phase Il that the proposal will only
form the basis of "one hundreth of one hundreth of a percent". Therefore what we would
need from the final version of the document is for it to indicate (at least on a "current plans
are" level) HOW specifically the proposed criteria will be used in the "money exercise", at
least in terms of relative weights.

32

Research
Organisation

26.11.2014

As the Academy is engaged--beside other fields--especially in artistic research, we miss
the clarification of the relationship between the proposed evaluation of scientific outputs
and already existing system of evaluation of artistic outputs (RUV). We are not sure if we
correctly understand that artistic research is part of scientific field Art (6.4; Exhibit 28). If it
really is, we suggest that artefacts should be additional eligible research outputs (as is the
case in international practice).

33

Research
Organisation

26.11.2014

Evaluation of ability to communicate research results to non-specialist audiences,
including the general public and media, outreach, and awareness raising work should be
one of assessment criteria. This is an important aspect of research activities, usually
neglected earlier but with increasing importance in international research community.
Besides membership of international editorial boards of journals (p. 67) we also miss
membership of high-level positions in International Scientific Societies and National and
I nternational Panel s amongst assessment

34

Research
Organisation

26.11.2014

1. For such a robust eveluation tool, for universities it would be useful to include also
evaluation of educational activities, though we understand that the task of this
methodology is to evaluate science. 2. Connection between results and financing is not
defined at all. 3. The proposed methodology does not explain how to compare quality
between different disciplines. Since one of the purposes is to provide a tool that will help
to distribute institutional financial support for organisations, there must be a well-defined
way how to compare different fields.

35

Research
Organisation

26.11.2014

1. Totally absent is the module that would transform the envisaged evaluation results into
institutional funding. We uderstand that it will appear in the 2nd interim report.

2. Missing is the explanation how would the methodology cope with different modalities
between size and excellence of EvU or research teams,

e.g. small pockets of excellence within large evaluation units. Once again, the present
evaluation based on actual data (e.g. evaluated papers in journals, realized patents, etc.)
is much better able to cope with this problem.

36

Research
Organisation

26.11.2014

Maybe applied outputs could be more incorporated in the EvM. All universities will be
evaluated in one panel and the practically oriented universities could be discriminated with
respect to theoretically oriented ones e)
significantly this fAdiscriminationodo (but

37

Research
Organisation

26.11.2014

At the moment, we do not identify any additional KEY elements missing in the proposal;
yet, how does the number of educated students and Ph.D. applicants improve overall
quality of research and development?

38

Research
Organisation

26.11.2014

No comments




39

Research
Organisation

26.11.2014

For evalwuation of applied research we mi
and also very important so called "peer;
not only journals with impact factor (Ji
that scholarly outputs are well suitable for scientific research organisations, for RTOs,
public service ROs and infrastructure/resources NON-SCHOLARLY OUTPUTS are more
relevant. Please take this fact into account and add more non-scholarly outputs, as it is
mentioned above.

40

Research
Organisation

26.11.2014

No. The proposed evaluation is quite thorough.

41

Research
Organisation

26.11.2014

(1) The Executive summary actually does not contain any summary, it is a conglomerate
of general statements. (2) the methodology of evaluation of research programesis
mising.This will be an important output because the present Metodika can (with
limitations) serve for evaluation of research organizations but its application on research
programes fails due to their broad diversity.The evaluation of programs of Technology
agency by opresent Metodika is clearly impossible.

42

Research
Organisation

26.11.2014

KEY : the part dealing with private research is completely missing. KEY : the proposed
methodology should also consider private universities

43

Research
Organisation

26.11.2014

We recommend adding the individual scientific field "Public Health" into the major area
domain 3 "Medical and Health Sciences".

44

Research
Organisation

26.11.2014

See part C - Other comments

45

Research
Organisation

26.11.2014

46

Research
Organisation

26.11.2014

1) Critical analysis supplemented by statistical data about recent implementations of panel-
supervised peer reviews in the Czech context and their results, namely of research plans
of the Ministry of Education and of the Grant agency proposal evaluation process. These
may indicate the critical points in the proposed evaluation scheme.

2) Since the present system of science funding via bibliometrics motivates the institution to
maximize their publication output by going to the verge of self-plagiarism and beyond,
explicit rules, guidelines and procedures adressing the issue of the ethic in scientific work
should be implemented in the evaluation procedures to counteract it. To take necessary
steps will require certain degree of courage from the panel members.

47

Research
Organisation

26.11.2014

How long will members of the evaluation boards be appointed for? In the draft proposal
the support given to research outcomes and to results of applied research is not balanced.
In the new evaluation scheme it is necessary to take into consideration the cooperation
with manufacturing plants and evaluation of the results which come into being on the basis
of the cooperation (prototypes, tried and tested technologies, utility models, etc.).
According to the draft proposal of the new evaluation scheme it is impossible to prove
research excellence by means of patents, functional models and prototypes (only
outcomes J, D, B are included). In our opinion it is discriminatory because not only a
research article published in a significant journal, but also e.g. a registered international
patent proves research excellence.

Another problem is the absence of most Czech reviewed journals even though these
journals are supposed to be a platform in which the Czech experts present their research
outcomes.

The draft proposal also does not clarify the assessment of research outcomes that are not
written in English. In our opinion it would be discriminatory if articles written in English
were valued more than other articles. A large number of quality journals and conferences
are open to other languages, not only English.

Anot her question is why a particular exp/
During an evaluation period it is feasible for an expert to move among different research
teams.

48

Provider

26.11.2014

1, capability development and strategic management concepts in societal relevance; 2,
the issue of security impact within societal relevance needs to be addressed properly in
more practical manner (that is beyond the shallow concept of national security risks); view
of the authority that established the public research institution and mission compliance in
Type 3 organizations; 4, the proposed results must be linked to lessons learned process at
organizational level before any links to funding would be made; 5, so called applied
research results still not given any more relevance and thought than in current
disfunctional assessment approach; 6, constraints and operating realities of public R&D
institutions need to be taken into account at various levels

49

Research
Organisation

26.11.2014

Yes, it is completely missing evaluation applied project outputs.




50

Research
Organisation

26.11.2014

Even though the 1st Report indicates as crucial component clear and universal guidelines,
we miss a |l ot of details and description
that the EM gives to panels. fADevilEs in
assessment criteria (p. 77), detailed description of assessment criteria (p. 87), scores (p.
87) and weights of assesent criteria (p. 76) should not be left on panelists. The proposal
doesnEt reflect the structure and needs |
classification of research organizations, the evaluated parameters describe well only
universities and Academy of Sciences and marginalize public research organizations,
independent branch-focused institutes and examinational institutes.

Each of them is focused on either scholarly research or applied research although the
frontier isnEt sharp. The proposal refl e
outputs of the applied research. In the proposal, these outputs are reduced only on
patents, plant varieties and animal bree
technologies, utility models, prototypes, functional models, software, etc., which are
important for the practical exploitation of knowledge, are absolutely absent.

51

Research
Organisation

26.11.2014

none

52

Research
Organisation

26.11.2014

The proposal examines and analyses different foreign methodologies and points out to
some general deficiencies of their evaluations. The current methodology 2013-2015 is not
present in the analysis. The paradox is that the analysis of Technopolis mentions some
negative aspects, which are not present in the current methodology 2013-2015 or have
been removed from the methodology in recent years. Moreover, the current methodology
2013-2015 integrates a peer-review evaluation of the best results of the institutions which
may include even application results. This peer-review evaluation already took place this
year. Why is this fact concealed? IPn pretends that it wants to bring something completely
new but many principles proposed by so far vaguely evaluation described in IPn are
already present in the current methodology 2013-2015. The IPn methodology is claimed to
be built on key principles and characteristics, such as how the priorities of the countries,
e.g., Sweden, are reflected in their methodology. How are the priorities of the Czech
Republic reflected in the IPn methodology?

- All evaluation processes and rules are not defined to satisfactory detail. The evaluation
process will be strongly influenced by the peers. The long-term stability is not secured.

- 1t is unclear how to applicate RD Met h{
n. 130/2002 Shb. (version in force 2009) denotes RD Met. as the government decree. This
form is no |law in CZ, but only so-call ef
external institutions out of government bodies and individuals. It is necessary to make to
proposal of new legal construction.

- The strategic objectives of the Czech Republic in R&D (or better Science and
Technology) must be clearly defined. If there are not clearly defined and stable then this
methodology is going to be not useful.

53

Research
Organisation

26.11.2014

It would be better if the evaluation results are not strictly connected with the system of
funding (worse evaluation results has not to imply always lower funding). If it is the case
(as seen from the name of the report), the funding system should be shortly justified and
explain already in AEvaluation Methodol o]
To be able to judge the suggested methodology correctly, the exact definitions of all
indicators and variables should be provi

54

Research
Organisation

26.11.2014

I'n case of significant role of security
mode) in research organization - How wi |
in peer review process?

In case the PSRO is TSO of any Ministry




55

Research
Organisation

26.11.2014

a) Proposed evaluation methodology is not motivating for collaboration with industry. It
does not motivate research organisations for the transfer activities of knowledge to
practice, because the outputs of this character are not evaluated sufficiently.

b) The big problem for applied research in the area of Agricultural Sciences is that the
papers in peer reviewed national agricultural journals (but without impact factor) are not

counted as eligible research outputs. |
journals are important means of transfer of R&D results into practice. It is necessary to
take into account the spectra of end use|]

are papers in scientific journals in English useless. Therefore it is very important to return
the scholarly outputs type Jrec, as used to be in Metodika untill 2013, into eligible research
outputs:

Jimp i |1 8nek v odborn®m periodiku, kter]
spol el nost2 Thomson Reuters spole|lnost?

ARevi ewfi, AProceedings Paperfi nebo AlLett
faktor je kagdoro|lnn zveSejRovg&n v datab
Thomson Reuters

Jneimp i |1 8nek v odborn®m periodiku, Kkt
databgzi ERI'H nebo Scopus.

Jrec T |1 8nek v odborn®m periodi ku, kter|
recenzovanich periodik vyd8vanich v Lesk\

56

Research
Organisation

26.11.2014

Researchers are getting public money from society. They (or at least team leader) should
be able to answer clearly question: What
and what they brought to the society?

57

Research
Organisation

26.11.2014

58

Research
Organisation

26.11.2014

59

Research
Organisation

26.11.2014

Even though the 1st Report indicates as crucial component clear and universal guidelines,
we miss a | ot of details and description
that the EM gives to panels. fADevilEs in
assessment criteria (p. 77), detailed description of assessment criteria (p. 87), scores (p.
87) and weights of assesent criteria (p. 76) should not be left on panelists. The proposal
doesnEt reflect the structure and needs |
classification of research organizations, the evaluated parameters describe well only
universities and Academy of Sciences and marginalize public research organizations,
independent branch-focused institutes and examinational institutes.

Each of them is focused on either scholarly research or applied research although the
frontier isnEt sharp. The proposal refl e
outputs of the applied research. In the proposal, these outputs are reduced only on
patents, plant varieties and animal bree
technologies, utility models, prototypes, functional models, software, etc., which are
important for the practical exploitation of knowledge, are absolutely absent.

60

Research
Organisation

26.11.2014

The narratives on evaluating the social impact should also include indicators. There is a
risk that research units will overstate their social impact. The evaluators must have the
opportunity to evaluate of these impacts in a comparative way.

61

Research
Organisation

27.11.2014

1. | strongly appreciate your endeavour to elaborate a universal system. On the other hand
this system does not consider the national and international division of labour in single
disciplines. You speak about societal mission but do not speak about different missions of
scientific institutions for the academic ecumene. As we have workers that collect data in
our working places and then key specialists, authors of articles in impacted journals, we
also have workplaces in anthropology that produce important field reports and then places
oriented on synthesis. The evaluation system expects same inputs from all institutions of
the same category.

2. The system do not calculate money available for the team or institution. If the institution
cannot buy enough specialists, it cannot be better than institution which is able to buy
bigger amount of first rate researchers. The price and quality are related factors. It does
not make sense to assess quality without price as well as price without quality.




62

Research
Organisation

27.11.2014

Essential outputs of applied research such as pilot plants, verified technologies,
prototypes, utility and industrial designs are missing in the methodology (Exhibit 27
Research outputs Eligible for the threshold and the research excellence and productivity
assessment, page 72).

as well as some support of collaboration between the application sphere and research
organizations in the industrial research. Recent changes in EU legislation regarding R & D
support in force from 1/7/2014 where cooperative research (both with and without state
aid) and knowledge transfer (research collaboration, consultancy , licensing,
establishment of spin-off companies) are included in primary non-economic activities of
research organizations in R & D, are not incorporated in the proposed methodology.

63

Research
Organisation

27.11.2014

Missing in the proposed evaluation process seems to be some kind of redress
mechanism: e.g. preliminary results being presented as an interrim report to the evaluated
organization, with an option for the organization to express its objections within a given
deadline.

Though making the process a bit longer, more costly and more complicated, such
feedback mechanism would definitely lead to more solid evaluation results in the end.
(After all, even our students do DEFEND their theses!)

64

Provider

27.11.2014

As a new National policy for RD&I shall be prepared for the time period after 2015, design
and implementation of a new method for RD&I programmes evaluation (to get information
about existing targeted support impacts) is becoming an urgent matter. Including this work
into the IPn Metodika project is therefore inevitable (as no project in OP VaVpl call 5.3
was supported to fullfill this goal). The method for programmes evaluation should build on
Audit 2011 recommendations and on the pr
issued in 2013 in the framework of IPn Metodika.

According to our opinion, the Technopolis reports shall consider targeted (project-based)
support from the very beginning, as there can be strong links between the RO"s
evaluation, the use of its results for institutional support allocation and the targeted
support. (For further comments to this issue see part C of the questionaire.)

65

Research
Organisation

27.11.2014

The proposal does not present the ways in which the subsequent budget break down for
individual ROs reflects the evaluation results (e.g., if one RO has three excellent RUs, ten
average ones and three of low quality?). There is no principal definition of the Research
Units within Research Organizations. It is not clear if this evaluation approach is used in
other countries, the draft lacks a basic comparison with other EU countries as well as
countries outside EU (e.g., USA, Canada,Republic of Korea, Israel, Japan)

66

Provider

27.11.2014

The proposal doesnEt reflect the structu|
there is a classification of research organizations, the evaluated parameters describe well
only universities and Academy of Sciences and marginalize public research organizations,
independent branch-focused institutes and examinational institutes. Each of them is
focused on either scholarly research or
The proposal reflects outputs of the scholarly research but abridges outputs of the applied
research. In the proposal, these outputs are reduced only on patents, plant varieties and
ani mal breeds and |isted finon-traditiona
prototypes, functional models, software, etc., which are important for the practical
exploitation of knowledge, are absent.

67

Research
Organisation

27.11.2014

No important elements are missed but the minimal threshold could eliminate smaller
research units with research in various fields from the evaluation (e.g. museums). The
minimal threshold may introduce relative measure (research outputs/FTE).

68

Research
Organisation

27.11.2014

I think that evaluation should: 1. at least peridocally include "on site" visits or take
advantage of "on site" visits by scientific advisors working with the evaluated institution, 2.
take into consideration additional aspect, which is crucial to take into consideration in the
current research environment of the Czech Republic, namely time since the beginning of
the development of the reseach institution i.e. in our case, there was no research
infrastructure nor a large pool of researchers prior to beginning in 2011 (it would not be a
fair comparison with someone with research infrastructure and a large pool of researchers
already in place for many years)

69

Research
Organisation

27.11.2014

Many of the claims are very general, and many of statements are not related to our
research organization. In the point 4.3.1 we recommend to divide the category of scientific
research organizations (SRO) into the SRO with a larger share of basic research
(emphasis on the quality of publishing activities) and the SRO with prevailing share of
applied research (emphasis on the evaluation of completely new solutions and their
benefits).

70

Research
Organisation

27.11.2014




71

Research
Organisation

27.11.2014

In the proposal there is not mentioned art research (or art results), which is in European
area usual. This issue is very important for e.g. Royal College (the development of high-
level interdisciplinary research in art and design). In many cases art stimulates
technological development, mainly in good design focus, or/and fine arts.

72

Research
Organisation

27.11.2014

Missing links to national strategic documents, quality ROs should be evaluated according
to the national targets, there is no clear separation of evaluation of applied and basic
research. Missing concept compiling evaluation panels. Will they be assembled ad hoc or
will permanent panels for some period?

73

Research
Organisation

27.11.2014

We miss the rules specifying the way in which the outputs produced by individuals no
longer in current employment at the EvU or by current employees who in the last 5 years
have worked in different EvUs/RUs will be counted. Further, researchers in some fields in
CR often have simultaneuously one job at a University and another at the Academy of
Sciences (or at two Universities). If they can be registered for one RU only, it is likely that
conflicts between various employers will ensue. Each institution will make claim to those
outputs of these individuals which were produced using the support it had provided.

Figures regarding PhD students as one of the indicators: the PhD studies in the Czech
Republic are financed from the governmen
the research budget. It is unsystematic in the long term to base research evaluation on
(among other indicators) an activity whose funding is not dependent on evaluation results.
The link between the funding for PhD programmes and this research evaluation scheme
should be elaborated on in some detail.

74

Research
Organisation

27.11.2014

see B-Partial comments and C-Other comments

75

Research
Organisation

27.11.2014

A. KEY - Broadness of the research fields. Explanation: considering the structure of
Research Units, which includes all individual researchers across the departments, there
could be huge differences in quality. The proposal weakly describes, how the assessment
will face the situation, when given evaluated research field includes more subfields with
specific research focus, specifics and different quality. Absence of these rules could cause
lower finances allocated to particular excellent teams (and vice versa) and could finally
lead into changing the structures.

B. KEY - Timing of the assessment. Explanation: it is potentially unclear, if the
assessment will be processed together for all the Evaluated Units and all Research Units
included, or if any timing is supposed. There should be considered an option to evaluate
all the EvU together, but only in particular research fields (e.g. some fields are evaluated
in the first year, other research fields in the next year and so on).

76

Research
Organisation

27.11.2014

Very important factor is not mentioned in the proposal. This science and research
cofinancing factor does not exist in the Czech Republic by reason that it was not able to
be formed before the year 1989. It concerns the rank of prosperous persons and
companies, from them patrons and benefactors of science, research and art are coming in
advanced western democracies and this rank is counted. If this important social
constituent is missing (or has too litle members) in our country, rating models well-
established in western countries are not applicable here.

77

Research
Organisation

27.11.2014

We are missing in the proposed list of disciplines - security research

78

Research
Organisation

27.11.2014

(1) For the university, research is only a part of all activities which all should be evaluated.
E.g., a systematic method for evaluation of education is still missing. (2) The evaluation is
not conducted at the level of individual researchers, because of mentioned risks "having
considerable negative unintended effects". However, many managers would appreciate
having an objective means for evaluating individual members of their teams. (3) The
present Evaluation methodology should deal also with evaluation of research programs
and it is its great fault that it does not. An efficient scheme for research program
evaluation would be highly demanded, but even in this huge project it is not covered.




1) In EM, the typology of research organizations (RO) (Sec. 4.3.1., pp. 60-61) is processed
and the roles of RO based on their purpose and focus are described in it.

From the above it is clear that particular RO categories differ and have their own
characteristics. Those specifics should be taken into account in the evaluation of RO as
well. This fact is not included in the current version of EM.

Note: To set up the evaluation system in such a way so that it respects the specifics of
individual RO categories.

2) The list of Research outputs (for example, Exhibit 27, p. 72) is incomplete and totally
ignores those outputs as pilot plants, proven technologies, prototypes, industrial and utility
designs. Failure to include those inputs significantly reduces evaluation and assessment
of organizations involved in applied research, particularly technically oriented university
departments and research organizations defined as RTOs (Exhibit 23, p. 61).

Note: To include pilot plants, proven technologies, prototypes, industrial and utility designs
into evaluation and enumeration of possible Research outputs.

3) In EM, there are indicated 5 main Assessment criteria (Exhibit 24, p.63) and a number
of additional criteria resulting from them. In the evaluation draft, there is given a part
Assessment criteria in detail (Sec. 4.5.2., pp. 66 and downwards) where it is given a rating
scale Starred quality level in values 4-1 for specified criteria. But EM lacks determining the
weight or significance of individual criteria.

Note: To determine the weight-significance of particular Assessment criteria.

4) The document contains a list of potential use and benefits resulting from implementing
an evaluation. Also a possibility of using the methodology for the purposes of allocation
the institutional funding is suggested here. However, the document lacks any instantiation

of this area. Under ATools for the Eval ul

page 7 Aln the EM2015 it is also foresee
weighting system for the allocation of i
of the results of allocation assessment. However, the document lacks a description of how

Research to use the evaluation results for the purposes of allocating institutional funding.
79 |Organisation 27.11.2014|Note: To complete the document with a suggestion of using the evaluation results for the
1. User manuals for data collection at research units and for self-assessment is missing.
2. Clear feedback on funding is missing. Will a university be the basic unit to be funded or
will faculties or even their parts, departments and centers be funded as research units? All
this is expected in the second stage.
3. The proposed evaluationmethodology should clearly indicate extent of legislative
Research changes needed for its implementation. The proposed methodology should be presented
80 |Organisation 27.11.2014]in connection with valid (or newly prepared) legislation.
Research
81 |Organisation 27.11.2014
Research
82 |Organisation 27.11.2014
Research
83 |Organisation 28.11.2014
Research System of acceptation of the scientific Journals published in the Czech Republic, new
84 |Organisation 28.11.2014)cr eat ed scientific Journals i criterions
We are missing a
description of the current situation and mainly the structure of research
Research organisations and a definition of their purpose and how the users of the
85 |Organisation 28.11.2014|results will be involved.




4. List procedures in the proposed
evaluation scheme you find too
complicated, inefficient or ineffective,
and explain your reasoning.

® & Individualni projekty
METODIKA @ narodni pro oblast
@ ® terciarniho vzdélavani,
® o0 ® vyzkumu, vyvoje a inovaci

Documentation for Technopolis Limited

ID Type Posting Date
Research Excellence funding and relevance funding are mixed inappropriately in the
1 |Organisation 13.11.2014|concept.
Excellence funding and relevance funding are mixed inappropriately in the
2 13.11.2014|concept.
Research
3 Organisation 13.11.2014all was clear
Research
4 [Organisation 13.11.2014|none
I'n the part dealing with ASubmission
specific criteria for choosing best research outputs by the EvU. E.g. Could be
Research assigned as Ebest research outputsE a
5 Organisation 18.11.2014|applied research results) or patents?
Some aspects of the "Bibliometric indicators" (p. 74) are too complicated (those at
the bottom of p. 74, under the "Citation impact - purpose"). IT WOULD BE
Research EXTREMELY USEFUL IF AN EXAMPLE FOR EACH OF THE FORMS IS
6 Organisation 19.11.2014|PROVIDED.
anything can become too complicated, inefficient, or ineffective when the
Research implementation is not appropriate and decision making fears its own responsibility;
7 Organisation 19.11.2014|it needs piloting before answers here can be given
Research
8 Organisation 20.11.2014 0
Despite that the evaluation will be done once a five years, the process of
evaluation is rather complicated. It will be difficult to apply on university hospital as
those often share research bases with universities. It is also quite difficult to break
the hospital (Evaluated Unit) to the Research Units of single research areas as the
Research research is scattered within departments around active individuals. The fields of
9 Organisation 20.11.2014(research can vary too much to gather those scientists to one RU.
The suggested methodology passes useless administrative load toward the EvUs
(RUs). A great majority of the data r
10 21.11.2014|CEP and other national or international databases.
It is not clear how the proposed Evaluation Methodology could serve the
evaluation of the R&D units management. One would rather need to evaluate
Research performace for a sufficient time interval and compare the relevant results at the
11 |Organisation 21.11.2014)beginning and end of the interval.
It will be the unimaginative people who implement the evaluation (not the creators
Research of the methodology) who may easily turn the evaluation process into a
12 |Organisation 24.11.2014|bueaurocratic nightmare.
Conceptually, the proposal looks complete and applicable. Possible future
complexity could arise from technical and administrative implementation
requirements. Thatdés why it is also d
Research these factors depend on the future ministerial officers and politicians. On the other
13 |Organisation 24.11.2014|hand, there are no doubts about the effectiveness of innovative methodology.
Research
14 |Organisation 24.11.2014 0




15

Research
Organisation

24.11.2014

1. Implementation of the methodology will be a very complicated and difficult
process to ensure fairness and integr
involvement.

2. Exhibit 22 (page 60) The scope of evaluation is unclear and does not include
university institutes (departments) that are indicated in the Law on Universities. In
our case the university institutes make interdisciplinary research that is absolutely
deficiently described in this Law.

3. Chapter 4.5.3 (page 70) Among the indicators we are missing those that are
decisive for country economy competitiveness. This is also influenced by selection
of countries that were used as a source of data and the countries having dynamic
growth (Germany, USA, China, South Korea, Taiwan, Japan) are not among them.

4. Chapter 4.6.2 Absolutely unsatisfactory conception of inter-disciplinary research
evaluation.

5. Chapter 4.6.2 Categorization of interdisciplinary research into individual
categories does not support and motivate cooperation with industry. This is a
serious mistake especially in case of technical universities.

16

Research
Organisation

24.11.2014

1) The factor "ability to attract PhD students" may be significantly distorted by the
accreditation limits. In the case of private universities, e.g., Accrditation
Commission requires that a small number of PhD students be enrolled. On the
other hand, there are also limits for the ASCR institutes that usually do not get
PhD studies accredited.

17

Research
Organisation

24.11.2014

1. Reporting - the organisation will submit self-reporting, narratives and if
something is unclear it will write clarification. For preparation of self reporting, the
RU will have to set an internal evaluation commitee and spend a lot of time with its
preparation. It is very ineffective.

2. Publishing profile and citation im
authors and addresses and look for an average and median. The same situation is
when looking for the most frequent collaborating institutions and their shares on
publication. How will it be scored at the end?

3. Eligible outputs T the eligible ou
of the RO specialise just in some of applied (non-traditional) outputs (prototypes,
functional sample, software etc.) and therefore the evaluation is very ineffective for
them.

18

Research
Organisation

24.11.2014

The whole scheme multiplies evaluating of parameters which are (and will be)
evaluated but in a different form (increase in bureaucracy).

The overall management of the research organization is evaluated by its governor,
founder or owner and it is performed during accreditation of universities as well.
The adequacy of the personnel, laboratory equipment and research infrastructure
is proven by the achieved outputs and the satisfaction of their users. A foreign
reviewer cannot know what the needs of particular research organization are.

The quality of research articles is evaluated by the editorial board and reviewers of
the journal.

The number of the outputs and their forms are evaluated using the Information
Register on Results.

Generally, the current system seems to be simpler and more powerful than the
proposed one.

19

Research
Organisation

24.11.2014

Due to the very general proposal of evaluation system it makes no sense at all to
answer this question.

20

Research
Organisation

25.11.2014

No idea.

21

Research
Organisation

25.11.2014

No comment.

22

Research
Organisation

25.11.2014

The proposed evaluation procedures and processes seem to be OK. It is rightly
stated that the evaluation schemes must be light and that the data shall be verified
by the evaluated entity.

23

Research
Organisation

25.11.2014

We appreciat the new impacts considered in self-evaluation process (especially
impacts on society, culture and creativity), but the evaluation process with it
complexity becomes more and more administrativelly demanding.




24

Research
Organisation

25.11.2014

0

25

Research
Organisation

25.11.2014

1)System of assessment criteria and main indicators is too complicated
2)Writing of Aessaysfi about the
organisations is useless and time consuming.

3)As for proposed disciplinary areas
implementation of M2013 will result in the Czech Rep. in two, parallel classification
systems. There is another classification used in Register of R&D results/The
Central Register of R&D projects/Central Register of Research Intentions
Information. The existence of two systems should be avoided.

4)Self-evaluation is time-consuming.

5)The informed peer review must be based on bibliometrics and therefore replicate
(secretly) the bibliometric

di f fe

26

Research
Organisation

25.11.2014

The real efficiency of individual procedures is difficult to predict at this moment

27

Research
Organisation

25.11.2014

The procedures are seem to be comprehensible.

28

Provider

25.11.2014

The time schedule for the Small Pilot Evaluation is too dense and thus not
feasible.

29

Research
Organisation

25.11.2014

A self-report should include only verifiable facts (data which can be verified).
Often, time spent in research or teaching can only be estimated for many
academic staff members. Future research activities (prospect outlook) might be
questionable as evaluation criterion, mainly if the evaluation will cover a period of
five years as it is planned.

30

Research
Organisation

25.11.2014

31

Research
Organisation

26.11.2014

The most problematic assessment criterion seems to us to be societal impact.
There we predict (informed by the UK experience) that what will prove more
important for the outcome is not the actual societal impact (even if much more
detailed guidelines are given to the assessors) but rather the ability of the
institution's own (or hired) spin-doctor. While academic publications are naturally
not the only thing that matters as output of a research institution, at least it is peer-
reviewed and (so far) pretty free from spin-doctoring. With big concepts such as
social impact this will be much harder, if not completely impossible, to achieve.

32

Research
QOrganisation

26.11.2014

We do not find the proposed procedures to be to complicated.

33

Research
Organisation

26.11.2014

It seems that the proposed evaluation scheme is fairly complicated and due to low
amount of people in the panels prone to misuse. Only one member from research
in the main panel is definitely not enough!!

34

Research
Organisation

26.11.2014

1. Setting up the minimum size limit based on number of outputs is questionable.
For some small departments focused on specific research field (e.g. physics or
chemistry departments at some Faculties of Science) this limit might be diffucult to
reach. Thus, there is a risk that such departments will produce "outputs for
outputs" just to reach this limit. This is precisely the tactics that is criticised in the
current methodology. 2. The proposed
situations when small units (e.g. departments just above the minimum size limit)
will be compared with large institutions (e.g. institutions of the Academy of
Sciences that are typically focused on one research field). Is such comparison
even possible? 3. Number of outputs for excellence is too low. For the small units
at the minimum size limit it will be essentially a single output. Is it possible to
evaluate excellence on the basis of a single output? 4. The five-level scheme of
evaluation may be insufficient to assess various RO's.

35

Research
Organisation

26.11.2014

1. The entire procedure is extremely complicated and would bring substantial and
unnecessary administrative loads. This is, by the way, proved by the fact that it
would take three years to complete one evaluation cycle!

2. Bureacratic load is even acknowledged by the authors of methodology as they
admit that for smaller institutions administrative load would not be worth the
volume of funding! Does this mean that bureacratic load does not matter to larger
institutions?

3. Some information required by the proposed methodology would be very difficult
to verify in practice (e.g. info in sections career development, research strategy,
etc.) so it might easily slip just into playing with words.

4. We suggest that keeping the current model based on scientometric evaluation
(within individual disciplines) and augmented with some support for excellence is
more suitable.




36

Research
Organisation

26.11.2014

The new EvM will be substantially more complicated than the previous Metodika
2013-15 at all, but without certain measure of complexity increase the insufficiency
of it cannot be solved. Some of stages of the new EvM seem to be more
complicated but their remove could lead to the loss of its completeness and
balance.

37

Research
Organisation

26.11.2014

The Exhibit 24 defines Assessment criteria in response to the policy objectives
such as increased collaboration with industry, knowledge transfer to practice and
to stimulation of research fulfilling needs of society and business sector. Even
though, the aspect of Social relevance seems to be logical as it stands, yet it
possesses a great risk. How can one identify that particular basic research
elaborating at the edge of non-main scientific stream do not possesses Societal
relevance at the moment, but going to have a big impact in nearby future. For
example, new DNA editing systems (TALEN and CRISPR) are result of the basic
bacteria related research and could be recognized as non important at the time,
yet the impact at the moment on research and industry is extensive.

38

Research
Organisation

26.11.2014

No comments

39

Research
Organisation

26.11.2014

This system is optimal for big institutions or universities with special departments
and sections. For small institutions it is too complicated and therefore relatively
expensive.

40

Research
Organisation

26.11.2014

0

41

Research
Organisation

26.11.2014

The suggested methodology passes useless administrative load toward the EvUs
(RUs). A great majority of the data r
CEP and other national or international databases.

42

Research
Organisation

26.11.2014

KEY : as Ebest research outputsE con
(e.g. applied research results, technical standardization or patents).

43

Research
Organisation

26.11.2014

We consider the intended multilevel organization of the evaluation system (i.e.
management board - main panels - panels - referees - specialist advisors) very
complicated. This will make the syst
Evaluation Methodology is a very long text (especially together with the
accompanying documents). It will not be read as needed. It is written in the
language which is difficult for a reader not familiar with the European
administration "newspeak". But the language is used consistently and behind the
general and abstract terms a rational contents can still be perceived.

44

Research
Organisation

26.11.2014

The proposed evaluation scheme is complicated, but appropriate, because it
combines more aspects of assessment.

45

Research
Organisation

26.11.2014

A) Societal relevance builds on the rather unclear rules. It is unclear for the
organization in advance about the specific "reach and significance" definitions the
evaluation panel chooses, and thus cannot behave accordingly in the evaluated
period. B) The whole concept of disciplines using the OECD classification
encourages gaming and discourages

46

Research
Organisation

26.11.2014

We find the procedures not specific enough, i.e. not ready for implementation. E.g.
it is not clear what will be the revision procedure if a biased review or unclaimed
conflict of interest will be discovered after the evaluation (with possibly damaging
financial consequences for the EvU), neither it is clear whether EvU will have a
possibility to react to reviewer's reports before the final panel evaluation (that is
highly desirable from the transparency and objectivity point of view).

47

Research
Organisation

26.11.2014

Evaluation of Institutional management and development potential - how to
evaluate the research strategy and research plan - these are rather subjective
criteria. It is important to adjust the new evaluation scheme to individual disciplines
and to set the significance of individual types of outcomes for individual disciplines
of scientific research. Unfortunately, from the text submitted it is obvious that basic
research takes priority over applied research. However, some technical branches
in many cases cannot find an appropriate platform for publishing their outcomes.
The novelty and significance of a technical solution is thus proved by patents
registered at a European and international levels. In the new evaluation scheme
the significance of some types of outcomes of applied research are suppressed
considerably because they are not ass

48

Provider

26.11.2014

Generally the report is quite clear as to the expected effects and costs. We would
like to see the dry run results before any judgement would be made on these
elements of the proposal. Yet the cross-field assessment procedures seem to
have potential to raise some concern and would need to be given further and
deeper elaboration.




49

Research
Organisation

26.11.2014

Yes, the assessment of outcomes, the organization is described very complicated
one in particular and in general.

50

Research
Organisation

26.11.2014

The whole scheme multiplies evaluating of parameters which are (and will be)
evaluated but in a different form (in
The overall management of the research organization is evaluated by its governor,
founder or owner and it is performed during accreditation of universities as well.
The adequacy of the personnel, laboratory equipment and research infrastructure
is proven by the achieved outputs and the satisfaction of their users. A foreign
reviewer cannot know what the needs of particular research organization are.

The quality of research articles is evaluated by the editorial board and reviewers of
the journal.

The number of the outputs and their forms are evaluated using the Information
Register on Results.

Generally, the current system seems to be simpler and more powerful than the
proposed one.

51

Research
Organisation

26.11.2014

none

52

Research
Organisation

26.11.2014

- The proposal is not well prepared. It repeats the same rephrased less concrete
ideas. The proposal could have only a third of its pages and should be prepared in
Czech. Few questions are translated to Czech to prevent confusion but the 100
pages long document is in English.

- The evaluation methodology does not mention any steps to be eventually taken
by evaluated subjects in case of thei

53

Research
Organisation

26.11.2014

The remote evaluation of institutional management and development potential
without on-site visits will be problematic and unreliable. Even with on-site visits, it
will be a difficult task for the scientists from panels. Help of some management
consultants will be needed.

54

Research
QOrganisation

26.11.2014

Procedure: Institutional
human resources) .

Reason: In unstable research environment in CZ (rapid and unpredicted changes
in grant agencies) 1 we appreciate mo
instability, it means that strategy,
adaptable for such instability. ( So we suppose it is waste of time write any
flessayso in this field)

management a

55

Research
Organisation

26.11.2014

No

56

Research
Organisation

26.11.2014

The procedure are thought out thoroughly, they respect approaches from abroad.
Concrete/metric evaluation focuses on publications, unfortunately we do not have
equivalent quantitative measure for results of applied research.

57

Research
Organisation

26.11.2014

0

58

Research
QOrganisation

26.11.2014

Subjective criteria will bring many problems and discussion as they can be treated
in many ways.

59

Research
Organisation

26.11.2014

The whole scheme multiplies evaluating of parameters which are (and will be)
evaluated but in a different form (increase in bureaucracy).

The overall management of the research organization is evaluated by its governor,
founder or owner and it is performed during accreditation of universities as well.
The adequacy of the personnel, laboratory equipment and research infrastructure
is proven by the achieved outputs and the satisfaction of their users. A foreign
reviewer cannot know what the needs of particular research organization are.

The quality of research articles is evaluated by the editorial board and reviewers of
the journal.

The number of the outputs and their forms are evaluated using the Information
Register on Results.

Generally, the current system seems to be simpler and more powerful than the
proposed one.




1. The criteria for the research units to present 1 to 2 per cent of their scholarly
output for the research excellence evaluation are not justified. It should be stated
that a reserach unit presents at least two or three excellent outputs per year. The
current system allocates 10 per cent of our institutional budget based (about
40,000 Uu4) according to the evaluation
in comparison to the big universtity institutes. 2. The report differentiates between
the Scientific Research Organisations and Public Service Research Organisations.
It also states that there are "expected roles" for the different types of organisations
and that this will have an implication for funding. However, even among the
PSROs, the roles are quite diverging! The research and evaluation units should be
considered only for what their provide from the whole list of roles, irrespective of
their formal category. For exmaple, the outsanding scientific results of a PSRO
might be underrated. 2. It is impossible to assess the co-publications or
researchers within one evaluation unit but from different reserach units as
interdisciplinary. Who will decide about this? Only cooperations between different

Research evaluation units should count for each research unit. We see a big risk of gaming
60 |Organisation 26.11.2014|here.
Research Goals, expectation on one side and results on the other. If the task is very local the
61 |Organisation 27.11.2014|result would probably not be attractive for international audience and vice versa.
We consider a wide use of "peer review" ineffective and we recommend to
minimize its use. Only by this way it will be possible to obtain quality peer
evaluators. We recommend standardizing the procedures of evaluation of
research organizations with the method of evaluating projects of targeted support
and the system of evaluation of projects within ESIS (i.e. the structural funds) in
Research order to prevent the research organization from working out several different self-
62 |Organisation 27.11.2014|assessment reports in a completely different format.
Research
63 |Organisation 27.11.2014
64 [Provider 27.11.2014|--
Administration of the proposed system is very complicated, the major issue we see
is that the whole system is more based on promises (strategy, policies, impact on
society) and non-quantifiable criteria (international cooperation as defined in the
text, fAscientificdo awards, board memb
criteria (real outputs) will be subsequently redefined by the evaluation panels into
Research its non-quantifiable form. would not it be easier to reallocate budget directly if we
65 [Organisation 27.11.2014)are not looking for objective and measurable system?
The whole scheme multiplies evaluating of parameters which are (and will be)
evaluated but in a different form (increase in bureaucracy). The adequacy of the
personnel, laboratory equipment and research infrastructure is proven by the
achieved outputs and the satisfaction of their users. A foreign reviewer cannot
know what the needs of particular research organization are. The quality of
research articles is evaluated by the editorial board and reviewers of the journal.
The number of the outputs and their forms are evaluated using the Information
66 |Provider 27.11.2014|Register of Results.
The whole proposed evaluation system is quite complicated but more different
Research quantitative and qualitative indicators may improve evaluation different and
67 [Organisation 27.11.2014|specific fields.
Research
68 |Organisation 27.11.2014
Research The whole document is too general and extensive without specific impacts on
69 [Organisation 27.11.2014|research organizations of our type.
Bibliometric indicators calculated per field are too coarse-grained. In biological
sciences, different subfields have totally different publication turnover, citation
patterns etc. For some research units calculating per field may give much worse
results than calculating per subfields, moreover it will not give any relevant
information to them. Plant scientists or mycologists need to know whether their
results are comparable to those of other plant scientists or mycologists, there is no
point of comparing their results with those of e.g. geneticists. At universities, all
Research subfields are usually covered, whereas institutes of the ASCR are more
70 [Organisation 27.11.2014|specialized.
It is complicated that the institutions itself should apply for evaluation and pay it
themselves. Critical is quantity level of research result (p. 61-62), ie. absolute
Research number which enables to enter the system, which is 50 results in one research
71 |Organisation 27.11.2014(field in a period of 5 or 6 years.




The basic problem in the evaluation process will be compilation of evaluation
panels. Due to limited national community will result in a situation where everyone
is someone rated. It is expected that a truly high-level researchers will not
participate in these panels. In the case of the use of international experts, there is
a real danger of leaking information about the research activities of private ROs,
there is a danger of the ROs limit cooperation with industry. The procedure does
not address the evaluation of research activities carried out under confidentiality
agreements. The proposed evaluation procedure do not reflect the specific needs

Research of each type ROs, eg. The objectives and tasks for large infrastructure projects are
72 |Organisation 27.11.2014|completely different than the university faculty.
The procedures described in the document mainly concern the appointment of
various bodies involved in the evaluation exercise. We would like to comment on
Research the procedures of evaluation as they affect or are carried by our EVU/RUs, but the
73 |Organisation 27.11.2014|document is not specific enough in that respect.
Mainly the creation of artificial Research Units makes all the other steps
Research complicated and inefficient. Moreover, it contains many other consequent
74 |Organisation 27.11.2014|drawbacks, see B-Partial comments and C-Other comments.
Research
75 |Organisation 27.11.2014
Research
76 |Organisation 27.11.2014|Whole methodology is labyrinthine, not transparent and needlessly extensive.
Research
77 |Organisation 27.11.2014
(1) The scheme of "thresholds" invites for gaming: at least 50 "research outputs" in
5 years could be easily generated by even small, low-quality groups if "weak"
outputs as papers in low-quality journals, conference proceedings, brief home-
published books and chapters therein (claimed to be monographs), etc. are
counted as "research outputs". (It is surprising to read that even "patent
applications", i.e., not necessarily awarder patents, should count.) Similarly, one
could expect gaming in the effort to get the "inter-disciplinarity" status. The text
should be more explicit on what is meant by conducting "at least 30% of its
research activities across disciplinary areas". (2) Assessment criterion
"Membership of the national and global research community" seems to be artificial
and unnecessary. Highly productive teams must naturally be members of the
global research communities and networsk, without that, it would be extremely
difficult to keep a high output productivity. On the other hand, if formal membership
in international communities, or co-authorship with foreign teams counts as one of
assessment criteria, one could be motivated just to increase scores in this criterion
without a real need for an efficient international collaboration. (3) The criterion
"Ability to attract PhD students" must be in a well defined way connected to the
measurement of the quality of the PhD program. If just numbers of PhD
students/graduates count, some low-quality institutes or teams could be tempted
to increase these numbers by attracting low-quality students by lowering the
standards. How the quality of the PhD program will be measured is, however, not
clearly discussed in the proposal. (4) The "Self-assessment (narrative)" and
"Impact narratives" might be, under suitable conditions and an enlightened
government, useful tools. Nevertheless, one can expect that these measures will
become an administrative burden and will just stimulate a hectic for hiring the best
story-tellers to increase scores in these criteria. (5) The sentence "With
insufficient coverage in the commercial international data sources, we trust that
the Czech R&D Information System will cover the outputs from these fields
comprehensively" expresses a naive view that the Czech R&D Information
System is more reliable than the commercial sources. The authors should be
Research aware of sometimes "over-sufficient" coverage of low-quality items claimed to be
78 |Organisation 27.11.2014|"research outputs". If the proposed system is to be based on the Czech R&D
Research
79 |Organisation 27.11.2014
Research The procedures are generally formulated. They are not yet reflected in the user
80 [Organisation 27.11.2014|manuals, therefore it is not possible to take a stand on them.
Research
81 |Organisation 27.11.2014




1) The whole scheme is based on what seems to be well thought-out and
thorough analysis of the different evaluational strategies as well as the plausible
assessment of the risks stemming from the currently used methodology. This is to
say, we have not found any inefficient etc. procedures per se. 2) On the other
hand, since we are part of the small pilot testing at the moment, some potential

Research complications or risks occured during the scheme's practical implementation. They
82 |Organisation 27.11.2014|are all listed in the following section.
Research
83 |Organisation 28.11.2014
The proposed evaluation scheme is adequate. | this point it was not possible for
me to fill the explanation (a technical problem probably), so | give the declaration
here: AOur research organization pres
Research international cooperation and research ambition in the field of Sport, Wellness and
84 |Organisation 28.11.2014[Qual ity of Life. We would |Iike to pa
The founder and its
senior body, e.g. the owner of the organisation must have the main decision-
Research making
85 |Organisation 28.11.2014|power in the evaluation of an organisation.




5. What are the greatest risks you see
in the proposed evaluation scheme?
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ID

Type

Posting Date

1

Research
Organisation

13.11.2014

Transaction costs are neglected, the calculations are done just for the evaluation per se but not
for the periods between.

13.11.2014

Transaction costs are neglected, the calculations are done just for the evaluation per se but not
for the periods between.

Research
Organisation

13.11.2014

budget

Research
Organisation

13.11.2014

language barrier and lack of interest of academicians to reflect the new methodology

Research
Organisation

18.11.2014

Administrative burden for evaluated Research Unit.

Research
Organisation

19.11.2014

I understand that the institutions will have to submit the data for analysis of large numbers of
their publications (Bibliometric indicators, p. 74). This will be very negatively perceived by the
institutions as unnecessary burden. Also, as mentioned above, the lack of on site visits will
result in unreliable conclusions. Il this may lead to scathing negative perception of this
administratively demanding and EXPENSIVE exercise. | think these dangers may produce
negative perception of the whole undertaking and discredit future evaluations of this type.

Research
Organisation

19.11.2014

the bureaucracy; there is a danger that in full application of all that is written here the procedure
will be cumbersome, administratively heavy, and therefore costy; also there are 4 RO categories
and it is unclear how the differences between them will have impact on what will be evaluated
and measured; somewhat on following pages after Exhibit 23 (pp. 61-62) | feel the approach will
be the same to all 4 ROs and therefore results may be inappropriate for other types of
organisations

Research
Organisation

20.11.2014

Research
Organisation

20.11.2014

The evaluation is rather complicated and would call for the running data collection in the ROs.
The use of validation of data from RIV as the key information on outcomes assumes that all
RO reported complete data in the past. This may not be the case.

10

21.11.2014

(1)There is too much space for gambling. (2) The publication outputs are not well defined. (3)
The evaluation of publications will be based on reports of referees but each of them will review
only one paper. These and other comments are specified in the next page. Moreover, based on
experience gained in evaluation of institutes of Czech Academy of Sciences and in Czech Grant
Agency, | do not believe that it will be possible to attract sufficient number of respected
international scientists and the evaluation panels will be composed of good scientists with
hidden conflicts of interests and of scientists of second category.

11

Research
Organisation

21.11.2014

A great risk is unfeasibility of the project in a reasonable time and for a reasonable price. There
is also the risk of partiality mentioned above.

12

Research
Organisation

24.11.2014

the bureaucracy - we have a lot of bad experience with this. Once lawyers meet the bureaucrats
the result will be that exact wording will be more important than real research excellence. This
will also increase the cost of evaluation. It is not clear what will be the difference between the
evaluation of the four types of research organisation categories. Unless there is explicit
difference stated | fear that the evaluation criteria will be the same for all types of RO. Also, the
criteria should be differentiated based on organisation size.

13

Research
Organisation

24.11.2014

The major nation-specific risks, which can easily destroy the whole development effort, are the
following:

1. Problematic mutual comparison of informed peer reviews among single ROs, RUs and
scientific domains,

2. Standardized and objective system-wide definition of qualitative indicators,

3. Ambiguous understanding of summative and formative dimensions of assessment in different
hierarchical levels.

14

Research
Organisation

24.11.2014

1. Some ROs are not considered at all, although they do research and/or they are background
for research per se. E.g. museums are historically natural research centres based on the
collections and their scientifical processing (increasing their value).

2. Adjustment of the treshold will cause unfair position of two researchers doing the same work,
for the only one reason: they do research in ROs of different size. It is not in agreement with
principle of equality, (see e. g. Recommendation CM/Rec(2007)7 of the Committee of
Ministers).

3. The great risk of the use of this Evaluation Methodology is that Czech nature and historical
sciences will lose most of its background (e.g. basic research based on the collections), due to
the level of treshold - most of such RO (especially museums) are too small for the treshold in
the sense of Research units in one research field.

4. The results of EM will also influence the providing of non-institutional support (funds, grants)
= the grants will be probably given only to ROs registered in the list arising from EM (we have a
current case - NAKI grants of Ministry of Culture), therefore, many organizations (museums,
galeries, etc.) will not be able to get the grant support.




15

Research
Organisation

24.11.2014

1. The main risk is to really ensure independence and disinterestedness of evaluators due to
competition among researchers and researcher units and to ensure objective assessments in
various fields.

2. The evaluation process is very complex and time-consuming. There will be many experts
involved who have to assess and process a lot of information. It can also lead to simplification
of assessment and loss of ability to assess objectively. The process can lead to self-assembling
process in research activities in institutions with local importance and finish their research
contributions.

3. The panel members must be also specialists in applied research and must be able to decide
how the quality of their decision influences contribution to practice. The dominating impact of the
technology level on the national economy forwardness has been verified by many authorities
worldwide.

4. Clientelism and scholarly bias at the | e
include any description of selection mechanisms for the panel members so it is hard to decide if
these effects can be minimised.

5. The evaluation system seems to be very complex and expensive.

16

Research
Organisation

24.11.2014

1) The Academy of Sciences evaluating itself (p. 82, the Evaluation Management Board). 2)
Voluntary basis of evaluation contradicts the declared primary function of evaluation, i.e., "to act
as source for strategic information" (p. 59).

17

Research
Organisation

24.11.2014

1. Panel members ¥ in the methodology 6 mai
moreover there are advisors for each panel. It is about 170 members only focused in evaluation
board. In the frame of the Czech Republic, it will be very hard to ensure the impartiality even
despite of the proposed actions.

2. Foreign referees i some of the solved to
be complicated for foreigners to understand and assess these outputs well.

3. Self-reporting i the self-reporting coul
some efforts to look better than the real situation is and especially in evaluation of management
it could be a problem.

18

Research
Organisation

24.11.2014

Decrease in the institutional support, as an important stabilizing factor during transient periods
with lower specific support, would lead to the irreversible decrement of highly-qualified
personnel and consequently to the destruction of particular research organizations. This risk
threatens especially organizations focused on the applied research as well as small and middle
size branch-oriented organizations. The risk arises from the deflection from the applied outputs
as verified technologies, utility models, prototypes, functional models, software, certified
methodologies, medical treatments as well as articles in reviewed journals. In the Czech
Republic, branch-focused reviewed journals are accessible and read by the managers and
technologists in the industry as well as by specialists and have larger practical impact than
impacted journals or journals listed in ERIH or SCOPUS. Such branches as engineering,
agriculture, food industry, pharmacology, chemical industry, etc. would be negatively affected.

19

Research
Organisation

24.11.2014

Due to the absence of detailed interpretation of the evaluated parameters, the greatest risk is
obviously a subjective approach of the evaluators, which may lead to incorrect or minimal use of
evaluation results.

20

Research
Organisation

25.11.2014

Insufficient inclusion of applied outputs for evaluation of research performance, i.e. evaluation is
not prepared as fair tool for all players in R&D area in the Czech Republic. See also comments
above.

21

Research
Organisation

25.11.2014

The proposed evaluation scheme is too dhigh
the result and impact of the evaluation is hard to predict. In particular, the evaluation scheme
does not provide the main panels and subject panels with clear rules how to assess the
Research Units in particular subfields. Because the scope of subject panels is too broad and
subject panels have only 5? panel members, the subject panels can easily set up the evaluation
criteria which are not commonly accepted in particular subfields. For example, in Computer and
information sciences, there are many subfields with completely different publication patterns
(e.g. theoretical computer science/formal verification vs. artificial intelligence/ machine learning
vs. computer architecture/security) and researches from one subfield typically do not know what
is important in another subfield. Insisting on Web of Science as the main database is highly
unreliable. It has to be clearly postulated that field-specific databases have to be used for the
evaluation. Another problem is that the indicators such as international mobility or the ability to
attract PhD students can be interpreted almost arbitrarily (Is it better to attract many PhD
students and let only a few of them to complete the dissertation OR to attract a few good PhD
students and almost everyone will complete the dissertation?).

22

Research
Organisation

25.11.2014

As the present Metodika is already deeply rooted in some institutions and as it is frequently
used for internal money redistributions, it is essential that the new methodology is able to
provide such a level of detailed information that it can replace it. The outcome of the evaluation
shall be presented in such a form, that it can be used at various stages of the intrainstitutional
governance (including money allocation) and strategic considerations.

23

Research
Organisation

25.11.2014

International evaluation of the outputs of local/national importance can be missleading.




Research

To define research unit within an evaluated unit and clearly assign researchers to the research
unit in their major field of research - based on historical data. The high number of indicators and
level of information requested from the evaluated research organisations - increased

24 [Organisation 25.11.2014|administrative costs. Finding independent and unprejudiced peer reviewers.
1)Significant shift in the subjectivism
2)Risk that fail to meet the evaluation panels by quality foreign experts
3)Formalism of the self-evaluation report
4) New system is too complicated and sophist
5)Research community is tired of the permanent alternation of assessment methodologies and
generally Aoverevaluatedn
6) Sel f-evaluation reports wildl be written b
money for science and research would be spend by commercial subjects for evaluation
7)Active involvement of assessed entities in the evaluation may be more time consuming than
their main task, i.e. making the science (accordind to Appendix A: 4 years of the self
assessment preparation during 6-year period)
8)the EvUs in the Czech Republic case would be too small to apply the philosophy of
assessment (typical size of Faculty is 5-7 departments working in the different fields, each of 20-
30 academics)
9) Gui delines and scoring system 1 difficult
principles/criteria, particularly if evaluation of substantially different fields is considered.
10)Objectivity of expert panels members.
Research 11)I n a one field different kind of units a
25 [Organisation 25.11.2014|oriented on applied research and/or development.
The evaluation procces complexity will requeire high standard of panel members in many fields
Research of the evaluation and number of panel members is limited. The high standard will be required for
26 [Organisation 25.11.2014|the coordinators from governmental bodies.
The risks can be seen in the general applicability of the results of evaluation by the Research
funding system. The results are doubtlessly very demanded by the research organization
managemement who has a direct insight into relations and problems and can palliate the fatal
consequences for less productive teams. However, the remote decision on the govermental
Research level may damage organization with only average results but significant in the national research
27 [Organisation 25.11.2014|structure.
Time schedule.
Improper definitions of RUs, Research Organizations, Research Fields and assessment criteria.
Too long transition period - i.e. of approximately 5 years - that will be needed before full
28 |Provider 25.11.2014[implementation of the new classification system.
1) Not objective peer review evaluation (see Ad 2).
2) Too high administrative burden resulting from the evaluation of each research unit. Such
burden results in the increase of financial costs to provide the evaluation research unit. The
Research structure of the self-evaluation report is too complicated. There is a great risk that the reports
29 [Organisation 25.11.2014|will not include relevant data.
Constrained ability of both participants and evaluators to do their jobs well in respect to limited
Research availability of highly qualified evaluators. Partial changes of rules and principles during the
30 |Organisation 25.11.2014|process from proposal to legaly approved new system.




31

Research
Organisation

26.11.2014

1) Potential biases arising out of unclear language. Explanation: Evaluation by outside (foreign)
evaluators is a hecessity and very much welcome to liven up the often stagnant pool of Czech
R&D (exceptional exceptions excepted). However, language problems (even with best
translators) may arise both on the "sending" as well as the "receiving" side of any message
transmited in a third language. These may introduce biases if some fields's evaluators (or
evaluatees) will tend to be non-native speakers to a greater extent than others. To name even
this Report's example: on p66, under Starred quality level 1, what exactly does "... is not
adequate at all point" mean? While one interpratation seems more likely than others, the very
fact that more interpretations are possible of such crucial point where assessment criteria are
being described, does give us pause. In a similar fashion, the "elaborate" field under Q7 in this
form is locked, despite soliciting more information. 2) Potential biases arising from different
levels of familiarity of evaluators. Explanation: In principle, when evaluators follow the guidelines
to the letter, problems may be minimal (depending of course how perfect the whole evaluation
system is). However, human beings being what they are, they are subject to various cognitive
biases, however much they may be set on minimising them, and a good system should be
aware of this and try to minimise the impact. Consider the case of a "professional evaluator"
who is a respected researcher in his field with great comparative international experience. The
advantage is that (s)he is knowledgeable and therefore able to present objective evaluation.
The disdvantage is that (s)he is likely to be a member of various countries' evaluation boards.
And these may differ in the detail (and details do, as we know, hide the devil in them). We are
not certain that, with all respect, such evaluator will always bear in mind the minute details of the
particularly Czech provisions of the evaluation system. Certainly there is the potential that (s)he
will do so to a lesser extent than an alternative evaluator who is only engaged in the Czech
system. We do not know how to solve this potential bias (and we haven't been called upon to do
s0). We are merely bringing it to your attention and note in passing that this may be one of few
areas where single unified evaluation rules for the whole EU (same rules, not necessarily same
committee or way of translating its findings into institutional support money!) may be of
advantage.

32

Research
Organisation

26.11.2014

(1) High level of freedom deputed in general on expert panels and their chairs concerning
specific weight of indicators and assessment criteria, which would be even higher in humanities.
We express our concerns about the length of time it will take to develop the appropriate criteria
and to establish some quality standards of assessment, although we do at the same time
appreciate the proposed softening of citation criteria in the case od SSH.

(2) As the research productivity of Art is generally low for obvious reasons (f. ex. artistic outputs
have different platforms for publication and dissemination), we fear that the field will not get the
chance to form its own subject panel (p. 78). We judge this as a potential risk as we see the
differences between Art and other fields of humanities to be more significant than are the
differences across other fields of humanities. We suggest to establish the subject panels more
on the ground of research and methodological differences and less on the ground of research
volume.

33

Research
Organisation

26.11.2014

(1)Conflict of interest - the Czech research area is small, experts in a certain field of research
(who are not many) are often competing for the same funding and it might be very difficult to
eliminate conflicts of interest and get truly impartial evaluators. Bigger involvement of experts
from abroad would be helpful. (2)The voluntary nature of the system - will there be enough
volunteers/organization to draw comparisons? Will the benefits of participation exceed the
costs? (3) Biased and lobbied selection of panel members, thus resulting in biased evaluation.
Based on personal experience with the evaluation of Earth science institutions in France, UK
and Germany we are seriously concerned whether this principle of institutional peer-review
evaluation may bring positive results and n

34

Research
Organisation

26.11.2014

1. We understand the argument of keeping the costs low, but seeting up panels with just 5-6
members may lead to significant problems. First, absence of two panelists at a meeting will
render the panel incapable of any decision. Second, a few panelists will have significant control
over the RO funding, which is a situation t
high-quality panelists without ties to RO's eveluated in the particular panel will be complicated
(in not impossible) task. I f the panelists
that excellent RO's will collaborate with t
the greatest risk of the whole peer-review system.




35

Research
Organisation

26.11.2014

1. As one of the largest research institutions in this country we do not see why such evaluation
should lead to a better science. Just the contrary. The proposed model assumes existence of
only of four categories in each of five criteria; among those five criteria only two may really
reflect actual quality of science (#3 Reserach Performance and #4 Research excellence). Many
institutions will fall in the same category and the overall ranking will depend on other criteria
(Management, Membership of the world research community, and Societal relevance) that are
essentially subjective, prone to bias and potentially unfair. The current model (based more or
less on the criteria #3 and #4), which allows for much more fine-grained institutional funding,
appears to be more suitable and it would clearly be better to improve the current model instead
of defining a brand new evaluation scheme as attemted here.

2. Differences among the expert panels in their approach to categorization (i.e. different
perception what do categories 1 to 4 actually mean) will probably lead to skewed evaluation
results.

3. There will be significant difficulties in attracting top experts that would be willing to devote
their time and energy to evaluation of Czech science, which - in contrast to evaluation of UK
science - can hardly be considered by top scientists as a prestigous task. The financial reward
to the evaluators is, of course, no response to this point.

4. External experts are foreseen to have just 30 minutes for evaluating the best research
outputs submited by EvU including writting the report. Such an approach can hardly yield any
fair and insightful evaluation results.

5. The minimum limit set for research teams to be evaluated individually has two major
disadvantages: i) in case of numerous small and heterogeneous faculties such as the "Science"
faculties at the Czech universities, which consist of diverse fields such as quantum chemistry,
biology and social geography, it would be difficult to select appropriate subject panel for their
evaluation; ii) in case of those research teams which would find themselves just around the
threshold for independent evaluation, a sort of instability would be encoded into the system, as
in one evaluation period they might pass the threshold while in another would not with possible
dire implications for their financing.
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Will the peers really independent and at sufficient academic level?

Czech community in particular branches of science is very small. It means that nearly all Czech
panel members and peers will know all evaluated scientists and vice versa. In many cases one
likes or dislikes the other and the independence of evaluation is then threatened (this problem
was already identified in GB scientific community that is nearly one order larger). To ask peers
from abroad has other disadvantages: (i) They cannot be used when specifically Czech science
branches will be evaluated. (ii) For several reasons it is very complicated to obtain peers from
abroad being scientists of the Afirst class
third or fourth 1l evel wi || appear and they
uncertainties resulting from this fact (lower ability to distinguish in details evaluated scientists
above all).
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The main risk in the whole evaluation scheme arises from the peer review process. The most
importantly, the objectivity of members of the Expert panels is essential to the whole system.
Even though there are principals involved f
the professional expertise and objectiveness of given member is achieved, when evaluated unit
can nominate members to the panels. Especially, if the reviewer might have indirect
connections with evaluated unit (collaborative, scientific, personal,..).
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No comments
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We see the greatest risk in the underesti ma
Again as it is in the current methodol ogy,
research/scientific/academic research.
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In spite of all efforts, it will be extremely difficult to consider objectively different field specifics
when evaluating different types of research organizations.
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(1)There is too much space for gambling. (2) The publication outputs are not well defined. (3)
The evaluation of publications will be based on reports of referees but each of them will review
only one paper and thus their revews connot
increases administrative load of EvUs, many of suggested parts of the selfevaluation report are
not necessary because the requsted information can be easily found. These and other
comments are specified in the next page. Moreover, based on experience gained in evaluation
of institutes of Czech Academy of Sciences and in Czech Grant Agency, | do not believe that it
will be possible to attract sufficient number of respected international scientists and the
evaluation panels will be composed of good scientists with hidden conflicts of interests and of
scientists of second category. Another problem is 5 years periodicity that is too long for
institutions under development
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KEY: the evaluation of publications will be based on reports of referees who are in hidden
conflicts of interests and of scientists of second category. KEY : there will not be sufficient
financial background to attract respected international scientists and the evaluation panels will
be composed of scientists of "second category".
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We doubt that it will be possible in the particular settings of the Czech Republic to find enough
panel members and referees who, on the one
highly specific outcomes, and, on the other hand, would be disinterested, unbiased, and without
any conflict of interest in the respective research field. The proposed scheme highly relies on
the quality of the panel members and the reviewers. Because the candidates for these positions
are individuals with other demanding professional obligations, they may not be able or
motivated to perform their task adequately.

44

Research
Organisation

26.11.2014

The greatest risk of the proposed evaluation scheme is human factor during peer review
process, but we believe, informed peer review is very important part of the evaluation scheme.
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RISK 1- discouraging of reviewers: The proposed transparency of the process that includes the
names of panel members eliminates those informed reviewers, who have some plans in the
Czech research community. The potential pressure might eliminate number of suitable
reviewers. RISK 2- too much power for the panel chairs: The procedure of defining field-specific
indicators is left to the chair of the panel without specifying checks and balances. RISK 3-
broadening the jurisdiction of the panel re
fact that the jurisdiction of panels should be driven largely by the volume of results submitted
opens space for decrease of field-specific competency in less productive fields, such as
humanities. RISK 4- The selection process of results to be submitted for excelence in research
evaluation is too mechanical. Organizations with limited research productivity may be let to
submit just one result, which could not say much about the guality of their research...
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Inherent risks of peer review (bias, even a hidden or unawared of).

Coarse graining of the panels which will make a matter of luck whether the panel members and
reviewers have sufficient expertise in the specific fields studied at the given EvU.

Consequent financial risks for the survival of the institution, potentially even graver than in the
case of research plans of the Ministry of Education abandoned also from this reason a decade
ago.
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It will be very difficult to find suitable candidates for evaluation panels in the Czech Republic - it
means such candidates who have not cooperated with evaluation units in the last 5 years.
Owing to the one-sided way of evaluation proposed (preference given to basic research and
only to selected types of outcomes) it is likely that applied research will be supported less. It can
be expected that research activities of this kind will not receive sufficient financial support. In the
long run the decrease in competitive ability of the Czech economy can be expected. From what
has just been mentioned it is obvious that it will not be possible to saturate the lack of financial
means of the institutions with other resou
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1, organizations may be penalized for influ
tendency to strongly favour traiditional publication based approaches to R&D; 3, forward
looking, developing, and high risk fields and/or organizations would generally be penalized in
this system; 4, public R&D institutions would be looked at in a shallow and schematic manner
and they may be penalized for being institutionally constrained by superior public bodies; 5,
specialist services institutions which have to devote certain proportion of their work to R&D in
order to percieve the capability and deepen it would fall out completely

49

Research
Organisation

26.11.2014

Approved methodology in the near future due to a long consultation process and lack long-term
process.
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The Czech Republic is currently celebrating 25 years of democracy, whereas the Czech
Republic is being repeatedly criticized for corruption, high level of clientelism. We can name
report of Transparency I|International or st
administrative capacities and control mecha
consider the provided international best practices passable. We are afraid the condition of
professional management and fairness can be hardly fulfill in the Czech Republic, therefore it is
very guestionable, if the outlined EM can be acceptable and provide proper assessment of ROs.
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voluntarism of participation; self-evaluation report-subjectivism; peer review elements -
subjectivism




Research

the current methodology 2013-2015 distributes finances towards excellence but the average or
slightly below-average organizations, which are important for their regions, are not destroyed by
this. Even these organizations have a significant impact on development and competitiveness in
regional industry and regional investments, which is in spirit of the EU activities that support
decentralization of the R&D in countries such as the Czech Republic. With respect to the long-
term constant amount of funding put into the institutional support in the Czech Republic it can be
deduced that a massive support of excellence in the IPn methodology will cause outflow of
finances from other areas, other regions. |
are present in the proposal of methodol ogy
be responsibly commented. The authors of the methodology are not aware of this. It is not
possible to propose changes of a methodology that could lead to serious social impacts.

- A research organization being evaluated should propose 1-2 percent of its results achieved
over a five-year period for a peer-review evaluation. The results are J (reviewed journals), D
(conference articles) and B and C (books or chapters in books). This is a step back with
respective to the current methodology 2013-2015 because the current methodology evaluates
only the conferences that are indexed by the WoS. This is the reason why authors do not infest
RIV with a large number of conference articles because it brings neither points nor finances.
This has a positive effect on behavior of the authors of conference articles, which thus focus on
quality conferences. If, according to IPn, all conference articles can be included (from which the
number of 1-2 percent results will be calculated), it will again lead to an increase of local
conferences and the number of unimportant articles. The more articles (of any quality) there is,
the more excellent results can be used for evaluation.

- Only the publications (scholarly outputs) are evaluated as excellent results. This is in our
opinion not appropriate for applied research and development results! It is also not clear why
quality application results cannot be presented. Including application results into the evaluation
of excellence results is a positive aspect
Il.

- Staffing of the subject panels: A lack of evaluation culture in CZ, possible conflicts of interest
and other known problems of peer review taking into the account limited and inter-linked R&D
community in CZ. Thus, the careful selection of peers will be critical to the proposed
methodology.

52 |Organisation 26.11.2014(- The panel working methods: panel members must carefully review referees' reports to ensure
1) Providing international experts for evaluation:
The success of evaluation process will be based on the quality of evaluators (main and subject
panel members, referees). Nowadays, it will be very difficult to provide the real authorities with
sound judgment.
2) Formation of proper implementing regulations:
The suggested evaluation principles are sound, but implementing regulations (which will be
crucial for successful evaluation process) are shown only schematically. These should be clear
Research and unambiguous. For example, all indicators should be precisely defined and a good system of
53 |Organisation 26.11.2014{indicators weighting suggested.
Research For research institutes with multidisciplinary research - the risk of not finding competent experts
54 [Organisation 26.11.2014|for peer review.
The greatest risk of proposed evaluation scheme is the underestimation of RTO organisations.
There are not enough indicators suitable fo
evaluation of Scientific Research Organisat
end users of their R & D outputs are of different size and character. 3) There is much bigger
difference between RTOEs in the field of e.
Research Agriculture than between Scientific Research Organisations in these fields.
55 [Organisation 26.11.2014|The evaluation should cover this.
Research
56 [Organisation 26.11.2014|see 2, 5
Research
57 [Organisation 26.11.2014 0
There will be relatively large number of subject panels. It will be very difficult to provide
comparable level of the treatment of subjective criteria. Starred quality level could be different
Research in each panel. The quality of subject panels and their individual experience could be very
58 [Organisation 26.11.2014|different.
The Czech Republic is currently celebrating 25 years of democracy, whereas the Czech
Republic is being repeatedly criticized for corruption, high level of clientelism. We can name
report of Transparency International or statement of European Parliament, that criticized lack of
administrative capacities and control mecha
consider the provided international best practices passable. We are afraid the condition of
Research professional management and fairness can be hardly fulfill in the Czech Republic, therefore it is
59 [Organisation 26.11.2014|very questionable, if the outlined EM can be acceptable and provide proper assessment of ROs.




Research

1. The nomination process for the panels is a closed process, depending almost entirely on the
R&D Council, which may result in a biased, unbalanced and incompetent selection of panel
members and consequently of referees. So far this process of nomination to the expert panels
that peer review publications and the excellent results in the field of political science has led to
the selection of average or poor academics from (with one exception) only two regional
universities. The nominations of internationally recognised researchers were discarded. We
have officially complained to the R&D Council on this issue together with other research
organisations, without success. The risk is not completely excluded in spite of the fact that all
panel members will be international experts. Indeed, panel members may be all affiliated to one
university, for example. 2. Since the output reports are qualitative (the "starred" quality level is
not generalised), it is not clear how the evaluation results can be used for allocating institutional
funding, a step forseen for the next interim report. Unlike with the current system, this leaves a
big space for subjective and partial distribution of funding. The evaluation reports should
provide a *quantitative assessment* that would be used by the R&D Council for decisions on

60 [Organisation 26.11.2014|funding.
We will measure different aspects of activities than the team was commissioned to do. The
research is not a deliberate process. It is commited and financed by institutions. Thus itis
primarily necessary to be familiar with goals and expectations of the institution that assigned the
Research research and than subsequently it is possible to assess the results and satisfaction of the
61 |Organisation 27.11.2014]institution that use the results. .
We can see, as a big risk for the whole system of state aid of R & D, a hugh administrative
Research burden not only on the side of the evaluated but in particular on the side of evaluators and
62 [Organisation 27.11.2014|providers of public funds, who should collect and evaluate information.
First Interrim Report, p.89 middle (Subject panel members): Faculty deans, being heads of the
research units that are being evaluated, would be the most likely persons to find themselves in
Research some kind of conflict of interests. International experts (at least from Slovakia) might be a better
63 [Organisation 27.11.2014]|solution here.
We can not assess whether the new EM would not distort the research organisations behavior
(seeking for ARIV pointso) in comparison to
the combined method of evaluation seeks to minimise the unintended effects). However this will
depend also on the way how results of evaluation will influence the institutional support
allocation. The behavior distortions have effects on behavior of RO's in projects (supported in
TACR programmes) as well, that is why the risk of gaming is the most important for TACR.
Organisations of that type called in the Report RTOs producing only publications and not
applied outputs is something TACR wishes to avoid.
64 |Provider 27.11.2014
The biggest disadvantage of the proposed system is in its non-objectiveness that may lead to its
politically motivated misuse, clientelism and in its extreme to corruption. We also see a risk of
Research panel membersd partiality towards fAinsignif
65 [Organisation 27.11.2014compet ence or the well -known antipathy of @
We are afraid the condition of professional management and fairness can be hardly fulfill in the
Czech Republic, therefore it is very questionable, if the outlined EM can be acceptable and
66 [Provider 27.11.2014|provide proper assessment of ROs.
Research The qualitative judgement of peers in the small and specific fields with insufficient coverage by
67 [Organisation 27.11.2014|the quantitative indicators could be significantly affected by conflicts of interest.
Research
68 [Organisation 27.11.2014|Misintepretation by the policy makers/government of the Czech Republic
The five-year interval between the evaluation of research organizations we consider for too long
in respect to the rapid development technologies and systems. It is necessary to take into
account also the measure for preservation of continuity in scientific fields, which may, for
objective reasons, even stagnate for a long time. For the greatest risk we consider the
Research absence of thorough evaluation according to a scientific field and division of research
69 [Organisation 27.11.2014|organizations according to scientific fields.
Research The result of the evaluation risks to be unfair and of little use, not worth the amount of energy,
70 |Organisation 27.11.2014(time and money spent.
Research In relevant research results are "non-traditional scholary outputs"”, but they are not relevant for
71 [Organisation 27.11.2014|"practice oriented research", ie. art practice. What about "RUV" results?
Research Lack of quality and objective evaluators, ensuring of their impartiality, securing sensitive
72 |Organisation 27.11.2014|information.
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An excessive administrative burden which this Evaluation Scheme is likely to impose on our
Faculty and its RUs. Every colleague from the United Kingdom we have spoken to complains
about the huge bureaucracy and excessive workload of the RAE or REF.

The danger that the Evaluation Scheme will force us to give up on the interdisciplinary character
of some of our teaching programmes.

The individuals or small groups who do interesting work but are not integrated into larger groups
will be punished by their lack of chance to enter into the evaluation process. We might be forced
to dismiss employees who pursue a narrow specialization in an individualistic fashion.

It remains an open question whether the evaluation system will achieve the objectives which are
stated as desirable in the current proposal (in particular, fairness of the evaluation process
across panels and across various types of research organizations).
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Potential risk could be seen in availability of relevant and respected evaluators.
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We consider the uncertainty and wide options of evaluator interpretation to be risk of proposed
rating. Ri sk of arbitrary Ashiftingo of rat
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Ri sk 1 probably we cannot correctly classif
The proposed 'split' RO by fields due to the small number of staff is not acceptable for us

for us is not possible to split RO due the fields, because we have not sufficient quantity of
employes.

We believe that we can used your methodologies for evaluation our RO.

We think that comparing with other RO is very disadvantageous for our RO.

We are a litlle RO, which deal whit research in the fields of 4-5 and an area of research is given
by the establish charter. For wus is difficu

Structure of disciplinary areas and fieldsh
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(1) Risk for university cohesion: The scheme aims to be egalitarian and to cover "all research
organisations of a minimum size, on a voluntary basis". In other words, it aims at certain
universality with respect to types of research organizations. The problem is that it misses a very
important role of universities: education, as well as their other non-research roles. A high-quality
strategic feedback for the university management should contain evaluation of all the university
missions in their complexity and synergy. The proposed system seems to be a high-cost
scheme covering only one fraction of the university life, the other aspects being neglected.
Without a proper complement focused on evaluation of other roles of the universities, the
scheme could be in fact counterproductive, stimulating a further split of the university
communities into the research parts and "the others". (2) The evaluation result in terms of the
star numbers on the 5-level scheme might be too coarse-grained. E.g., two RUs could be of
rather different quality and still fall into the same star-category in some criterion, or they could be
of quite similar quality but fall into different categories if near to the boundary. This might be
rather frustrating, e.g., for an institution that made a considerable progress and just missed the
opportunity to add one star to its score: the next chance will be just 5 years later. The
continuous scale and annual periodicity of the present scheme is less brutal. (3) Other risks are
often discussed, but should be mentioned here as well: it will cost more than initially promised,
(4) it will mean much more bureaucracy than presently intended, (5) it will be hard to find
impartial high-quality international evaluators willing to waste their time in evaluating low quality
EvUs, (6) if the connection between evaluation and financing is too weak, the teams will feel no
motivation to provide data (why bother?), (7) if the connection between evaluation and financing
is too strong, the risks of gaming the system are no less than in the present scheme.
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1) In EM, they are given APolicy objectives
principlesidi (Exhibit 7, page 20), which are
(Exhibit 24, page 63). The authors analyzed current policies, etc. and on their basis, they
proposed Policy objectives. Bearing in mind that this breakdown is crucial for the entire
assessment, it should be the result of political consensus and approved by a government
authority.

Note: Verification of compliance of Policy objectives listed in EM with government priorities.

2) The methodology assumes assessment implementation (combination of objective indicators
and international peer judgment) of Czech RO, all carried out especially with foreign evaluators-
experts, there are also described requirements for experts and panel members in it. However, it
lacks commissioning an authority responsible for the selection and appointment of individual
members and then proposing a mechanism or a procedure to ensure that foreign experts are
familiar with national priorities and take those into account in the evaluation.

Note: Specifying an authority responsible for selecting, appointing and overseeing the activities
of panel members.
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1. Elimination of possible subjectivism of evaluation panels members.
2. Lack of relevant and unbiased reviewers.
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While recognising the need for a treshold, we believe the minimum treshold should be tested
against the reality of smaller ROs or potential ROs so that smaller organisations with research
potenti al arenot barred from devising a res
system.

We think that additional insurances regarding the appointment of panel members in terms of
their diversity, international stature and impartiality should be devised.

We think that the factors that should be taken into account in the evaluation of societal
relevance (p. 69-70) should be formulated in a way that can't be interpreted to mean
predominantly direct impact in terms of industrial or commercial use of the research results and
that the formulation should reflect the broader societal impact of the humanities for education,
quality of media, support of equal chances, impact against racism, etc.
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According to the First Interim Report (p. 62), RU is allowed to submit for review maximum 2% of
its research outputs over the evaluation period. During the pilot testing we were instructed to
limit their selection only to those that are contained in the RIV database and are, moreover,
written in English. In the case of the Faculty of Arts this seems to be questionable for following
reasons: (1) Due to the the multiciplity of qualitatively different research areas these limits lead
to a very small number of the submitted outputs (sometime only 1 or even less!) which certainly
threatens the representativeness of the selection. (2) The same applies to the restriction to
English. Many of the research fields fostered at the faculty (including philosophy which is under
the small pilot testing now) are intentionally building their publication profile on the diversity of
languages taking into account typically English, German and French. In addition to this, since
the philology programme at the faculty is exceptionally rich, covering the studies of languages,
literature and culture of almost all European and of the most important non-European linguistic
groups (not speaking of ancient languages), the real range of the prolific and profile languages
is even wider. For many of the research areas, moreover, the outputs written in Czech (such as
the so-called critical commented translations) are inseparable part of their scientific production.
This need stemms from the specific role these disciplines take in society and culture. In this,
again, the applied scheme cannot lead to the representative overview of the outputs.
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In the fields of humanity branches the function Czech R&D Information System will maybe cover
not effectively the outputs from these fields comprehensively. Please, take an attention the
sensitive topic, including the problematic of Journals published in the Czech Republic, new
created scientific Journals i criterions et
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The risks are that

the proposed system is too complicated, similar to school accreditation, and
therefore inappropriate for a number of small research organisations that focus
on the production of applied results. The increased demands on the
administrative load and higher costs pose further risks and threaten the
purpose of the research activity itself.




6. What administrative and other
burdens of the evaluation scheme

concern you the most?

® o Individualni projekty
METODIKA @ narodni pro oblast
[ @ terciarniho vzdélavani,
.. Y ® vyzkumu, vyvoje a inovaci
Documentation for Technopolis Limited

ID Type Posting Date
Research
1 |Organisation 13.11.2014/|Institution not part of the evaluation, observer only.
2 13.11.2014|Unclear relationship of the competitive funding (grant schemes) to the proposed evaluation.
Research
3 |Organisation 13.11.2014|none
Research
4 |Organisation 13.11.2014|high cost of the evaluation and administrative burden for small regional college
Avoid double reporting of publications, for instance certain publications are possible to find
Research on the Web of Science, Scopus, etc.. It is inefficient to report it again for other evaluation
5 |Organisation 18.11.2014|registries.
Research The institution will have to submit the data for analysis of large numbers of the publications
6 |Organisation 19.11.2014|(Bibliometric indicators, p. 74).
when reading the assessment criteria and indicators (from p. 63 onwards) | fear we will be
assessed without taking into account our Expected Roles as in Exhibit 23; this may lead
Research towards low results in comparison with e.g. Scienitfic Research Organisations; finally
7 |Organisation 19.11.2014|ineffective and inappropriate administrative burden ahead
Research
8 |Organisation 20.11.2014|The evaluation scheme is OK but risk is in practice ralization. | wait that it will be dummy.
Research Setting of the Evaluation Committee.
9 |Organisation 20.11.2014|Setting criteria for selection of most important results-cooperation etc.
The suggested evaluation process would require about 50-60 employees that will work for
two years. Since the evaluation periodicity of 5 years is expected, a natural question arises -
10 21.11.2014|what will these persons do for the next 3 years?
By Czech Law, our Faculty provides annual reports (including R&D reports). Many details on
its R&D performance are also available in the national R&D Information System which is
Research updated regularly. In this setting, writing extra R&D self-evaluations would constitute extra
11 |Organisation 21.11.2014|burden both for those who write the reports and those who are supposed to read them.
The expected roles stated in exhibit 23 are not reflected in the assessment criteria and
Research indicators (page 63 onwards). This will lead to poor evaluation results when compared to
12 |Organisation 24.11.2014|other types of ROs.
We are 10 years young, rapidly growing and ambitious university, which definitely does not
consider the new methodology as a bureaucratic threat. Instead, we feel it as a guiding and
Research inspiring framework. Thus we might be able to incorporate selected suggested metrics and
13 |Organisation 24.11.2014|procedures to our existing managerial scheme smoothly.
Research
14 |Organisation 24.11.2014|Currently it is not possible to say.
1. Administration load connected with proposed evaluation scheme is inadequate to the
level of institutional support that our universities receive at present. This administration load
will be imposed mainly on the active researchers.
Research
15 |Organisation 24.11.2014|2. The evaluations will be complex, expensive, time and human energy consuming.
Research
16 |Organisation 24.11.2014|Data collection.
First it will be complicated to divide the researchers into the RUs, because many of them
work on inter-dispciplinary topics. Then it will be time-consuming to do the internal
Research evaluation and prepare the self-reporting. The second thing is the financial burdens, which
17 |Organisation 24.11.2014|are not closely specified, but they are mentioned as one of the key principles of evaluation.
Research The main burdens are needless increase in bureaucracy (see question 4) and wasting
18 |Organisation 24.11.2014|sources which could be used for research in itself.




After completing and specification of the proposed evaluation system it is necessary to
develop a detailed and quantified analysis supported by RIA, not only on the part of the
evaluators, but also on the part of evaluated research organizations. While analysing the
RIA at the level of evaluated research institutions, it is necessary to take into account not
only costs in the form of one-time implementation costs (forced institutional changes,
creating a regulationsE basis, adapting o
operating costs (creation, negotiation and approval of the self-evaluation report,
management of information system, regular information reports, costs of preparing and
implementing on-site inspection, implementation of evaluation results etc.). Estimated costs
in the amount of 1% of the institutional annual budget seem to be quite unrealistic
considering the direct and indirect costs that the evaluated research organizations would
have to cover.

The authors of the proposed methodology suppose that the evaluation will be optional, but
this is completely false assumption, since for university research centres the participation

Research will be de facto imperative for financial reasons, therefore the proposed system is to be
19 |Organisation 24.11.2014|understood as a mandatory system.
Research No idea. Most of proposed administration we are already doing for internal evaluation,
20 [Organisation 25.11.2014|prediction of next development, benchmarking etc.
Research
21 [Organisation 25.11.2014|Not easy to specify now.
The evaluation scheme shall remain light, and publicly available data shall be to a major
Research extent collected prior the RPO is requested to provide its input. The collected data (about
22 |Organisation 25.11.2014(the institution and its outcomes) shall be just verified/modified by the evaluated entity.
The evaluation is very complex and it will be a great burden for small institution as such as
Research Academy of Fine Arts in Prague. Our institution is exclusive with a strickly limited number of
23 |Organisation 25.11.2014|students as well as employees.
1) set up an effective organizational administrative procedure without additional costs and
burdens; 2) collect data which reflect large scale of indicators, 3) proper study of the whole
evaluation system; 4) description of "institutional management and development potential”
Research assesment criterion can be beyond the capability and capacity especially in case of small
24 |Organisation 25.11.2014|non-university research organization.
1)Preparation of the self-evaluation report
2)Scientists are increasingly involved into the evaluation methodology at the expense of
their scientific work, considering the accreditation processes at universities, there will in fact
an continual evaluation process
3)High time burden of unit employers working on self-evaluation.
Research 4)This proposed system is more time and finance consuming in compare to recent R&D
25 [Organisation 25.11.2014|evaluation system (M2015).
Research
26 |[Organisation 25.11.2014|lt is not very clean at this moment
Research The organization already undervent the similar evaluation scheme and is aware of the
27 |Organisation 25.11.2014|administrative and time burdens.
It is premature to judge administrative and other burdens of the evaluation scheme, based
28 [Provider 25.11.2014just on the draft of the 1st Interim Report.
The evaluation generates considerable costs incurred by the evaluated research
organisations (evaluated units). The evaluation should be written in Czech language. It is
Research because of generating other costs for proofreading (editing) translated English text but also
29 [Organisation 25.11.2014|because the translation might result in misinterpretation of scientific or specific terms.
Research Participation in the evaluation is supposed to be voluntary. So, we would be ready to
30 |Organisation 25.11.2014|assume the position of "rules taker" in this respect.
1) Many Project's teething problems are likely to burden both Research Organisation and
evaluators. Explanation: If current state of affairs is anything to go by, unless all problems
are caught in the Pilot project. For example, this form. It says that in each field we should A)
list the burdens and B) provide explanation. Logical step would be, in order to convey
information to you efficiently, to make a bullet-point list, with at least the ability to mark the
text with bold or italic typefaces. All for clear readability. However, the present form has all
formatting locked. As a result, all we can do is write in this continuous fashion.
Consequently, the information we are conyv
it being acted upon. If these kinds of problems survive into the real thing, it will be
probl emati c. 2) Language burdens. Expl a
all reports in the future in English. While good English is currently no problem for our
particular institute, we can foresee potential great problems with less fortunate Research
organisations and RUs. Even if they are confident about their level of English, we predict
Research that for fear of potentially losing some money as a result of something "lost in translation”,
31 |Organisation 26.11.2014|they will still spend money on having everything "officially translated".
Research
32 [Organisation 26.11.2014|We do not consider the proposed evaluation highly burdening on the administrative level.




Excessive reporting, consuming productive time of leading researchers. Unkown expenses
of the evaluated research organisation. Czech Geological Survey may be suffer from its dual

Research character consisting in scientific research on one hand, and providing geoscientific expertise
33 |Organisation 26.11.2014|las a support to the state administration
In contrast to the current evaluation system that requires minimum administrative work, the
new system puts significant administrative load at RO's. Filling the forms and writing
narratives will require cooperation of both scientists and administration. The proposed
evaluation system goes clearly against promises of some state representatives that
administrative work required from scientists should be decreased. The evaluation system
Research should be designed in a way that allows mining all necessary data from existing resources
34 |Organisation 26.11.2014|without putting administrative load on RO's.
The proposal has to be rejected as a whole. We do not feel it possible to list any particular
weak points of a proposal that would probably instigate deep crisis in evaluating and
financing Czech science and research. We
presented in this report. Current pattern of the institutional funding, based on the scientific
results, is satisfactory; it is certainly much more reasonable than what could be expected
from an administrative orgy presented here. The necessary information for management of
Research institutions can be acquired from suitable tools, such as InCites. The proposed system is too
35 [Organisation 26.11.2014|complicated, too expensive, too time consuming, too subjective and potentially very unfair.
The administrative and other burdens will be surely higher than during the application of
previous Metodikas. Submission of data necessary for EvM is expected to be more complex
and it could be very |l aborious i above al
Research instruction is nearly impossible. Only the expectation of more useful outputs will help us to
36 |Organisation 26.11.2014|overcome this burden.
Even though the proposed system is aiming to assess research quality of evaluated unit in
many aspects, it will inevitably increase incredibly paper work to given evaluated units. It is
Research also unclear at the moment how will the evaluated unit benefit from the evaluation in
37 [Organisation 26.11.2014|general.
Research
38 [Organisation 26.11.2014|No comments
Complicated evaluation system, necessity to keep all data for evaluation for a long time,
needs of particular internal evaluations to mimics evaluation board behaviour.This system is
Research optimal for big institutions or universities with special departments and sections. For small
39 [Organisation 26.11.2014|institutions it is too complicated and therefore relatively expensive.
Research It is difficult to specify at this moment as we have no previous experience with such an
40 |Organisation 26.11.2014|evaluation process. That is why we would like to participate in pilot testing.
The suggested evaluation process would require about 50-60 employees that will work for
Research two years. Since the evaluation periodicity of 5 years is expected, a natural question arises -
41 [Organisation 26.11.2014|what will these persons do for the next 3 years?
Research
42 |Organisation 26.11.2014|KEY : high cost of the evaluation and administrative burden for small regional colleges
Are the EvUs supposed to pay for the evaluation? If yes, how much? Which factors will
influence the price? Will it depend on the number of RUs in the EvU? Every such document
Research (research, questionaire, etc.) means an additional burden to a narrow group of persons
43 |Organisation 26.11.2014|whose responsibilities are different.
Research The evaluation process will be time consuming for many scientists and administration of our
44  |Organisation 26.11.2014]Institute, but we understand its importance.
Research
45 |Organisation 26.11.2014
Research
46 |Organisation 26.11.2014|Not clear yet from the current proposal.
Research
47 |Organisation 26.11.2014|The evaluation process will be time-consuming.
We would be very concerned if the Funding body would have to become a data collector or
administrative backup for the exercise (as it is the case with R&D IS collection exercises) as
the capacity of public funding bodies (except form the semi-indepednent agencies) are
strictly limited and event today overstretched. Moreover, the information resulting from the
exercise will obviously be made to fit the requirements of the R&D governing authority,
whereas the requirements posed by the responsibility for strategic development of particular
subfields and areas of research may be totally and uterly different. Also, not exactly a
burden, yet worthwhile procedure would be the use of funding bodies and their specialists as
"specialists" supporting the panels reviewing particular organizations as there is nobody else
48 |Provider 26.11.2014|qualified enough and in possession of full contexts available.
Research
49 |Organisation 26.11.2014[The above methodology in force and applicability in the shortest time seems unrealistic.
Research The main burdens are needless increase in bureaucracy (see question 4) and wasting
50 [Organisation 26.11.2014|sources which could be used for research in itself.
Research
51 |Organisation 26.11.2014[Evalution burdens seem reasonable




- It is quite evident that the proposed methodology significantly increases administrative
burden of the institution and evaluated units.

- Cost related to this evaluation, which is going to be quite high at the EvU side, should be
covered from the public funding resources generally or from the budget alocated for the
evaluation (part of 1% institutional funding suggested by the Methodology).

- Panels must ensure high quality of the evaluation and of all its outputs to be useful for the

Research evaluated unit and institute.

52 [Organisation 26.11.2014|- Administrative requirements related to the evaluation must be kept as low as possible.
The institute administration work connected with the evaluation process should be
minimized. All information requested for the evaluation should be provided just from the
Web of Science (or similar research information system) and from the Institute Annual
Reports (which structure should be modified - on demand and in advance - to cover all

Research information needed for evaluation). All self-assessments and narratives should be

53 [Organisation 26.11.2014lel i mi nated or strongly reduced.

Research

54 [Organisation 26.11.2014|see 4

There always have been some administratiyv
Research our research institution but this is inev

55 [Organisation 26.11.2014|previous and proposed scheme.

Research Authors of the proposed evaluation scheme are aware of administration burdens. As | wrote

56 [Organisation 26.11.2014/i n (2), wise evaluators will not burden,

Research
57 |Organisation 26.11.2014 0
Research

58 [Organisation 26.11.2014|The description of subjective criteria represents the administrative burden.

Research The main burdens are needless increase in bureaucracy (see question 4) and wasting

59 |Organisation 26.11.2014sources which could be used for research in itself.

We are a small research organisation, and hence the self-assesment will be demanding in

terms of capacities. Moreover, the evaluation criteria will require an update of our research

and HR strategies, which we see, howevere, as a positive step. A greater involvement of
Research PhD students, if not evaluated fairly, might be expensive for a non-university research

60 [Organisation 26.11.2014|organisation.

Research Evapuation of individuals, evaluation of individual projects and evaluation of small research

61 |Organisation 27.11.2014teams.

We are not afraid of administrative or other burden regarding the evaluation if all the
Research promises of the proposers that the methodology will be simple, clear and evaluation results
62 [Organisation 27.11.2014|will contribute to the development of the organization are kept.
Research Significant administrative and organizational burden on the side of the evaluated

63 [Organisation 27.11.2014|organization, compared to the currently used Evaluation Methodology.

In the case, the same data on contract and collaborative research will be collected as for the
Metodika 2013, we do not see any significant administrative burden for RD support
providers.

64 |Provider 27.11.2014
The presented evaluation is based on data that must be submitted by individual Research
Organization as stated in the text (Evaluation Implementation.pdf), even though the data is
available in the VaV CR database (outputs are available in RIV, institutional support is

Research available in other parts of the information system, a.0.). The proposed system will result in

65 [Organisation 27.11.2014|more and more administrative load on individual organizations.

The main burdens are needless increase in bureaucracy and wasting sources which could

66 |Provider 27.11.2014|be used for research in itself.

Research

67 |Organisation 27.11.2014

Reporting to the granting agencies in teh Czech Republic is very frequent, very domplicated,
Research very demanding, there is the threat that material for evaluations will not turn out to be "just
68 [Organisation 27.11.2014 another" piece of data to report.
The administrative burden resulting from submitted material can be currently predicted only
Research with difficulties. The evaluation methodology should be simple from the administrative point
69 [Organisation 27.11.2014|of view.
Research
70 [Organisation 27.11.2014|All the procedure would be extremely time-consuming.
Research

71 |Organisation 27.11.2014|VSUP is afraid of too big administration burden.

For the purposes of the preparation of documents for the evaluation of the present

methodology will be necessary to strengthen the administration of the Institute, at least 2

employees. Their task will be to analyze the inter-institutional processes and design
Research optimization in accordance with the methodology. It will be necessary to guard detail all

72 |Organisation 27.11.2014|outputs, especially in the case of joint publications, patents and the like.

It is difficult to give an exact answer to this question before any experience with the new
scheme is acquired. We are concerned with all potential burdens on our institution including
Research the diversion of substantial energies away from research, publications and teaching into
73 |Organisation 27.11.2014|evaluation.




Research This is a question that Institutes should ask the Methodology makesr, because the answer is
74 |Organisation 27.11.2014|not clear from the Methodology.
Research
75 [Organisation 27.11.2014
For small research institute is very burden administrative load. It can be declared than
almost no load will be caused for big organizations (Public Research Institutions or colleges)
by reason that they manage great bulk of institutional (financial) resources and have no
problem to release their part for the work with data for notification into databases or for
publishing of own journals, etc. As an il
Protectiono has been published by SVBOM f
publishing could not continue mainly due to insufficient financial resources for this purpose.
Similar situation exist also regarding detachment of employees for data notifications and
other contact with executive departments, etc. Engagement of expert is not practicable for
little organizations.
The frequent methodology changes perform bigger administrative load. The frequent
methodology changes are not fair. The research communities are often acquainted with
details of rating not until number of results has arisen at the time when previous rules have
Research been applied.
76 |Organisation 27.11.2014
Research
77 |Organisation 27.11.2014|Preparing of required documentation will be for our RO very time-consuming.
Research Self-evaluation reports and "Impact narratives", as well as the necessity to check all the
78 |Organisation 27.11.2014|details that might have impact on the financing.
Research
79 [Organisation 27.11.2014
Data preparation for the evaluation of qualitative parameters beyond the previously
Research transmitted quantitative data on outcomes for bibliometrics. We consider pilot testing based
80 [Organisation 27.11.2014|on detailed processed methodological instructions as necessary.
Research
81 |Organisation 27.11.2014
Again, regarding the current experience with the small pilot testing, we would say that the
burdens could be kept to the minimum if the deadlines and the collection of data were more
Research systematically announced and more generously scheduled, with at least two months for the
82 [Organisation 27.11.2014|preparation.
Research
83 [Organisation 28.11.2014
Research To enter the data as well as on the processing public agency in charge of the cleaning and
84 |[Organisation 28.11.2014|checking of the data. We ask to prepare an effective tool for that.
Research
85 [Organisation 28.11.2014




7. If requested, would your research
organisation or parts of it agree to participate
in a round of large pilot testing of the
evaluation scheme during 2015?

® o Individualni projekty
METODIKA @ narodni pro oblast
L ® terciarniho vzdélavani,
'Y ) ® vyzkumu, vyvoje a inovaci
Documentation for Technopolis Limited

ID Posting Date
1 13.11.2014|No
2 13.11.2014|Yes
3 13.11.2014|Maybe
4 18.11.2014(Maybe
5 19.11.2014|No
6 19.11.2014(Maybe
7 20.11.2014|Maybe
8 20.11.2014|Yes
9 21.11.2014|Yes
10 21.11.2014|No
11 24.11.2014|Maybe depending on the administrative burden this will lay on us.
To question 7.: We are always ready to take part in the domain development
processes. Our real contribution could be, however, affected by the generally shorter
institutional experience with routine science, research and innovations. Because of
organizational dynamics, we cannot exactly predict neither our momentary suitability
12 24.11.2014|Maybe for such pilot experiment nor internal consequences, induced by such initiative.
13 24.11.2014|Yes
14 24.11.2014(|Yes
Qualification - EvU size - concerns (required
number of outputs), financial concerns (private institution with a stirctly
limited access to public support), and capacity concerns (limited personnel
15 24.11.2014|Maybe resources).
16 24.11.2014|{No
We find the proposed evaluation scheme
useless. However we would like to ask you if the organization of our type has
got enough information concerning development of evaluation rules and we could
apply an influence on this process.
17 24.11.2014|{No
18 24.11.2014|Yes
19 25.11.2014|Yes
20 25.11.2014|Yes
21 25.11.2014(|Yes
22 25.11.2014|Maybe
23 25.11.2014|Yes
24 25.11.2014|Yes
25 25.11.2014|Yes
26 25.11.2014|No An academic evaluation will be realized during the 2015 year.
27 25.11.2014|Yes
28 25.11.2014|No
29 26.11.2014|No
30 26.11.2014|Yes
31 26.11.2014|Maybe
At the University of South Bohemia, Faculty of Fishery and Water
Protection expressed interest in participating in pilot testing, Faculty of
Agriculture answered "maybe" as well as the Favulty of Health and
32 26.11.2014|Maybe Social Sciences. Other faculties did not express interest in participation.
we do not wish to participate. It is our considered view that the proposal does not
33 26.11.2014|No form any suitable basis for fair and useful evaluation ind financing Czech science.
University of Defence is not suitable for testing due to non-standard management
34 26.11.2014|No rules in the field of education and research.
35 26.11.2014|Yes
36 26.11.2014(|Yes
37 26.11.2014|Yes
38 26.11.2014|Yes
39 26.11.2014|Maybe
40 26.11.2014|Maybe




41 26.11.2014|Yes

42 26.11.2014|Yes

43 26.11.2014|Yes

44 26.11.2014|No

45 26.11.2014|Yes

46 26.11.2014|Yes

47 26.11.2014|No

48 26.11.2014|Yes

49 26.11.2014|Maybe

50 26.11.2014|No

51 26.11.2014|Maybe

52 26.11.2014|Yes

53 26.11.2014|Yes

54 26.11.2014|No

55 26.11.2014|Yes

56 26.11.2014|No
YES. Due to the risks exposed above, as a small,
hybrid organisation oriented on excellent academic and policy research and
dependent on government funding (we do neither teach nor benefit from extra
funding as the Academy of Sciences), we strongly prefer to participate on

57 26.11.2014|Yes testing.

58 27.11.2014|{No

59 27.11.2014(|Yes

60 27.11.2014|Maybe

61 27.11.2014|Yes

62 27.11.2014|Yes

63 27.11.2014|Yes

64 27.11.2014|Maybe

65 27.11.2014|No

66 27.11.2014|Maybe

67 27.11.2014(|Yes

68 27.11.2014|Maybe

69 27.11.2014(|Yes

70 27.11.2014|Yes

71 27.11.2014|Maybe

72 27.11.2014|Yes

73 27.11.2014|Maybe

74 27.11.2014|No

75 27.11.2014(|Yes

76 27.11.2014|Maybe

77 27.11.2014|Maybe

78 28.11.2014|Maybe

AOur research organization presents a

cooperation and research ambition in the field of Sport, Wellness and Quality of Life.

79 28.11.2014|Yes We would |Iike to participate in a roun
would like to take part in the discussion and creation of a meaningful system

80 28.11.2014 and direction of research and its system of financing.




Partial comments relating to the
different sections of the draft of the 1st
Interim Report

ID

Type

Posting Date

1

13.11.2014

through the document

® o Individualni projekty
METODIKA ® narodni pro oblast
[ ] ® terciarniho vzdélavani,
.. ™Y ® vyzkumu, vyvoje a inovaci
Documentation for Technopolis Limited

Completely missing any part dealing with evaluation of the targeted support, although
expected in the ToR for the tender

13.11.2014

[e2]

chapter 1.2.1

Types of ROs are confusing, do not reflect legal status. ROs are inherent to some state
aid rules which they must follow differently.

13.11.2014

12

Excellence and Relevance funding are deliberately mixed together and not distinguished

13.11.2014

92

Transaction costs of the evaluation are neglected, they are calculated for the evaluation
but creation and internim function of the body providing support would consume
expenses as well.

13.11.2014

47

What will happen with the CEP categories, will they be completely exchanged for the
OECD ones ?

Research
Organisation

18.11.2014

69

Research performance

We do appreciate that concerning the number and trends of PhD students trained it has
been taken into account also institutes that are not entitled for enrolment because due to
Czech national legislation, institutions of Academy of Sciences are not entitled to run PhD
training despite the fact that some of the PhD University students are properly employed
in the institutions of Academy of Sciences.

Research
Organisation

18.11.2014

18

Scientific focus of the
research

We appreciate using fias framework the fi
thus standardizing international benchmarking criteria.

Research
Organisation

18.11.2014

53

Risks and risk
management

Concerning the part: fAA direct harvestinH
systems and/or Open Access Repositories and therefore creating a higher level of
efficiency as well as ensuring data qual
Repositories which avoids excessive administrative burden and creating duplicates in the
system.

Research
Organisation

19.11.2014

15

2.2.2.

It should be mentioned that the institutes of the ASCR are public research institutions
(v.v.i.)

10

Research
Organisation

19.11.2014

70

4.5.3.

What is to be understood by "strategic priorities"?

11

Research
Organisation

19.11.2014

74

4.5.5.

The publishing profile is quite complicated; submission of the data will create a burden
for the institutions

12

Research
Organisation

19.11.2014

59

4.2

all research organisations to bear the d

13

Research
Organisation

19.11.2014

88

Registration of EvUs - no longer talking about registrating research infrastructure
organisations or the infrastructure will be evaluated separately, because if we imagine we
do not register or CESNET does not register, how the Czech research community will
work without our services???

14

Research
Organisation

20.11.2014

The administrative load is not proportional to expected feedback.

15

Research
Organisation

20.11.2014

7.1.2014

Q006 :

The proposal do not clarify what to do if one particular scientist works for two separate
RO (for example in university and university hospital). Does condition given in Q006
mean that the researcher cannot be affiliated to two different RU of one research
organization or it says that the researcher can be affiliated to single RO and single unit
only?

16

Research
Organisation

20.11.2014

7 and 8

2.2.

Q007:

Submission of the electronic format of some results from category B and C could cause
difficulties as they are primarily not available electronically.

Why is submission of the most important results limited to categories B, C, D and J? If it
is to exclude data about applyed research, why other categories are included in Q 024?
The contract research from industry (followed in Q022) has mostly character of applyed
research and often does not result to any of the results listed above. Those types of
results also hardly brink any incomes (followed in Q023)

17

Research
Organisation

20.11.2014

10

2.3.

Q017:

How to cope with the situation when RO is greatly involved in the education and training
of Ph.D. students (university hospital) but does not award any titles? Would not be better
to calculate how many members of RU were awarded Ph.D. in the year of interest?

18

Research
Organisation

20.11.2014

10 and 11

2.3.

Q024:

Research output measurements based on validated RIV data does not count with the
situation that research organization did not report all research outcomes in the past or
that it did not report it at all.

19

Research
Organisation

20.11.2014

11

2.4.

Q026:
Definition of low-cost key equipment is missing. It can be viewed differently by the ROs.

20

21.11.2014

4.2

How the Methodology will handle with researchers that are employees of two or more RU
(EvU) and with their publications?

21

21.11.2014

4.3.2.

Interdisciplinary Research Unit would demonstrate 30% of activities across 6 disciplines
stated in the first column of the Exhibit 28, is it right?

How does the methodology evaluate the interdisciplinary research across eg.
mathematics and physics?

22

21.11.2014

4.5.1.

The need for five evaluation criteria is not discussed. It will be very hard to find an EvU
with a poor management and without a broad international contacts and cooperation that
exhibits great research performance and research excellence. The answers of questions
on performance and excellence can be applied to questions on management quality and
international cooperation.

Since first two criteria represents a great burden for EvU because the requested
materials are not regularly collected they would not be applied to EvU (RU) exhibiting
excellent results in the third and fourth criteria. The evaluation according to the first two
criteria can (maybe) help non-excellent EvUs to improve their performance. The
selection can be based on the present Methodics.




23

4.5.2.

4.5.2. Institutional management and development potential

| provided my comments on this criterion above (4.5.1) but | would like to stress that
inbreeding is a difficult question. The country is small and there is usually one clearly
leading university (faculty) in a particular area. The interested students try to enroll to this
faculty. After graduation, the faculty offers the academic career to best of them and thus
inbreeding is natural. | would suggest that the international contacts, international project,
opening of the institution for enrollment of foreign postdocs would be evaluated rather
than the number of employees graduated from the same university.

4.5.2, Research excellence

It is expected that each submitted publication will be assessed by two referees but it is a
standard procedure in scientific journals. The problem is that the evaluations of different
referees cannot be compared because each of them did see only one paper.

4.5.2, Research performance

There are three sub-criteria but only the first one is connected with the research
performance. Ability to attract PhD students is evaluated within the Institutional
management criterion, whereas the quality of the research performance is a subject of
evaluation within the Research excellence criterion. The additional topics like the
participation in international infrastructures and competitive funding are again evaluated
within Institutional management.

4.5.2, Societal relevance

This criterion repeats the sub-criteria of previous criteria in parts that can be based on
quantitative data and the rest is based on fairy stories written by EvUs. Most of these
stories will be closely coupled to national situation and it would be very difficult for
international judgment. Moreover, some of the suggested gquantitative indicators within
this criterion (volume of contracts and joint project with industry) will be subject of
gambling that is very easy.

24

21.11.2014

4.5.4.

4.5.4, Rulings for fraud

The rules for penalization of fraud are included in the present evaluation system but they
were never used. How would like the authors of this Methodology insure that the situation
will change?

4.5.4, Rulings for thresholds

Books counts as 4 i all books? What is
Co-publications within one EvU and different RUs should be also de-duplicated,
otherwise it will quickly multiply the n
Mathematics and Physics is one EvU and it will be probably divided into several RUs
(Physics, Mathematics, Computer science, Earth science, Chemistry..). at present, only
about 20% of publication have authors from different RUs but if it will bring an advantage,
a majority of the publications will have authorship across two or three RUs.

The same can be applied (maybe in a lesser extent) to co-publications of different EvUs.
The number of outputs (percentage) should be defined strictly. Moreover, the base that
serves for percentage calculation is not well defined.

25

Research
Organisation

21.11.2014

The authors characterize the design of the Evaluation Methodology as a 'longer-term’
process. This contradicts the limited time span reserved for the preparation and testing
of the Methodology in the IPN time schedule.

26

Research
Organisation

21.11.2014

The authors mention here a relation to the theory of knowledge, but without providing any
specic details or clues. If this point is indeed relevant for the Methodology, it should be
clarified.

27

Research
Organisation

21.11.2014

The authors explain that in case of HEI, Faculties will serve as the Evaluation Units
(EvU), while Departments as the Research Units (RU). Departments, however, differ
greatly in size which might constitute problems for the evaluation. Also, both quantitative
and qualitative data are supposed to be provided by the RU through self-reporting. Given
the amount of information already available in the national R&D Information System, this
kind of self-reporting appears to be a redundancy imposing unnecessary burdens on the
RUs.

28

Research
Organisation

21.11.2014

The Methodology refers here to the work of a number of analysts and R&D experts.
However, none of the persons mentioned appear to be a distinguished one.

29

Research
Organisation

21.11.2014

This chapter surveys in detail the history and current status of the research evaluation
policy in the Czech Republic, largely from the point of view of the 2011 Technopolis
report.

30

Research
Organisation

21.11.2014

21

Here, the desire to identify areas of research excellence is expressed. Unfortunatelly,
ERC evaluation and similar high ranking systems are not mentioned at all.

31

Research
Organisation

21.11.2014

23

The selection of the analysed national systems is not explained. While Austria or the
Netherlands may certainly be viewed as comparable in size or performance, the choice
of Australia, the UK and Italy - while completely ignoring the German or French systems -
should be explained in detail.

32

Research
Organisation

21.11.2014

This chapter contains a lengthy analysis of the national research evaluation systems of
the countries mentioned above. Its length (35 pages) is inappropriate.

33

Research
Organisation

21.11.2014

This is the most important part of the Draft. It is clearly written (except for occasional
erroneous references, cf. pp. 61-3). However, the proposed evaluation system appears
not to be resistant enough to partiality (for more, see our comments in Part A). The five
main assesment criteria are important, but should have weights reflecting the character
of the evaluated units. For example, in the case of our Faculty, research performance,
and especially research excellence, are essential.

34

Research
Organisation

21.11.2014

73

The proposed handling of co-publications is inappropriate, notably for large research
collaborations (there, the number of co-authors is often in the hundreds, as is the number
of publications, while the publications are quite short).

35

Research
Organisation

21.11.2014

88

The Management Team has the key authority to propose all members of the panels to
the Governing Body. The entire system resembles a grant agency, except that no
Monitoring Board or similar independent supervisory body is postulated. Also the key
problem of recruiting a large number of competent panel members, specialist advisors,
and referees, which is notorious in the Czech setting, is completely ignored.




The necessary information systems can only be designed and tested after finalizing the
structure of the evaluation system. Their development and fine tuning can be a slow and

Research costly process. There is only one paragraph dedicated to this essential matter in the
36 [Organisation 21.11.2014 87 Draft.
Research What will be the cost of evaluation for the evaluated organisation? Who will pay for
37 [Organisation 24.11.2014 59 evaluations?
Research Missing chapter reference: "the cross-referrals are in Chapter Chapter Error! Reference
38 [Organisation 24.11.2014 62 source not found., below"
Research
39 [Organisation 24.11.2014 88 Registration of EvUs - missing infrastructure research organisations
Research The 4th paragraph is uncomplete - the MUSEUMSs also belong into the research
40 |Organisation 24.11.2014 4|Executive Summary community in the Czech Republic! Please add them!
Research The territorial self-governing units (=1
41 |Organisation 24.11.2014 14|2.2.1. - Exhibit 1 are missing in the scheme and following tect on pages 14 and 15.
The 6th paragraph is wrong, the reality is different - currently, the ROs under the
Research territorial self-governing units do not get institutional support, although their are
42 |Organisation 24.11.2014 15|2.2.2. registered as ROs in the list of RD&I Council and they submit outputs to the RD&I IS.
What was the reason to reclassify Biological sciences from Natural sciences (group 1 in
Research Frascati Manual) to Biological and agricultural sciences (group 4 in EM)? Your reason is
43 |Organisation 24.11.2014(18-19, 77 2.2.3. - Exhibit 6; 4.7.1. [not sufficient and relevant.
The 8th paragraph - yes, its true. However, 99,9% of such organizations (integral parts
Research of research - providers of infrastructure of research!!!) are too small to reach the treshold
44 |Organisation 24.11.2014 29(3.3.1. of 50 outputs per 5-6 years.
Generally, you do not understand the princip of interdisciplinary research. There exist
many scientific fields which are interdisciplinar based on their nature, e.g. paleontology
Research (physical/biological sciences), antropology (biological sciences/humanities), palynology
45 |Organisation 24.11.2014 44(3.6.5. (biological sciences/humanities). Real knowledge arised from interdisciplinarity!
Research The field-specific weightings for the sub-criteria shall be defined now (before terminating
46 |Organisation 24.11.2014 664.5.2. of submissons to evaluating system).
Research 5.1.5. - Registration of |This paragraph vanishes the fourth RO category - Infrastructure Research Organisation.
47 |Organisation 24.11.2014 88|the EvUs It is in conflict with Exhibit 23 on pages 61-62.
Non-university higher education institutions - these insitutions are a part of the structure
of the tertiary education sector (White papers - National Programme for the
Development of Education, p. 67), but because they should be multidisciplinary, they
offer mostly bachelor's degree and should primary reflect the regional needs, they are
discriminated by the proposed methodology first due to the lack of possibility to achieve
PhD degree and afterwards because of the multidisciplinarity, where it is much more
complicated to set research units with enough of eligible outputs in one field (usually inter-
Research 4.3.1 The typologies of [disciplinar outputs). In some respects, they should be partly incorporated into Scientific
48 |Organisation 24.11.2014|60-62 research organisations |Research Organisations and partly into RTOs.
Important outputs Semi-industrial scale plant (Zpolop), Verified technology (Ztech), Utility
model (Fuzit), Industrial models (Fprum), Prototype (Gprot), Functional sample (Gfunk),
Medi cal treatment (Nlec) and Software (H
outputs that will be taken into account
Research the column ANon-traditional research out
49 |Organisation 24.11.2014 2.3.2. on a long-term basis.
Research performance is based on publications only (and patents). They are not applied
Research outputs which can be crucial for right evaluation of research organisations which are
50 |Organisation 25.11.2014 65| Exhibit 25 focused on applied outputs. It is KEY to extend outputs.
Research It is necessary also include "traditional" outputs of research organisations which are
51 [Organisation 25.11.2014 68|Research Performance [focused on applications, i.e. prototypes, technologies, softwares etc.
See comments above. Outputs H, V, N and P are not sufficient for right and fair
evaluation of RTO. It is necessary include also prototypes, softwares, technologies etc.
VERY IMPORTANT: It is necessary newly set definitons of eligible outputs.
Research Contemporary definitions in Metodika 2013-15(which is still valid) are very limited and
52 |Organisation 25.11.2014 72|Exhibit 27 unsuitable.
Sentence - "We have included the scholarly outputs and the IPR-related outputs that are
eligible also in the current Metodika 2013-15." - is proof of influence. Outputs from
Metodika 2013-15 are unreasonably reduced. Applied outputs were removed. So, we see
Research 2nd clause below the [it as unfair toward RTO. Please, take an inspiration from previous issue of Metodika and
53 |Organisation 25.11.2014 73|table redefine definitions of outputs/results.
Sentence "Books will count as 4" is not right approach. The most of books contain
Research 4th clause below the  [knowledge which was published already in journals before. Usage of count as 4 is unfair
54 |Organisation 25.11.2014 73|table toward publication in journals.
Research Books will count as 4. It seems that there is something missing in the text. Other
55 |Organisation 25.11.2014 73|4.5.4. publication will count as 1?
What does the International expert mean? Foreign expert? Having foreign experts as
Research panel chairs would be a reasonable solution especially in the context of the Czech
56 |Organisation 25.11.2014 85(5.1.3. Republic
The fourth bullet of the first list of items in Section 4.5.5 is a an example of not including
sources of bibliometric data in a fair enough way. In parcticular, this list mentions the use
of WoS, InCites, Journal Citation Reports, and the Czech R&D |IS. However, none of
these sources is suitable, e.g., for computer science and in general engineering. It would
Research be very good to at least add Scopus into the list of sources. However, it would be even
57 |Organisation 25.11.2014 74]4.5.5. better to allow the panels to choose the appropriate sources themselves.
This is an example of a case where WoS is excessively stressed: 4 out 6 items use
exclusively WoS! It would be much better to include other sources as well, e.g., Scopus,
Research 4.5.5., Publishing which provide a much better coverage of some fields. Ideally, the panels should be able
58 |Organisation 25.11.2014 74| profile to define individually which sources should be used.
Yet another case of stressing WoS. Other sources, such as Scopus, should be
Research mentioned here, or even better, the panels should be able to define the preferred source
59 |Organisation 25.11.2014 74]4.5.5., Citation impact |of citations.
The text speaks about average scores informed with bibliometric data (JIF). It is not said
4.5.2, Research what JIF means. Does it refer to WoS? In that case, it is another case of excessive
Research excellence, second stress of WoS. Instead, other sources, such as Scopus, should be used, or the panels
60 |Organisation 25.11.2014 68| bullet should be able to define their preferred source of data.
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69

4.5.2., Research
performance, the ability
to attract PhD students

The use of the ability to attract PhD students as an indicator of research performance is
rather problematic in the Czech context. If this metric is used, it will likely lead to gaming
in terms of trying to accept as many students for PhD studies as possible regardless of
their quality and of the quality of the PhD advisors (in Czech republic, unlike in other
countries, this is rathers easy since there is no problem with getting a PhD scholarship
from the government). Moreover, replacing this metric by the number of PhD students
that successfully finish their studies would not improve the situation either since this
would lead to a pressure on letting anybody pass the PhD studies. Therefore, the best
would be to cancel this metric. Alternatively, one could have a metric measuring, e.g.,
the number of successful PhD students that manage to find a postdoc or permanent
position abroad (preferrably at some prestigious university, which could be measured,
e.g., in terms of Shanghai criteria).
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69

4.5.2., Research
performance, research
productivity

The bullet speaks about journals only. This is problematic for some fields, such as
computer science, where prestigious conferences are considered as the primary
publication venue. The fundamental role of taking into account conference publications
for evaluating computer scientists and engineers for promotion and tenure was, e.g.,
published in 1999 by the U.S. Computing Research Association. The importance of
conferences as well as a possibility of categorizing conferences according to their quality
is recognised also in the Australian system of evaluating research whose CORE
database is a very valuable source that could be taken into account.
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85

5.3.1., Staffing of the
panels, Profiles and
Subject panel
members

The text speaks about "experience in industry” and “strong collaborationwith industry.
However, this can be problematic in case of panels mostly evaluating basic research.

Research

HERE AND FURTHER IN THE TEXT - The importance of quality performance-based
research evaluation and subsequent funding system for achieving the given policy
objectives shall be emphasized. It is important not only for institutional funding, but it is
essential for the targeted funding as well. The two major grand agencies (GACR and
TACR) do perform well in this respect. However, sizable fraction of the public RTD
fundings is provided based on historical root, often without ensuring an international peer-
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Executive summary

review evaluation or other quality nent.
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Executive Summary

HERE AND FURTHER IN THE TEXT - The problem of proper implementation of the
evaluation methodology is not only about sufficient financial resources, it is also about
adequate personal coverage and administrative backup. This seems to be even more
important as this administrative structure has to be built from scratch and its role will not
only be the evaluation, but also the translation of its results into the different policy
agendas and vice versa.
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2.2.2 The R&D base

It seem to be appropriate to involve in this section (for the time being at least formally)
the huge research infrastructures. Not only that the recent GBER and State aid
regulations consider RIs to be at the same level as RPOs and thus, it shall be reflected
also here irrespectively of the fact that the infrastructures are up to now not financed
institutionally. The newly built RIs like ELI (extreme light infrastructure), but also several
of the RIs entering into the ERIC legal forms, have dominantly the character and
governance model of an independent institution. They do develop long term strategies
and the classical grand like funding schemes are inadequate for their funding. Further,
research infrastructures built a system intrinsic category of raising importance as they
deliver services and data to the scientific community in a similar or larger extent as
scientific libraries. In order to include them into the frame of institutional funding changes
of the output oriented methodology are required. Changes of the legislation in this
respect are in the process.

67

Research
Organisation

25.11.2014

29

The newly developed national policy considers RIs mainly as service to the broader
scientific community and the prepared national roadmap already reflects on this. Thus,
(at least several) Rls are not a subcategory of national laboratories, but subject well on
its way to independent and institutionalized research service organizations. The role of
open access will gradually increase and the institutional Evaluation/funding has to
account for it.
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The term "infrastructure research organizations" seems to be bit artifitial and reflect only
the situation described above. Some RI have already now institutional character and
perform to al limited amount also in-house research. Their mission is however, in the
service to the comunity and it is inapropriate to evaluate them solely based on these
outcomes. Indicators have to be adjusted accordingly. The amount and quality of the
delivered service has to enter here.
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Pages 4, 7,
and 59

Inconsistency in the specification of entities entering the EM:

"It was expected to include all research organizations (ROs) while taking into account the
differences among types of research organizations and disciplinary cultures." vs "The
evaluation covers all research organizations of a minimum size, on a voluntary basis." vs
"The research organizations will participate to the evaluation on a voluntary basis."
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Page 4

The list is of Research Organizations (RO) is not complete. There are also State
Research Organizations (Statn2z p$2sphvk(
Ministries, and Organizational Parts of the State (OPS).
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Page 7

The categorization of Research Organizations is formal and does not reflect the existing
differences between missions of various RO.

Most of research infrastructures should not be treated and financed as RO as they are
not legal entities. Research infrastructures are defined as separate concept different
from Research Organizations.

72

Provider

25.11.2014

Page 21

A requirement is that the system should provide some institutional research funding for
all parts of the RD&I system that do research. This is in contradiction with the fact that
only Research Organizations are eligible for institutional funding.
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Page 78

A transition period of approximately 5 years will be needed before a full-fledged use of
this new classification system will be possible. Such transition period is too long and
difficult to justify.
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Pages 79 and
87

Inconsistency in the specification of what will be evaluated:

"The evaluation results will consist in a panel report covering each Research Unit and
each field." vs "Developing the assessment and providing scores. For each of the EvUs
scores are provided on each of the five criteria."




Research

To assess the level of inbreeding is wholy irrelevant for the purpose mentioned in the
chapter (quality of management). Vital aim of this evalution is the assessmet of present
and expected research performance. Although | understand that, in many cases, the
higher the level of inbreeding, the lower the dynamics in scientific performance, this is not
a universal truth. It could be only an additional criterion, which is nice to have, but it

75 |Organisation 25.11.2014 67|4.5. should not be included in the assessment as a "performance indicator".
We think "The Concentration of the assessment work for scientific fields with
Research exceptionally low research volume into one subject panel” is problematic because of
76 |Organisation 25.11.2014 79|4.7. lower ability of such a panel to assess the results appropriatelly.
Research
77 |Organisation 26.11.2014 66|4.5.2. at all point - this is a not at all clear point.
Research
78 |Organisation 26.11.2014|throughout Czech Republic is sometimes written as Czech republic
Research Add another abbreviations used in the text: Rl (pg. 69), IPR (pg. 49, 69), R&DIS (pg. 74),
79 |Organisation 26.11.2014]iii Abbreviations SSH (pg. 75,76), ERC (pg. 90)
Research
80 |Organisation 26.11.2014|6,11 (2x),60 Use capital letter in the word (Czech) Republic
Research Ten countries were selected for comparison with the Czech system. Why are the USA
81 |Organisation 26.11.2014 10| Introduction and Germany missing in the Country Analyses?
Research
82 |Organisation 26.11.2014 16 Ministry of the Environment is missing in the Table.
Research
83 |Organisation 26.11.2014|17/18 Shift the first line of the Table to the page 18.
Denmark is mentioned (together with Finland and Norway) to use the "Norwegian
Research model". However Denmark is not part of the ten selected countries for comparison. It is
84 [Organisation 26.11.2014 33 illogical.
Research
85 [Organisation 26.11.2014 38[3.6.2., 2nd line Add "." to the end of the sentence.
Research
86 |Organisation 26.11.2014 40 Add captions (from page 39) to the large table.
Research
87 [Organisation 26.11.2014 47|4th paragraph, 4th line |Use "eg" instead of "Eg"
Research
88 [Organisation 26.11.2014(61,62,63, Add Reference source.
Research
89 [Organisation 26.11.2014|66,67,68,69 Tables It would be more logical to use 0 (zero) instead of "unclassified".
p. 67 participation in projects funded by renowned international research programmes
(e.g. EU Framework Programmes) should be particularly appraised, and, moreover, the
ability not only to participate but also lead such projects or participate in management
Research structures of such projects (work package leadership, management board membership
90 [Organisation 26.11.2014 67 or similar). There is a big difference between such engagement and "just participation”.
The definition of the "unclassified" | ey
Research adequately"??). It would be better to say someting like "it is not adequate” or "not
91 [Organisation 26.11.2014 66| Table applicable".
Research evaluation of conference proceedings should take into account the level / quality /
92 [Organisation 26.11.2014 72 (international) impact of the conference
Research
93 |Organisation 26.11.2014 73| Table, last row What is "Zodry & Zplem"?
Research
94 |Organisation 26.11.2014 75|two last lines Missing word between "mainly” and "to".
Research
95 |Organisation 26.11.2014 83 The Main panel will have only 1+3 members. Only 4 people?
Research Panels will have only 5-6 members. Only? It is definitely not enough to cover scientific
96 |Organisation 26.11.2014 83 disciplines of the panel (especially in case of conflicts of interest).
Research Only 1 from 4 members of the Main panel will be from research. It is not a good idea.
97 _ |Organisation 26.11.2014 85 However the member from the funding agency is perhaps redundant.
Research
98 [Organisation 26.11.2014 86|2nd line from below Add "." to the end of the sentence.
Research 3.3 and 3.5 are overlaping unless clear criteria are set, suggest to unify to 1 panel "Other
99 [Organisation 26.11.2014 78| Exhibit 28 health and medical sciences"”
Research Definition of Evaluation Management Board is unclear. It is mentioned only once and the
100 [Organisation 26.11.2014 82 role is not explained.
Why not to use Scopus together with Web of Science?
(i) Previously only WoS was used, then Scopus was added (previous Metodikas are
ment), now it should be again removed???
(i) The success to cover conference proceedings by WoS is nearly impossible in this
time for organizers from the Czech Republic while the success in the case of Scopus it
seems to be quite more probable. To use only WoS can mean to remove most of
Research conference papers from evaluation what can have for some specific branches (e.g. IT)
101 |Organisation 26.11.2014 7414.5:5 really catastrophic consequences.
Can be our University Defence fairly evaluated in principle?
Our University of Defence consists of the Faculty of Military Leadership, the Faculty of
Military Technology and the Faculty of Military Health Sciences. It will be probably
classified in disciplinary areas and fields: 6.5 OTHER humanities, 2.11 OTHER
engineering and technologies, and 3.5 OTHER medical sciences. Can it be fairly
Research evaluated in principle and compared with other universities with three categorisations
102 |Organisation 26.11.2014 78|4.7.1 (Exhibit 28) OTHERé?
The eligible research outputs aim for research excellence recognizing primarily peer-
reviewed paper, conference proceedings and monograph, books and etc. Yet, there
might be situation, when organization is having primarily the significant transition outputs
Research (prototype, certified methodologies, etc.) to society and business, but not able reach
103 |Organisation 26.11.2014 72| Exhibit 27 research excellence.
Exhibit 28 Structure of disciplinary areas and fields, this table does not contain Food
science, see 4. Biological and
Agricultural Sciences, Please generate this field. In addition, there are in the point 4.2.
Research Categorisation of Animal and dairy sciences. Dairy sciences are a part of FOOD SCIENCE, so this is a
104 |[Organisation 26.11.2014 78|scientific fields & areas |very serious discrepancy!!!!!!




There is declaration that evaluation will be voluntary for research organization. In chapter

Research first ranged sentence (4 there is declaration that only those organization that exhibit number of results over
105 |Organisation 26.11.2014 7|from the top treshold will be evaluated. This is contradiction.
It is clear that organizations engaged in preparation of the new evaluation system missed
totally Association of research organization (Asociace vyzkumnych organizaci,
www.avo.cz). This organization represents applied and industrial research institutes in
the Czech Republic and recently proposed new evaluation system for research institutes
as a tool for portioning funds for organizations development. Please, include AVO into
the team asap. We protest to have a new system prepared to fit universities and
Research this report builds on the [Academy of Science institutes. Such a system is currently applied in CR and results are
106 |Organisation 26.11.2014 9|work of not good for economy.
Key principles are defined only very generally. Bold is repeatedly confirmend that the
Research evaluation will be done on voluntary basis but if RU will not be evaluated RU will not
107 |Organisation 26.11.2014 59|4.1Key principles receive any funding for development.
Research Four categories of
108 |Organisation 26.11.2014|60-61 research organizations |Who will decide in which category is evaluated research organization classified?
Research
109 |Organisation 26.11.2014 61|Exhibit 23 Expected roles given here coincide in some aspects. Is that correct?
There is the conflict with declaration of voluntary participation in evaluation and definition
Research 4.3.2 The use of that only those organizations that fit the treshold of 50 research outputs will be adopted
110 |Organisation 26.11.2014 62|thresholds into the system.
The author of the system decided to apply publications as a treshold for all research
organizations. It is mistake and it is convenient simply for basic research and
universities. We think that each category of RU given in Exhibit 23 should have its own
Research type of treshold as a limit of evaluation. This is the typical result of the current
111 |Organisation 26.11.2014 62| Treshold type definition [composition of team!!!!
Research It is not clear who and how will inform the evaluation groups. Where is data source for
112 |Organisation 26.11.2014|63-64-65 assement criteria e.g. Institutional management and development potential?
tables with definition There are very general definitions how to evaluate and which mark to give. It is not clear
Research how to evaluate how the evaluation panel will such data gain, who will be capable to compare with world
113 |Organisation 26.11.2014|66-69 nent criteria level? Objectivity is not guarranted.
In this group Biological and agricultural sciences (Exhibit 28) is missing very important
scientific area Food science. Please, input this field into this Exhibit. It influences the
existence of evaluation panel for this field. We can support this request by the existence
of many impacted journals e.g. Journal of Food Science, International Journal of Food
Microbiology, Food Chemistry, Innovative Food Science and Emmerging Technologies,
Research sentence block about [Czech Journal of Food Science and others (see also attached file with 94 scientific
114 |Organisation 26.11.2014 77|Biological sciences journals).
Research sentence on the page |[lItis clear how important is to have field in Exhibit 28 "Food Science". It is guarrancy that
115 |Organisation 26.11.2014 83|top this field will have its own panel for research results evaluation.
Research It would be pleasant to unify terminology in these three Exhibits - sub-criteria X topics In
116 |Organisation 26.11.2014 63| Exhibit 24 Exhibit 24 there are sub-criteria and these subcriteria are called in Exhbit 25 "topics".
Some sub-criteria have different names in Exhibit 24, 25 compared to Exhibit 26; for
example for "Social relevance" there are sub-criteria "knowledge and technology transfer
activities" and "Social impact" in Exhibit 24, 25 and "value for industry" and “value for
Research other societal actors" in Exhibit 26 - it would be useful to unify these terms too, it is
117 [Organisation 26.11.2014 64|Exhibit 25 confusing.
Research What means "X" and "XX" in bold in this Exhibit - low or high level(value) of the
118 [Organisation 26.11.2014 71|Exhibit 26 indicators????
Research In case of main indicator "International collaborations and partnership" there is no X or
119 |Organisation 26.11.2014 71|Exhibit 26 XX for any criterion or sub-criterion. Why???
Research What is meant by "the level of inbreeding" in the part Adequacy of human resources
120 |Organisation 26.11.2014 67]4.5.1. development
Membership of the national and global research community: The panels will decide the
field-specific weightings (participation and recognition at the international vs. national
Research level). However, the starred quality level definitions are given - 4 stars for "recognition in
121 |Organisation 26.11.2014 67]4.5.1. excellent international networks..." etc. How will be the field-specific weightings applied?
Eligible research outputs. If the evaluation should take account of the differences among
research institutions in terms of their "mission in society", maybe some other non-
traditional outputs should be included to assess the research productivity particularly in
Research the research organizations "beyond academia” (e.g. articles in special journals, not peer-
122 [Organisation 26.11.2014 73]|4.5.4. reviewed).
Research
123 |Organisation 26.11.2014 84]5.1.2. Is there any rule whether the appointed referees will be international or national experts?
Research How the Methodology will handle with researchers that are employees of two or more RU
124 |Organisation 26.11.2014 4.2 (EvU) and with their publications?
The scheme of "thresholds" invites for gaming: at least 50 "research outputs" in 5 years
could be easily generated by even small, low-quality groups if "weak" outputs as papers
in low-quality journals, conference proceedings, brief home-published books and
chapters therein (claimed to be monographs), etc. are counted as "research outputs”. (It
Research is surprising to read that even "patent applications", i.e., not necessarily awarder patents,
125 |Organisation 26.11.2014 4.3.2. should count.)
Interdisciplinary Research Unit would demonstrate 30% of activities across 6 disciplines
stated in the first column of the Exhibit 28, is it right?
Research How does the methodology evaluate the interdisciplinary research across eg.
126 |Organisation 26.11.2014 4.3.2. mathematics and physics?
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45.1.

The need for five evaluation criteria is not discussed. It will be very hard to find an EvU
with a poor management and without a broad international contacts and cooperation that
exhibits great research performance and research excellence. The answers of questions
on performance and excellence can be applied to questions on management quality and
international cooperation.

Since first two criteria represents a great burden for EvU because the requested
materials are not regularly collected they would not be applied to EvU (RU) exhibiting
excellent results in the third and fourth criteria. The evaluation according to the first two
criteria can (maybe) help non-excellent EvUs to improve their performance. The
selection can be based on the present Methodics.

The need for five evaluation criteria is not discussed. It will be very hard to find an EvU
with a poor management and without a broad international contacts and cooperation that
exhibits great research performance and research excellence. The answers of questions
on performance and excellence can be applied to questions on management quality and
international cooperation.

Since first two criteria represents a great burden for EvU because the requested
materials are not regularly collected they would not be applied to EvU (RU) exhibiting
excellent results in the third and fourth criteria. The evaluation according to the first two
criteria can (maybe) help non-excellent EvUs to improve their performance. The
selection can be based on the present Methodics.
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4.5.2.

4.5.2. Institutional management and development potential

| provided my comments on this criterion above (4.5.1) but | would like to stress that
inbreeding is a difficult question. The country is small and there is usually one clearly
leading university (faculty) in a particular area. The interested students try to enroll to this
faculty. After graduation, the faculty offers the academic career to best of them and thus
inbreeding is natural. | would suggest that the international contacts, international project,
opening of the institution for enrollment of foreign postdocs would be evaluated rather
than the number of employees graduated from the same university.

4.5.2, Research excellence

It is expected that each submitted publication will be assessed by two referees but it is a
standard procedure in scientific journals. The problem is that the evaluations of different
referees cannot be compared because each of them did see only one paper.

4.5.2, Research performance

There are three sub-criteria but only the first one is connected with the research
performance. Ability to attract PhD students is evaluated within the Institutional
management criterion, whereas the quality of the research performance is a subject of
evaluation within the Research excellence criterion. The additional topics like the
participation in international infrastructures and competitive funding are again evaluated
within Institutional management.

4.5.2, Societal relevance

This criterion repeats the sub-criteria of previous criteria in parts that can be based on
quantitative data and the rest is based on fairy stories written by EvUs. Most of these
stories will be closely coupled to national situation and it would be very difficult for
international judgment. Moreover, some of the suggested gquantitative indicators within
this criterion (volume of contracts and joint project with industry) will be subject of
gambling that is very easy.
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4.5.4.

4.5.4, Rulings for fraud

The rules for penalization of fraud are included in the present evaluation system but they
were never used. How would like the authors of this Methodology insure that the situation
will change?

4.5.4, Rulings for thresholds

Books counts as 4 i all books? What is f{
Co-publications within one EvU and different RUs should be also de-duplicated,
otherwise it will quickly multiply the n
Mathematics and Physics is one EvU and it will be probably divided into several RUs
(Physics, Mathematics, Computer science, Earth science, Chemistry..). at present, only
about 20% of publication have authors from different RUs but if it will bring an advantage,
a majority of the publications will have authorship across two or three RUs.

The same can be applied (maybe in a lesser extent) to co-publications of different EvUs.
The number of outputs (percentage) should be defined strictly. Moreover, the base that
serves for percentage calculation is not well defined.
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whole document

Types of ROs are confusing, do not reflect legal status. ROs are inherent to some state
aid rules which they must follow differently. E.g., private universites are neglected
completely.
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whole document

The proposal do not clarify what to do if one particular scientist works for two separate
RO.
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whole document

Purpose of the evaluation is unclear. Inherently is mixed evaluations for the evaluation of
science and evaluation in order to obtain
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whole document

Purpose of the evaluation is unclear. Inherently is mixed evaluations for the science
nent and evaluation in order to obtain funding.
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whole document

The administrative load is not proportional to expected feedback.
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70

4.5.3.

What are "strategic priorities"?
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5, last bullet

Executive summary

If an exercise becomes more expensive, then the balance cost/benefit becomes higher,
not lower, as it reads there.
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7, last Para

Executive summary

Here it reads that the names of referees will be made public; however, on page 89,
“Transparency", bullet 2, it reads that the names of referees will not be public. What is
valid?
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5!

©

Section 4.2

Costs for participation in a national evaluation can be high, requiring considerable
investments in terms of time and resources. This is an important piece of information.
Costs should be more specified.
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©

Section 4.2

The participation in the evaluation is claimed to be on a voluntary basis. But what would
be the consequences of non-participation?
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Section 4.4

We endorse the proposal that "The peer review will be remote (i.e. no on-site visits are
foreseen).” Not only in order to limit the cost, but also because on-site visits might be
burdened with undesirable subjective bias.




Scoring of criteria is based on the terms “outstanding”, “very considerable”,

Research “considerable”, etc. Understanding of these terms may be very variable among the
141 |Organisation 26.11.2014 68|Subsection 4.5.2 evaluators and across the evaluating panels.
One of the critical assessment criteria is "membership in the international and national
Research research community". But this does not
142 |Organisation 26.11.2014 69|Subsection 4.5.2 quality. There are also formal "coll abor
Ruling for fraud and dishonesty. In this case, the institution will be punished as specified
in the text. However, fraud is more | ikgdg
Research no mechanisms to disclose it. Thus, punishment of the institution as a whole seems to be
143 |Organisation 26.11.2014 74|Subsection 4.5.4 debatable.
Research In the categorization scheme, one may be uncertain how to categorize e.g. Biochemistry
144 |Organisation 26.11.2014 80| Subsection 4.7.1 (not clinical).
All members of subject panels will be international experts. Does it mean that they will be
foreigners or just that they can be Czechs but with an international reputation? How it is
consistent wth the further statement: * Each of the main panels consists of three
Research additional members that are based in the Czech Republic."? The paragraph should be
145 |Organisation 26.11.2014 85|Subsection 5.1.3 reworded more clearly.
2 d): Who will be the principal investigator of the proposal?? It seems that this is taken
from ERC guidelines where it makes sense as it is. In the process of the evaluation of
institutions this MUST be modified to avoid any hostility (and also affinity) to influence the
Research Obligations of expert judgement. Hostility or friendship between the expert and one particular
146 |Organisation 26.11.2014 90| Impartiality group/senior scientist at the EvU can seriously undermine his objectivity.
Research strategy of EvU (tab 25) - The Ministry of Education makes a decision about
Research long-term planning of universities. How will the new evaluation scheme diversify and
147 |Organisation 26.11.2014 65(4.5.1. evaluate it?
Research Tab. 26 - What type of indicator is Research Exellence ?- In the suggested table there is
148 |Organisation 26.11.2014 71(4.5.3. a blank column.
Research The last paragraph refers to item 3d which is not in the text. (Five most frequent
149 |Organisation 26.11.2014 75|4.5.5. collaborating institutions in the field, and their shares of the publications in 3d.)
Research Level of inbreeding of PhD - which limit is considered negative ? How will this issue be
150 |Organisation 26.11.2014 62(4.5.2. evaluated?
Research
151 |Organisation 26.11.2014 70]453 What is the influence of those indicators to the evaluation?
Research
152 |Organisation 26.11.2014 73|454 Exhibit 27 - Why patent is not a part of the excellence evaluation?
Research Writitng “we trust that ..." shows that authors are not sure with the content of the
153 |Organisation 26.11.2014 75|456 paragraph or subchapter and with the consequences.
Research Why only WOS is mentioned in this paragraph? Should not be Scopus here as well as in
154 |Organisation 26.11.2014 741455 following parts of the proposal?
Minimum treshhold for the number of publications submitted to reviewers should be
Research done not in percents (1% - i.e. just 1 publication for the smallest EvU with 50 research
155 |Organisation 26.11.2014 68|Research excelence |outputs), but in an absolute value , e.g. 3 publications.
Research Number of international journal publications citing the EvU during last 5 years (without
156 |Organisation 26.11.2014 74| Citation impact self-citations) seems to be the most proper indicator extracted from Web of Science.
The EM provides detailed description of
there is not any scale provided. Moreove
Research interpretation and understandingo. We st
157 |Organisation 26.11.2014|p 66 1| 69 be provided to secure fairness and unbiased approach.
The EM considers quality of research strategy as a one factor or institutional
management development potential. We do agree that solid strategic plan is a need for
proper management and crucial for quality control and task delivering. Strategy is also
considered in the various quality certif
respected in the assessment? We are afraid, that ROs will provide very professional
Awell written documentsodo so the ex ante
Supposing the EM will be implemented and the first evaluation of ROs will be provided in
2020, the second evalwuation in 2026. Wil
Research desired in 2020 with the situation in 2026 and control the reality 2026 with plan 20207 If,
158 |[Organisation 26.11.2014(p. 66 how will this be done?
The definition of assessment Membership on the national and global researcher
community says fiparticipation in excellg
Research description whether it means participation in a collaborative research, or memorandum of
159 |Organisation 26.11.2014|p. 67 cooperation.
The EM says (p. 66) fAnobody wil!l have di
better in reaching social relevance thar
consequently we found inappropriate that performance neglects the relevance for
industry! Performance according to EM is based on PhD students, publications and
capability to get funding, whereas it is not clear, whether contract research with/for
industry will be counted or not. Moreover excellence is based primarily on scholary
outputs as it predispose RTOs as less excellence as basic research institute.
We strongly disagree, that impact on economical development is considered as a social
impact (!). There is a rich economical literature about evaluation that differs economical,
soci al and environment al (Curran, 2013;
Research will the economical i mpact be | abel as
160 |Organisation 26.11.2014|p. 69 for economical development of the Czech Republic.
Research EM says that in fields with insufficient
161 |Organisation 26.11.2014|p. 76 concrete example.
Research 2nd and 3rd row from upper side - The smaller units and large departments are
162 |Organisation 26.11.2014|p. 31 mentioned. We are missing more precise definition for these two terms in documents.
The IR
Research is errorneously referred to as the "Institute *for* International
163 |Organisation 26.11.2014 61]4.3.1. relations".
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The table 7 is really out of fasion. Why the evaluation should motivate cooperation
especially with industry? It is equaly important to enhance cooperation with wider public,
agriculture, NGOs etc. Sustainable development of all levels of society is the theme of
present day. Growth of privte factories is a topic of 19th century economists. Please,
take it off.
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Page 4

Chapter Executive
Summary

ly those institutions

4t h paragraph: fAOn
led to public institutio

(ROs) are entit
paragraph)

- We recommend to make the text more precise - by adding explanation that not all
research organisations fullfilling the legal definition and registred by the RD&I Council are
entitiled to public institutional support. There are additional conditions evaluated for the
institutional support purposes.

v
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Page 15

Chapter 2.2.2

Comment to 7th paragraph: The RO definition was not adopt exactly as it is stated in
GBER, in the Czech law a stricter definiton is used.
For mal comment - wrong citation of the

f
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Page 5 and
following

Definition of Research Unit (RU), that shall be evaluated, is not precise. The lower
threshold is stated by some criteria, however the upper limit is probably not determined.
The report is inconsistent as it states that the evaluation is not the direct basis for
institutional financing allocation, on the other hand, the text in several passages indicates
that it in fact is - and in this context the size of evaluated unit gains the importance (as
the current threshold 1500 “RIV points" for accepting a subject for research organisation
without considering the size of the subject).
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Page 6

We recommend to check the number of ROs in Czech Republic - according to
information from last approval process in the R&DI Council there are more than 210
ROs. Not all of them are recepients of institutional funding, ROs with institutional funding
are about 130. The text on page 18 states that all of ROs shall have some institutional
support - does it mean including the ROs that have currently any ?
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Page 8

Chapter Executive
Summary

It is very important to count the #Atran
Afonlyd to do the evaluation in a set ti
recommendation for the establishment and functioning of the institution organizing the
evaluation. The establishment and functioning of such an institution (e.g. the remaining 4
years in a set periodé) carry significa
with them.

§
N
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Page 9

Chapter 1

AThe Small Pilot Evaluation, é in the ¢
- We would welcome an explanation how these organisations were selected and whether
they represent all of proposed types of ROs (mentioned on page 60).

q
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Page 10

Navrhujeme ovRSit spr8vnost poltu vIzku
v soukrom®m sektoru dvojn§sobek vTizkumn
i takto uvedeno d8vs§ tabulka zkreslenT

|
[
¢

172

Provider

27.11.2014

Page 14

Exhibit 1

The picture/schema is still wrong 1 &e.
fappointmento made by the Government (
Agency the finominationso are made fisom
Ministry of Health and not by the Gove
is used as an fiappointmento | strongly
nominations (as suggestions for appointment) by other organizations.
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Page 14

Text wunder the Exhibit 1: The informat
instead of four Ministries in charge of
Nati onal R&D&I Policy 2009-2015 the onl
sectors of health, security and defense with the Ministry of Health, of Interior and of

Y
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Page 15

Chapter 2.2.2

Defense as supposed providers (see e.g.
1st paragraph - #A... Key actors in rese
institutes of the Academy of Sciences. 0
recommend add the word public).

q
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Page 16-17

Chapter 2.2.2, Exhibit
3

Page 16 paragraph before the |l ast par.
registered at least one scholarly research output in certain time period. We count as
active also such ROs that registered other type of research output.

- The word active here is not used conveniently.

I'n Exhibit 3 the categories used shall
states the text, however the categories are different then those ones used later in the
Report (on page 60). Categories used here do neither respect the categories used in
RD&I information system.

-We recommend to use numbers (estimates) on ROs falling down to categories newly
proposed.
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Page 16-17

Chapter 2.2.2, Exhibit
3

We recommend to avoid the term fistate alf

such as museums, libraries, hospitals,
used for some providers of RD support (Technology Agency, Science Foundation,
agency of Ministry of Health).
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Page 17

to Strategic objective: AIPN team indic

motivating funding system for R and D with emphasis on excellence and medium term

planningo i vige bylo citovgno ze zad§v

pS2sl.metodi k pro hodnocen?2 institucion

tTmu je | ® hodnocen?2 pohybuje v urlit
s |

o
ce
vyugitz vT edkT/aplikovatelnost visled

2 tm o
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Page 17

Chapter 2.2.2, Exhibit
4

Formal comment - The data are valid for 2011, we suppose data for 2013 are already at
disposal.
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Page 18

General comment: The report states as a
communityod. This is without any doubt cr
by finance allocation, shall the evaluation methodology be credible also from the view of
the whole society and this should emerge also in the report.

180

Provider

27.11.2014

Page 18

Exhibit 6

How the Disciplinary Areas and Fields were deduced from the source (R&D IS)? To my
knowledge, the main descriptor of the data in the system is the so-called CEP category.
However, the proposed OECD (Frascati manual) structure of disciplinary areas and
fields is incompatible with the so-call ¢
Even the suggested classification is better than CEP currently used, the proposed further
use is not clear i i.e. whether it will
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Provider

27.11.2014

Page 18

Chapter 2.2.3

The numbers of publications show perhaps the structure of the scientific (fundamental)
research, however we recommend to add to this chapter some information on other
outputs (non-publication) if possible - as other types of outputs shall also enter the
evaluation and can be of the same significance (as publications) for the applied research
(and for some of the objectives stated in Exhibit 7).
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Page 21

Chapter 2.3

Formal comment - the first sentence HApr (
parts of the RD&I system that do resear (
(the industry is also part of the system and shall not entitle for inst.funding). To use for
example dAall ROso0 instead of dAall parts
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Page 21

Chapter 2.3

the 5th paragraph - #A... by looking at
organisations or fields. o - We recommen
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Page 21

Chapter 2.3

e EM will
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Page 27
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Page 27, 47
and following
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Page 31
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Page 53

What is ence meant in Exhibi

n
hodnoceni bud svich fAimateSskichod of
d t
and / ceso ?

S5 =|®

Apatents
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Page 61

Exhibit 23 (and
elsewhere)

What is meant by fiscience researcho? Dog¢
research on the topic of science (e.g. societal impact of science etc.)? | would suggest to
use unambiguous terms when specifying and/or describing the role of different type of
research organizations. I n addition | s
iresearcho is misused in the document i
Atechnol ogyo together and then fAresearclh
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Page 60

Chapter 4.3.1

Categories of ROs - it is not exactly cl
scientific ROs) means - does the category include the public research institutions (VVI)
of the Academy of Science or all the public research institutions or other ?

191

Provider

27.11.2014

Page 62

Chapter 4.3.2

The threshold is stated as 50 research outputs within 1 field of research over the period
(5 or 6 years). As eligible ouputs are stated in Exhibit 27 also other outputs than
publications (which we take for important).

However on p.62 in last part of the text
publications as a criterion for the thrd
out putso instead of fApublicationso here.
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Page 71

Chapter 4.5.3, Exhibit
26

For mal comment - the raw for fAlnternati
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Page 72

Chapter 4.5.4, Exhibit
27

AResearch outputs eligible for the threfgd
assessmento - for Research productivity
are recognised as eligible (H, V, N, P). However, any further explanation on the selection
of outputs types (currently wused in ARI\
there. The link to Metodika 2013-2015 and special consideration of security and some
other sectoral research is insufficient.

- We recommend to add some other types of outputs as eligible for Research
productivity assessment and for Threshold: current types F, G, Z technology, R. We
recommend a further discussion on some outputs types definitions experienced by
providers as problematic - H, N cert.metodologies (See further comments to this topic in
part C.)
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Page 79

Chapter 4.7.2

AA further development of output categof
add that not only for ROs evaluation changes in RIV output categories are necessary.
We welcome mentioning this problematic issue here, we welcome the document from
October 2014 (focused on RD&I information system) as well. We would however
appreciate a significant piece of further work in this area as soon as possible and in line
with consideration of future evaluation of targeted funding.
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biased definition of RUs, it is not clear what "single scientific field" means; does it

concern disciplines included in Exhibit 28? (e.g., 1.6 Biological sciences)?




(repeated many times in the whole text( Division of the RUs into four basic categories,
the first one is represented by Academy of Sciences (its primary goal is research); HEIs
= universities (efforts split between tuition and research); university hospitals (healthcare
and research).

Numerous other ROs fall within the categories 3 (public service ROs) and 4
(infrastructure ROs). However, the results of research evaluation from 2013 indicate that
many organizations of category 3 or 4 (e.g, Czech Geological Survey, National Museum)
achieved higher ranks than some ROs from category 1 (many institutes of Academy of
Sciences i e.g., Institute of Geophysicf
Institute of Ethnology, Institute of Theoretical and Applied Mechanics). Similar difference
in can be seen between the evaluation results of many universities (see e.qg., Faculty of
Science of Charles University and Masar)
bst? nad Labem).

The proposed division implicates a politically motivated decision on the institutional
support (and also the research evaluation) provided solely for the specific category (1

Research ROs ?)
196 |Organisation 27.11.2014 60
The Evaluation Implementation.pdf text contains many aspects that are not fully reflected
in _Metodika_First_Interim_Report_Draft-3.pdf and might be regarded as highly
disputable:
p8 i 1-2% of all results to be evaluat ed
whole?
pl2 i several criteria of international
international research visits longer than one month, editorial board membership, co-
organizing of international conferences). The above mentioned criteria are certainly
significant, but not essential (why is one-month-visit more important that two-week-
visit?). The most significant criteria are certainly joint publications and research projects
only.
pl2, p 34-35a i QO035, 036, 037 have abs(
research excellence awards are mostly related to AS CR and some universities; Q036
and 037: probably copied from AS CR i di
non-Academy boards; Q037: industry usually does not establish scientific boards; if this
is related to membership in Board of directors or Supervisory Board then it has no
relevance to research activities.
Research 8, 12, 34-35,
197 |Organisation 27.11.2014|37
Research
198 |Organisation 27.11.2014]59-60 4.2 Definition of the research unit is unclear.
Research
199 |Organisation 27.11.2014 62|4.3.2 50 research outputs per 1 research unit, uncomprehensive.
Research
200|Organisation 27.11.2014 63|4.4. Remote peer review will not allow for critical evaluation of research.
Research
201)Organisation 27.11.2014 65(4.5.1. Main indicators of nent criteria are poorly defined i.e. research capacity?
Research Rulings related to research productivity and treshold calculations do not make sense i.e.
202)Organisation 27.11.2014 73|4.5.4. Book cannot always be 4, same research excellence? Upper, lower limit?
Research What documents or other evidence should support the decision whether a researcher
203]Organisation 27.11.2014(Tools 9 232 conducted 50 % or more of their PhD research in the RU?
What documents or other evidence should support the statements on impacts on public
Research policy and services, e.g. "Risks to national security have been reduced" or “International
204|Organisation 27.11.2014(Tools 13 242 development has been informed by research"?
Research ASCR can not award PhDs, institutes have joint accreditations with faculties and these
205 [Organisation 27.11.2014|Tools 26 33 faculties award PhDs even if major part of PhD was done at the institute.
Research
206)Organisation 27.11.2014 66/4 5 2 How should the ratio research versus teaching time be determined?
Research An overview of starred quality levels of all submitted publications rather than one final
207]Organisation 27.11.2014 68[4 5 2 starred quality level would be useful as feedback with potentially formative effect.
"The Evaluation Methodology reflects the strategic policy objectives for the Czech R&D
Research system." How about EU research policy objectives, in particular in case of divergence
208 [Organisation 27.11.2014 6|of Main Draft Report  |betwen these and the Czech policy objectives?
Research
209|Organisation 27.11.2014 31 Thresholds are not used in some countries. Should the CR use them at all?
If the issue of including individual staff is considered: it is preferable to include work by all
Research researchers with a minimum contract. Thi
210|Organisation 27.11.2014 35 some RUs.
It is preferable not to include results at individual level. The current Czech system
di splays various negative implications (
Research exaggerated ambitions of departmental ar
211 [Organisation 27.11.2014 36 competition.
Research Exhib. 16 i Here a longer |ist of output
212 [Organisation 27.11.2014 48 Why not include more?
Research Voluntary basis: research organizations cannot afford to ignore any potential source of
213[Organisation 27.11.2014 59 research funding, which means that this
Research Sth line from the bottom i Aé reduce to
214|Organisation 27.11.2014 59 and research unitsidi should probably reagd
Societal relevance cannot be equated with relevance for industry and economy (see,
e.g., Exhib. 18 on p. 51; p. 64). Societal impact of SSH disciplines must be expressly
declared as relevant and defined more clearly. Outreach to society through academic,
public, business, non-profit or media organizations should be included in the concept of
societal i mpact . The description on p. y
and remains rather vague.
Point 2.4.7 of "Submission Guidelines" gives a partial answer to this concern, but it does
not resolve it entirely. It is not clear whether all types of societal impact will weigh equally,
Research or not, and how the overall weight of this criterion will compare with other criteria, in
215|Organisation 27.11.2014(64, 70, 51 particular with research performance and excellence.
Research 4th line from the bottom i Ainternationg
216)Organisation 27.11.2014 67 competitive projectsi




If the REF criterion of research excellence is the highest possible, then perhaps the

Research expectations toward Czech research excellence should be somewhat tempered as
217|Organisation 27.11.2014 68 clearly the Czech Republic is not the UK.
If the threshold for a RU is 50 outputs and 1-2% of publications can be submitted for the
review of research excellence, only 0.5 publication or maybe 1 will be evaluated for the
Research minimum-size RUs, which seems inadequate. This number can be close to 0 if other
218|Organisation 27.11.2014 68 than scholarly outputs predominate in a given RU.
It is necessary to register reservations about the reliability of the Czech information
system for R&D: 1. it contains serious inaccuracies and errors. These should be
corrected. 2. Will the new Evaluation Scheme rely on the definitions of research outputs
Research as spelled out in the Metodika 2013-2015? The definitions of each output type should be
219|Organisation 27.11.2014(79, 70, 74, 75 stated in all relevant detail and justified.
Research An Evaluation Management Committee is mentioned, but its composition and
220|Organisation 27.11.2014 82 appointment procedures are not described.
Large faculties with many departments and faculties with significant interdisciplinary
Research programs will have difficulties indicating the main scientific discipline at the level of the
221|Organisation 27.11.2014 88 EvU.
Research The minutes from meetings of the Evaluation Management Team and Evaluation
222|Organisation 27.11.2014 89 Management Committee should also be made public in due time.
Research of Submission
223|Organisation 27.11.2014 25|guidelines and forms  |Q016 - number of PhD students enrolled at the University (?) x enrolled at the EvU/RU
Q017 - the question can be difficult to answer in some cases. If a Research unit is
Research smaller than a Faculty, participates in one or more PhD programmes, but it is not
224|Organisation 27.11.2014 26 exclusively responsible for any among them, there is no clear answer.
Research Q020 - since Prague was excluded from the bulk of EU structural money, too much
225|Organisation 27.11.2014 26 emphasis on this element could be unfair to institutions based in Prague.
Q027-Q029: two comments - 1. In the SSH disciplines, research infrastructures, except
for libraries and archives, are as a rule much less important than in the case of other
disciplines. Many archives and libraries are independent institutions which are used by
researchers from other ROs. RUs in SSH may not operate or share certain research
facilities, but their research staff can make use of them to a significant extent. 2. In case
of Universities (and probably some other ROs as well), important research
infrastructures are operated by the University itself as opposed to Faculties or RUs. The
Research RUs from Faculties should be given the chance to report these University-level
226|Organisation 27.11.2014|30-31 infrastructures.
In case of HEI, the Evalution Unit will be constituted by a faculty. Literally, this means that
university institutes will not be evaluated at all. University institutes do not belong to
Research faculties, they are on the same organzation-structure level but they are not faculties, see
227 |Organisation 27.11.2014 7 Law 111/1998, A 22 and A 34.
The text "Metrics are generally not advisable for interdisciplinary research or, should at
Research least be used with extreme caution." is unclear, as it is not explained later on, how this
228|Organisation 27.11.2014 45 41793 [extreme caution will be used, what will be the consequences.
Not losing points for international co-publications is a natural steps however, there exist
publications with enormous numbers of co-authors. One can doubt, that all of them really
contributed to the scientific content, not only e.g. to collection of data (diagnosing
Research patients etc.). There exist papers with more than 20 authors, sometimes even more than
229|Organisation 27.11.2014 50 41823[100. If this will not be solved, the methodology is not robust against gaming.
Research The text states, that ‘gaming’ is a common effect of PRFS. In the proposed methodology
230|Organisation 27.11.2014 54 41823|it is also the case, see C-Other comments
"The evaluation results will also directly inform public institutional funding for research".
This text does not explain, if all the information from the evaluation will be provided to the
public institutional funding or just those part, that are intended to be used for this
purpose. If the whole evaluation will be provided then it is in conflict with the often
repeated claim that the main purpose of the evaluation is not to redistribute the research
budget but to provide information for all levels of management. If the latter is true, i.e., if
only some parts of the evaluation will be provided, then it should be clearly stated wich
Research parts and how these parts wered designed directly with this purpose compared to the
231)Organisation 27.11.2014 59 41643|other parts
Research Again, only faculties are mentioned as Evaluation Units in the case of HEI. This
232|Organisation 27.11.2014 59 41674 |disqualifies University Institutes not belonging to any of the faculties.
Research It is stated that costs of the participation of Research Organization to the evaluation can
233)Organisation 27.11.2014 59 41674[be high. This is unclear. Which costs? Why they can be high?
Research Unit (RU) within Evalution Unit consists of all researchers across the whole
Evaluation Unit who contributed to the given field of the RU. Each researcher belongs to
a single unit only! in the main field of research. This means, that if a researcher
contributes two fields nearly equally, only one of his fields profits from his activity in the
Research evaluation, the other results in other fields will not contribute to the evaluation at all which
234|Organisation 27.11.2014 59 41674|is unacceptable!
Research Each researcher will be assigned to a single Research Unit in the Evaluated Unit. Does
235)Organisation 27.11.2014 59 41674 [this mean that he/she can be assigned to more Evaluated Units?
Each researcher will be assigned to a single Research Unit in the Evaluated Unit based
Research on the main field. Who determines the field? The Evaluation Unit? Or it is done
236|Organisation 27.11.2014 59 41674|automatically based on the bibliometric data?
An RU can apply for being evaluated as an inter-disciplinary RU, if its activity is inter-
disciplinary from at least 30%. What does this mean? How do you measure activity? By
a narrative? By a number of outputs/publications? What is the inter-disciplinary activity?
Does it mean that it combines more disciplines/fields such as biology and informatics or
does it also apply to subareas that are on the border of two or more fields such as
artificial intelligence and automatic control, where some papers belong rather to
mathemathics, some belong rather to computer and information sciences and some
belong rather to information engineering. And who will then determine, to which subfields
Research these border-outputs rather belong? This has to be clarified. This is a possible place for
237[Organisation 27.11.2014 62 41702|'gaming'.
In the "R&D Objective”, the criteria "Institutional management and development
potential” is hard to defend in the setting of Research Units defined across the Evaluation
Unit as then, in this artificial case, the Research Unit is not concistent with any of the
organization units. This mainly relates to sub-criteria "Research strategy and
Research management (including HR management)". How do you want to evaluate HR
238[Organisation 27.11.2014 63 41763|management of teams across more departments?
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41763

In the "R&D capacity" objective, the criteria "Institutional management and development
potential” totally misleads the means and the goal. Good management is not the goal, it
is the mean which should help to reach the goal which is a good scientific performance.
In this setting of the evaluation, research units with below average performance may be
evaluated better than those with aboev average performance, because they may get
better scores in these artificial criteria such as "management".
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41763

In the "Excellence in R&D" objective, particularly, in the "Research performance" criteria,
there is a sub-criteria "Ability to attract PhD students”. This sub-criteria is not defendable.
First of all, conditions of distinct HEIs are different so, this cannot be compared at all.
Second, this has nothing to do the research performance. Third, it provides a possible
space for gaming, e.g., by artificial increasement of enrolled PhD students even if they
do not fulfill the expected quality expectations.
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41763

The definition of starred quality levels in the criteria “Institutional management and
development" is not consistent with the star values. The values are from 1 to 4, but the
written definition determines values 2-4 as positive and only the values 1 is negative, the
distances of the written definitions are not equidistant. There will be non-trivial amount of
peers evaluating rather by stars then by the written definitions. Their evaluations will not
be comparable to those, who will strictly stick to the written definitions. This incosistency
makes the evaluation unintuitive.
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41763

What is the definition of Partner organisation? Only a "paper" partnership is required?
Danger of gaming. Why should be geographical distribution of partner organisations
evaluated? At some subfields, some countries or continents play the dominant role and it
makes no sense to co-operate with other geographical areas.
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41763

Involvement of the RU in the PhD training cannot be taken into account when assessing
Membership of the national and global research community. If the evaluation is based on
such criteria, excellent research units will be treated as the below-average ones only
because they do not supervise students. But the evaluation should evaluate research,
not teaching.
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Research
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27.11.2014

69

41763

Again, the ability to attract PhD students has nothing to do with the criteria "Research
performance" and moreover, it does not reflect different conditions on different
institutions (different access to students).
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27.11.2014

69

41763

The evaluation methodology assumes that the ability to attract PhD students should be
evaluated based on factors such as gender. We really do not see any connection
between "Research performance" and the gender structure of PhD students. This has to
be a mistake, this factor cannot be meant seriously. As there are very good and very bad
single-gender research teams, no gender structure puts any assumptions on the quality
of the team and thus, cannot be used for this purpose. Only quality should matter. Quality
is gender-independent.
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69

41763

The evaluation methodology assumes that the ability to attract PhD students should be
evaluated based on factors such as ratio PhDs awarded/enrolled. And what is good?
High or low ratio? Can you defend what is a good ratio? And if the institutes learn, what is
the expected number of the ratio, they may be motivated to change their behaviour in
order to obtain such a number. These factors are dangerous. Moreover, the evaluation
methodology plans to evaluate research units, i.e. collection of teams across the
organization structure. How this will be evaluated if we talk about students? This is
another conclusion of the incosistency of the definition of the research unit.
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8[cost and burden

"Be set up so that total costs do not exceed 1% of public institutional support for R&D in
a five-year time period": what exactly is the basis for this 1 %7? If the last proposal of the
R&R&I Councel was 14 billion CZK/yr (see
http://mww.vyzkum.cz/FrontClanek.aspx?idsekce=715043), the expected five-year public
institutional support of R&D could be 70 billion CZK, out of which 1 % is 700 million.
Should one expect that these costs will have to be paid every 5 years? By whom to
whom? (Please take into account that almost always when in public investments it is said
that "the costs will not exceed X", the real costs are then at least 2X.)
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89| Transparency

It should be explained how the suggestion “the minutes of meetings will not be public" is
compatible with the Czech law, namely the "Freedom of Information Act" 106/1999 Sb. If
the minutes are an official document and anybody asks for them, they must be made
available.
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41-42

Chapter 3.6.3

Provides that major differences among the disciplines are in the directness of the effects
on society and the time span needed for these effects to occur - in what way the
evaluation will be different for particular disciplinary areas?
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62|Chapter 4.3.2

Inter-disciplinary Research Unit can apply for status if it conducts at least 30 % of its
research activities across disciplinary areas - can this inter-disciplinary criterion apply to
various fields, or must 30 % be orientated towards a single type of inter-disciplinary
research?
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66|Chapter 4.5.2

Assessment criteria - definition of quality level:

A) Institutional management and development potential: 1=Quality of the managements
and the research infrastructure IS NOT ADEQUATE AT ALL POINT
(unclassified=cannot be assessed) How the EvU (RU) will be different, if it gets
evaluation 1 and unclassified?

B) Research excellence - 1=Quality that is RECOGNISED NATIONALLY in terms of
originality, significance and rigour (unclassified =below national standard)

- Mainly for some fields of SSH with very short history of research will be problem with
categorisation of almost all RU only on the level on 1 or unclassified (e.g. business
administration). In comparison with other scientific fields, their evaluation and eventually
also financing will be locked at low levels (see chapter 4.6.1).

- Evaluation of only 2 % of results as maximum could be not enough if RU will produce
only 50 results (only 1 result will be evaluated).

25

N

Research
Organisation

27.11.2014

71|Chapter 4.5.3

Exhibit 26 is not entirely clear - e.g. main indicator for impacts is only licence income?
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78|Chapter 4.7.1

Categorization of scientific fields and areas should more reflect the reality of scholarly
publication patterns (Exhibit 12). As an example, see the completely different situation in
Business and Administration as opposed to Economics (see Exhibit 12) and covering all
these fields in a single evaluation panel (see Exhibit 28).
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67|Chapter 4.5.1

HR dvelopment - the indicator "level of inbreeding should be explained
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88

5.1.5

Launch call: Given the experience of calls in the Czech Republic, it should be clearly
stated that the calls provide enough time for preparation and submission, and that they
are distributed transparently and widely to the relevant institutions and institutional or
professional networks.
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the threshold for the registration of RU on 50 research outputs might be problematic for
EvU with multiplicity of small research fields, particularly if there are some additional
limits on language (see part A for general explanation)
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document repeatedly says that the evaluation will be on voluntary basis without
explaining what is exactly meant by that
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68 - 69

4.5/4.5.2

The emphasis that is put on the ability of RO to provide training to PhD students etc. as
one particular but considerable part of assessment criteria (especially Research
performance) is discriminatory for RO of
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Our research organization presents a private institution with high international
cooperation and research ambition in the field of Sport, Wellness and Quality of Life.

261

28.11.2014

The first interim report is considered to be well prepared in general. The proposed
evaluation reflects global trends and contains examples of good practices. On the other
hand, the evaluation seems to be very complex, which could make its practical
implementation in such a small community as the Czech Republic very difficult. The
Project teamds awareness of related | i mi
extensiveness of the report, the main objectives of the evaluation methodology strategy
are lost.

262

28.11.2014

In many countries, evaluation and funding is not linked at all; in others, those two are
linked only very loosely. The Czech Republic and Great Britain are the only two countries
where funding is very closely linked to the evaluation. The main objective i.e. an efficient
funding system is being confused for an effective tool for achieving the objective of the
project in the current system, whereas the new evaluation system is flawed and will
ultimately lead to a less effective method of financing. The opinion of the R&D&! Council
is that the report should be evaluated according to the new principles of the new system
of funding. Then the evaluation will have two different functions in the system of
institutional financing: firstly, to emphasise the current results of research institutions and,
secondly, to change the current structure of research in the Czech Republic.

263

28.11.2014

The analysis includes 10 countries in total. The comparison made takes into account
Austria, the Netherlands, Sweden, Norway and Great Britain. It was accompanied by a
report describing the evaluation practices in Belgium (Flanders), Australia, New Zealand,
Finland and Italy. But the first evaluat
very scarcely. In the critical sections, the authors have a tendency to prefer Great Britain,
New Zealand, the Netherlands, Italy and Australia, i.e. mainly countries from the second
group. The evaluation experience in these states is very similar to the one in Great
Britain. The reasons for these preferences were not explained. It is a pity that the
analysis did not include other countries, namely the key players in the field of science -
Germany, USA, South Korea, Taiwan, Japan and China.

264

28.11.2014

The report completely omits both negaftive and positive experiences with evaluation and
financing in the Czech Republic since 19
metric system of the R&D&I Council and the peer review system of the ASCR. Without
adding the above mentioned experience to the analytical section of the report, the new
methodology of evaluation and financing could be deformed during implementation, or
could completely fail to be implemented.

265

28.11.2014

Even though this is the first interim report, a necessary reminder is in order. Past trials of
development and implementation of a new system of funding had showed that the
principles, the methodology itself and its implementation can vary greatly. The first
interim report does not include any measures for the elimination of those negative
experiences (see comment regarding risks). Therefore, it is very important that the
project team carefully reviews the past experience of the Czech Republic and the
ongoing pilot testing, and responds accordingly.

266

28.11.2014

Chart no. 1 on page 14 of the report most likely does not reflect the current state. The
position of Deputy Prime Minister for Science, Research and Innovation is somewhat
different. The role of Deputy Prime Minister and his department of the Office of the
Government of the Czech Republic are not clear. The Office of the Government of the
Czech Republic provides only administrative support, but it does not interfere with
activities of the Deputy Prime MinisterH¢

267

28.11.2014

The position of the Academy of Sciences of the Czech Republic is different than the
report indicates (fianswers directly to
information came from.

268

28.11.2014

15 is incorr

The citation of | aw on page
1/ 2009 Coll .o

[¢]
Coll .o, not AAct No 201 2

269

28.11.2014

The topic of risk analysis is mentioned on page 10 and the description of risks can be
found on page 88 of this report. The risk analysis was carried out only verbally and most
probably without the use of any objective method for the quantification of the degree of
risks. Proposed actions to reduce risks are also absent. In the view of the relatively high
cost of evaluation under this methodology, the issue of risks must be solved.

270

28.11.2014

The lack of clarity lays in the fact that assessment of high or low quality ceases at the
level of firesearch unit [/ research fiel(
qualities. For exampl e, at universities
different organisational units, for instance two faculties. Finding a strategic solution and
improvement in the upcoming evaluation will be difficult. We recommend attempting to

describe and to solve this problem.

271

28.11.2014

The i mplementation section of the first
principle for research organisations and their entry into the evaluation process. What
happens with institutional financing of research organisations that do not enter evaluation
voluntarily (also see comment on evaluation- financing relationship)?




272

28.11.2014

On page 59 of the first interim report,
directly informed public institutional f
results will directly influence institutional funding. We recommend finding more suitable
phrasing defining the fievaluation i inst
the message of the sentences ATo assist
improve the quality of the interventionf
imply that evaluation results may be only one of the decisive factors in the allocation of
institutional funding, not the single factor.

273

28.11.2014

Even though the evaluation includes application fields and a transfer of the results (see a
set of proposed indicators and the decl g
to strategic documents, namely chart no.
put great emphasis on bibliometry (sections 3.6.2 and 3.6.3). In addition, the document
ATools for the Evalwuation Exercise | mpl {
on applied research to a lesser extent. Even though we realize that high quality science

is measured mainly by quality of publications, such evaluation could be considered
imbalanced, especially in the view of poor results of the efforts of the Czech Republic to
improve cooperation with the industrial sphere in the area of applied research via
strategic documents (e.g. IUS). The report must contain information on cooperation with
the industry, transfer of results, é, if
team decides to assign each part of the evaluation. This comment was made with the
knowledge that the first interim report lacks description of the final evaluation and the
final output/panelds recommendation, whi
is also mentioned only marginally. The project team should find a balance between basic
and applied research, in other words the quality of science and its societal impact.

274

28.11.2014

In the light of the foregoing, it seems that the proposed principles are more convenient
for the evaluation of research organisations involved in basic research, and complicate or
even prevent evaluation of research organisations involved in applied research. The
possible cause is the inspiration in the British model and composition of the project team.
Problems arising during the evaluation of an organisation in applied research could be
demonstrated on the research field divig
areaso, page 45) and on a strong decr eaf§
(AResearch outputs that apply for the mi
AResearch outputs eligible for the excel
where among other things, essential outputs are missing, such as pilot plants, tested
technologies, prototypes, but also industry designs and utility models.

275

The fact that the evaluation does not take into account only results of research
organisations, but also a number of other criteria (table 18 on page 49 and table 30) is
positive. However, the evaluators will be facing high demands, which they may not be
ready for. The quality of the evaluation process can be gradually increased, but there
could be another problem. To a certain extent, the evaluation method of targeted support
and the system of project evaluation in ESIF (structural funds) is a combination of the
metric system and peer review. Implementation of a third system that is based on the
same principle will only multiply all already existing problems of both the evaluating and
the evaluated. This often concerns the same people, only on different posts.

276

28.11.2014

The first interim report indicates the project team did not take into consideration changes
in European regulations for R&D&I support. Information transfer had been included in
non-economic activities of research organisations and conditions for the permitted range
of economic activities had been specified. These changes should be reflected in the
proposed methodology, or they must be at least commented on.

277

28.11.2014

Evaluation costs seem to be unreasonable since they are not justified. Even though one
percent of a five year state budget does not seem to be farfetched in comparison to the
three other countries (Great Britain, Italy, New Zealand), in absolute numbers, the
amount exceeds CZK 0.5bn (1 % of approx. CZK 10bn per year times five years). The
average annual cost will add up to around CZK 100m. This figure is absolutely
unacceptable without further explanation. The costs must be clearly justified; if not now,
then in the next report. A detailed concept of personal and financial arrangement must be
made, at least in the case of large pilot testing and should be included in the next report.
This concerns the number of experts (domestic and foreign), number of necessary
administrative assistants and other workers, technical equipment etc.

278

28.11.2014

The composition of the main panel s. Pag
originates from the national research c(
research communities, e.g. one member of the user communities (such as industry) and
one member from a relevant fading agency or council. At least one member has
expertise in inter-disciplinary researclh
Firstly, it is necessary to specify whether the agency representative will be an employee,
more specifically an employee of the relevant Ministry or one of the two agencies, or
scientific expert working for the Ministry, again a representative of the Czech scientific
community in the relevant scientific field. Knowing the experts of the relevant Ministry
departments, this concept seems to be unrealistic.

279

28.11.2014

The project team should clarify the process of ensuring the non-bias and objectivity of
evaluation, which must review excellence as well as relevance of results in different
scientific fields and guarantee their comparability. The requirement for impartiality of
evaluators is in direct connection with the foregoing. The report does not introduce any
criteria or processes for ensuring or, in other word, reducing vulnerability of the
evaluation to potential bias.

280

28.11.2014

We request that section 5.1.5 is discussed with the Department of Deputy Prime Minister
for Research, Development and Innovation at the Office of the Government of the Czech
Republic.

281

28.11.2014

Regarding the time period designated for public negotiation, we would like to note it is
very short. The same mistake is being repeated yet again. Strategic documents do not
emerge gradually. They are being created all at once, without allowing sufficient time for
debate.




Other comments not related to
particular sections of the draft of the
1st Interim Report

® o Individuaini projekty
METODIKA ® nérodni pro oblast
(&) ® terciarniho vzdélavani,
® 'Y ) ® vyzkumu, vyvoje a inovaci
Documentation for Technopolis Limited

ID Type Posting Date
1 13.11.2014 |Methodological approach to the "appropriate mix of targeted and institutional funding" is entirely neglected
2 13.11.2014|The set of indicators with fully replace the current (RIV) ones ?
It is not clear if the Methodology is fully compatible with EC rules (that funding providers will then have to observe
3 13.11.2014|closely).
Terms like result, impact and output or outcome are used in flexible sense through the document and should be codified
4 13.11.2014|due to its importance.
5 13.11.2014(Costs given in EUR and CZK are mixed.
1 would like to see an independent evaluation of the quality of the projects supported by TACR and independent
judgement of the usefulness of the agency as a whole. We are often told that the applied research supported by TACR
should be prioritized for economic reasons. However, to many of us it seems that even the projects evaluated by the
Research agancy as the outstanding ones, are at best mediocre. Most importantly, | doubt that there is a functional methodology
6 Organisation 19.11.2014|for correct evaluation of economic relevance of these projects.
The main question remains: how practically will the 1In
provide services, the quality of services is based on research output implemented in infrastructure (applied research) and
on better opening of their collections (in our case) based on fundamental research; however, in principle, our services
Research should be assessed as such; e.g. how open is the access to information, how classical collections have gone digitally to
7 Organisation 19.11.2014[support better r ch etc. etc. etc.
Research
8 Organisation 19.11.2014[To Gener al Question no. 7 the answer is rather YES, b
Research Infrastructural organisations should primarily be evaluated by how open their collections are and what are they doing to
9 Organisation 24.11.2014 |open them further - through digitisation, providing open licenses to copyright free content etc.
The proposed evaluation scheme could utilize the contemporary one which is principally suitable but inconveniently
applied. The solution is to modify contemporary evaluation scheme based only on the objectively determined numbers
and types of outputs. To prevent conflicts between scholarly-focused and applied-focused research organizations,
various types of research organizations should have determined specific evaluation parameters and preferred outputs
with higher score (scholarly research articles, books, conference proceedings, etc., applied research patents, utility
models, verified technologies, prototypes, certified methodologies, software, plant varieties, animal breeds, etc.). The
Research ratio of the financial support for scholarly research and applied research would be ruled by the government of the Czech
10 |Organisation 24.11.2014 |Republic.
The cruci al procedure of reviewers selection and panel
Research subjected to the public discussion. This discussion needs to be open to industrial partners, companies as well as
11 |Organisation 24.11.2014|professional unions.
Proposed methodology is based on international experience with evaluation of R&D at Univerisities and Research
Research Instutes directly or indirectly owned by state MAINLY. But totaly disregards industrial R&D with applied outputs (it is not
12 [Organisation 25.11.2014|only about patents). It is not fair and balanced approach.
Text is not consistent in terminology. Sometimes is used R&D, RD&I and then RESEARCH only. This is also proof of
evaluation which is focused (philologicaly) on RESEARCH only, nothing about DEVELOPMENT, nothing about
Research INNOVATION. Nevertheless, development and innovations are close to competitiveness. And support of
13 [Organisation 25.11.2014|competitiveness is one of fundamental tasks of evaluation.
Research As source of information about outputs is not possible to use ISVAV only. Research organisation can have also outputs
14 |Organisation 25.11.2014|which are not shown in this system.
Research
15 |Organisation 25.11.2014(We recommend to extend list of eligible outputs. There are not all relevant applied outputs - see also comments above.
Research From the best practices abroad we know that important part of evaluation is also acceptance of "national" peer-reviewed
16 |Organisation 25.11.2014 |journals, i.e. not only WoS or SCOPUS.
Research
17 |Organisation 25.11.2014|Fol | owi ng comments are based on background report - To
Research Q007 - Eligible outputs for evaluation are publications only. Why? It is discrimination of Research organisations which
18 |Organisation 25.11.2014 |are focused on applied outputs.
Research Q012 - PhD data are suitable for Univerisities only. It can negatively influence evaluation proces, regarding the rest of
19 |Organisation 25.11.2014|research organisations.
Research
20 |Organisation 25.11.2014[Q014 - We see it identical with Q010.
Research
21 |Organisation 25.11.2014(Q015, 016, 017, 018 - Same comments as for Q012.
Research
22 [Organisation 25.11.2014|Q022 - What about R&D services? This is different from contract research. So, it can be important part of RO's funding.
Research
23 |Organisation 25.11.2014|Q023 - Not all outputs are registered in IS. For example, in case that output is under NDA.
Research Q024 - There are not applied outputs! It is absolutely wrong approach. It is not fair for research organisations which are
24 |Organisation 25.11.2014 [focused on applied research and development.
Research Q035, 036, 037 - It is acceptable for researcher membership only (ResearcherlD)? What about membership of RO's
25 [Organisation 25.11.2014|management (they do not have ID)?
Research
26 |Organisation 25.11.2014(Q037 - Probably wrong structure of table.
The proposed system is too complicated, time consuming for evaluated organisations. There is the danger of shifting of
part of research funds from real research organisation to commercial subjects active in evaluation preparation. The initial
Research part of report clearly shows that there is no correlat
27 _|Organisation 25.11.2014|countries have different systems.
Research
28 |Organisation 25.11.2014|The proposed system burden the ROs ineffectively by demanding information which can be obtained from public records
As for the bibliometric part of R&D Evaluation Methodo
Research evaluation of important bibliometric categories (J, C,
29 [Organisation 25.11.2014|among the scientists, it is generally accepted. Why to prepare another system?
Authors of the draft did a great job. Unfortunatelly, the tertiary education sector is assumed to be nearly as stable and
"one size fits all regulated" as now, from the possible change of the Czech University Act point of view. Because of this,
the draft doesnt assume the same radical diverzificati
Research included in the white paper for the tertiary education
30 [Organisation 25.11.2014|it would be easier to design an evaluation and founding system for R<D.
Research
31 [Organisation 26.11.2014|KEY 1 - To have a chance




Some RO's have also outputs in form of art subjects and it was recently enabled to involve artistic works in database
called RUV (Register of Artistic Outputs), which enables the rating of artistic outputs. From the documentation it is not

Research clear whether the new methodology would also work with information from RUV and whether the potential rating of
32 |Organisation 26.11.2014|artistic outputs would affect evaluation of RO's working in fields leading also to artistic work.
Given report material is made in cooperation with declared institutes mainly focused on basic research, see the last page
of the document. Please, start to cooperate with AVO (Association of research Institutes) that represents the applied and
Research industrial research. This association recently proposed general system for evaluation of research institutes as a tool for
33 |Organisation 26.11.2014 |providing funds for their development. Please, include representans of AVO into the team as soon as possible.
Research In our opinion, there was little time to evaluate and comment this interim report properly. It was promised to provide a
34 |Organisation 26.11.2014 [shorter report (ten-page abstract) at the meeting organized on 29th October.
Research
35 |Organisation 26.11.2014|The new suggested methodology will be very expensive especially for small RU.
Research
36 |Organisation 26.11.2014|We also add more information concerning the importance of food science:
Research 1. Czech Committee for food science and technology is the adhering body of the International Union of Food Science and
37 |Organisation 26.11.2014|Technology with assistance of the Academy of Sciences of the Czech Republic, basic document is attached.
Research 2. International Union of Food Science and Technology (IUFoST) became a member of International Coucil of Scientific
38 |[Organisation 26.11.2014|Unions(ICSU) in 1996, see attached file with article presented in Newsline 1996.
Research 3. We add the list of scientific journal focused on food science, so that the importance of food science would be
39 [Organisation 26.11.2014|supported and emphasized (see attached file with 94 scientific journals).
Research
40 |Organisation 26.11.2014|This discussion should be open to industrial partners, companies as well as professional unions.
Research The procedure of reviewers selection and panels format
41 [Organisation 26.11.2014 it is absolute crucial.
The authors should expand more on the issue of the benefits of the evaluation for the Evaluated Unit. Of course, any
external feedback is definitely usefull; nevertheless, we think that the organization is able to identify its weaknesses and
strengths by itself. So what is the added value of the evaluation? Would it be a competitive advantage for getting
Research institutional funding? It is important to know this, in order to asses the cost/benefit balance for an organization, before it
42 |Organisation 26.11.2014|decides to undergo this voluntary process.
Research What if an organization decides not to undergo the evaluation? How it will influence allocation of institutional funding for
43 |Organisation 26.11.2014|this organization?
The proposed system of evaluation is claimed to cost only 1% of the public institutional funding for R&D over a five-year
Research period, while the currently established system costs 2,5%. However, the proposed system is much more complex and
44  |Organisation 26.11.2014|comprehensive than the current system. Where will the money be saved?
Research Suppose, an EvU will involve two RUs. They will be evaulated differently - one high, the other low. What will be the
45 [Organisation 26.11.2014 |overall evaluation of the EvU? An average? Or else?
1. The question arises, whether the research training should include only Ph.D. students, or also training of Bs.C. and
Ms.C. students in research Institutes (i.e. apart from Universities). Teaching of students at Universities is self-evident, but
Research training of BsC. and MsC. students in research Institutes (like Academy of Sciences) is very time consuming and it
46 [Organisation 26.11.2014[should be also acknowledged.
2. Membership of the RU by national and global research community: It is not clear from proposed Evaluation
Research Methodology, whether memberships of the scientists in management commities of international conferences is also
47 |Organisation 26.11.2014 |taken into account. Organization of international conferences by members of the RU should be taken into account too.
Research
48 [Organisation 26.11.2014(3. Bibliometry: Will be used only WoS or also RIV? If both, in which ratio?
Research 4. Background report: Annotation on sections is not working in this file (message Error! Reference source not found is
49 |Organisation 26.11.2014|frequently seen).
Research Presence of several links Error! Reference source not found., does not indicate a proper care invested into the final
50 |Organisation 26.11.2014|editing of the report and infuses a certain doubt about the well-preparedness of the report as a whole.
Research Answer field to the Question 7 is locked, thus we are not giving the reason for our refusal to participate in 2015 pilot
51 [Organisation 26.11.2014testing.
Research How will the new evaluation scheme influence the Accreditation Committee, or more specifically the upcoming
52 [Organisation 26.11.2014|Accreditation Agency?
As the Ministry of Interiro, we would like to see some of the organizations currently institutionally funded to be made
exempt from this whole scheme, while still being assessed at international level standards. For this purpose, the
specialist panel of security professionals should be maintained, including the authorities governing these institutions. The
elements of international peer-review and criteria based assessment should be retained, yet the focus would be placed
on strategic management cycle, capability development and lessons learned processess that are well established in the
security domain eslewhere, international organizations such as NATO, EUROPOL or FRONTEX notwithstanding, thus
supporting the needs of both the funding authority (Mol) and the governing authorities in charge of the assessed
53 |Provider 26.11.2014]institutions (currently it would be approx. 5 institutions as per description in section 1, Q1).
However, as the major issue here would be the relationship of such exercise to the funding decision-making procedures
54  |Provider 26.11.2014 that are not yet outlined, we would strongly prefer to withhold any detailed design formulation until further point in time.




(Fundamental comments)

1. Itis very limited evaluation and assessment of research organizations operating in the field of applied research and
development. (See research organization listed in the table No.12 indicated RTOS).

The results of applied research are greatly reduced or not mentioned at all (Research outputs that apply for the minimum
thresholds on pp. 44-45).

Furthermore, in Table 1 - Research outputs eligible f
missing outputs characterizing applied research-pilot plant, verified technology, prototypes, peer-reviewed journal
articles, designs and models.

Proposal to change:

To the results characterizing the applied output, it is necessary to include all types of results according to RIV. We also
recommend to include the proceedings of international conferences, which are not included in the Web of Science, but
where research organizations present the results of its applied research.

As a criterion for evaluation should be included contract research. It is necessary to respect the full range of research
and development - not only excellent research.

2. Research organizations are to be evaluated by a minimum number of results that must be achieved. With that we can
agree but it is not considered at all the research capacity of the research organization.It is not possible to compare small
and large research organizations only on the basis of their results.

Proposal to change:

Evaluation of research organizations be performed continuously, this means a number of results on the research capacity
of research organizations ( for example the number of researchers).

3. The proposed methodology is called "R & D Evaluation Methodology and ... .This means that it should include the
whole area of research, development and innovation. The text speaks only of the area RESEARCH.

Proposal to change:
The new methodology must cover all fields of research, development and innovation, both as defined in the GBER.
4) The proposed methodology is based on valid methodology from 2013 to 2015, where the results of research

Research organizations evaluated according to the three pillars, which are left out results of applied research. This is a very wrong
55 |Organisation 26.11.2014|methodological approach.
Research
56 |Organisation 26.11.2014|Why a methodology for the Czech Republic is written in English?
Research Five/six years are suggested as a standard evaluation period. Can the evaluation be repeated over a shorter time frame
57 |Organisation 26.11.2014|(e.g., per request in case of significant interim changes in R&D performance of RU?)
Research Who would be the final arbitrator in case of disagreements, possible conflicts of interest and other potential problems in
58 |Organisation 26.11.2014|the evaluation?
Percentage of gifted, diciplined/determined young people preconditioned to achieve highest level of education (PhD) is
limited in all societies. (In our country 5%7?). When such people are during their university study caught/laptured to highly
Research academic scientific activity which does not bring any use to society they are not happy, they waste public money and in
59 |Organisation 26.11.2014|the worst they are missing in the society.
We consider R&D evalwuation methodol ogy provided by 1s
future development of the Czech Republic, therefore we gave the provided EM our major concern. We found 20 days
term for deliver comments inadequate. Evalution is a
Research managed and applied (Sohna et al, 2007). The EM is des
60 |Organisation 26.11.2014|consider compulsory to use Czech language.
Research
61 [Organisation 26.11.2014[Excellence and market performance
The importance of research and development (R&D) as a resource of knowledge that are of a key issue for long term, a
countryds international competitiveness has been exten
2004, Chenhall, 2011 etc.), there are a great variety
published in high quality journals such as Research Evaluation or R&D management etc. (Wu, et al., 2011, Montague &
Valentim, 2010, Sohne et al, 2007 etc.). In the high competitive economy the long term sustainable development of
nations is ever more linked to knowledge based new technologies, that secure the organizations position on the markets
and enable entering new markets (Verhaenge & Khiv, 2002), capability of R&D and innovation are crucial to support high-|
tech companies to compete on world market and improve the economy of a nation (Wu, et al., 2011), Montague &
Valentim (2010) examined the R&D evaluation system in Canada and conclude, that user-focused behavior has become
Research the inseparable part of R&D strategic management and evaluation, Sohne et al (2007) provide excellence criteria of R&D
62 |Organisation 26.11.2014|that include customer and market focus.
Therefore we strongly disagree that the Patents and IP (p. 73) are not considered as research excellence and are not
specified in the assessment criteria for research performance (p. 68). Even thought the EM considers the importance of
knowledge transfer (p. 5, 50), we found the attention to publication compare to patents, plants or breeding rights
Research unbalanced. Methods of examination the quality, uniqueness and value for national competitiveness of a particular
63 |Organisation 26.11.2014|patent, plant, breeding right or even method can be provided similarly to the elaborated evaluation of publications.
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By my opinion, a little attention is devoted to the goals of evaluation report. It is barely possible to assess the quality of
evaluation process if there is not clearly defined the aiml of the assessment: Efficiency versus a budget? Efficiency
versus research potential? etc. Try to define goals of the process accurately.
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We propose to carry out a testing evaluation in 2015 so that each category of research organization was represented by
at least two institutions. The result of this evaluation should be detailed conclusions what impacts the current proposed
methodology will have on all types of organizations. These are the types of organizations as recognized in the
methodology: Scientific Research Institutions, Research and Technology Organisations (RTOs), Public Service
Research Organisations, and Infrastructures, Providing service to research.
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We propose to consider the evaluation of research organizations according to their type. A lot of criteria can be
maintained for all types, but at least the area of research outputs must be assessed separately, because these outputs
fundamentally differ for each category of research organizations.
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In the implementation of evaluation results towards financing (which should be the content of the second interrim report
of IPN Metodika), it is highly advisable to adopt the hybrid model of combining the evaluation-based financing with the
current performance-based financing according to RIV points, at least in the first years, in order to maintain a level of
continuity and predictability during the transition from the current Evaluation Methodology.
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As the funding providers must follow the rules (the state aid rules in most cases) it would be great to check whether and
how the suggested methodol ogies are in |line with exist
AEvaluation in the field of State aid: Draft METHODOLC
- concepts and recommendationso. The same apply for a
against their unlawful acquisition, use and disclosure.
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I would strongly suggest adding st.

l'i ke terms descrip
Aoutcomeo, fAresulto and fAi mpacto in the

context of thi
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RIV outputs definitions - problematic current definitions:

TACR experienced some problems with the output category N, a certified methodology. There was some development
after communication with the RDI Council and implementation of some measures in TACR programmes. However, the
problems are not still fully overcome and we assume the current category to be not properly defined.

Some of TACR's support recepients have negative experiences with H category of the output as well.
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RIV outputs definitions - proposals for new outputs consideration:

We recommend to make broader changes in the research output categories used in RIV and to consider possibilities to
add some fully new categories, such as:

1) establishment of a spin-off company by the research organisation - This output can be of high relevance when
evaluating the impacts (relevance for industry and society) and could be used as one of the indicators in EM. For more
exact definition / conditions is possible to use propo
the preparation of Act 130/2002 Coll. amendment and in relation to existing MEYS questionaire for universities focused
on their incomes from commercialization of RD outcomes.

2) creative outputs from the area of humanities and social sciences, including fields like design and other (for possible
definitions see the registr of artificial outputs, so
outputs categories during the broad discussions with the experts from humanities and social sciences during the 2014 in
the framework of a preliminary interim evaluation of the programme OMEGA.
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Comments to targeted funding:

Rel evance to the ToR and the fADescription of provided
There is completely missing the part dealing with the evaluation of targeted support in the provided version of Report. In
the ToR for the tender is stated: APSedmNDtem veSejn® z
pSedstavuje metodi ku institucion§ln2ho hodnocen? a pro
metodi ku hodnocen2 programT VaV v LR, a to podle zahra
together with statement in the Description of provided
particular: ¢é f) Analysis of targeted funding in relat
the behavior of beneficiaries with research priorities of providers and the priorities at the national level, the determination
of an appropriate mix of targeted and institutional fu




Comments to targeted funding:

From the funding point of view there is missing the #ft
(unfortunately it was not clearly defined in the ToR) and how this evaluation will supplement the developed methodology
for RO’s assessment! As the funding system is complex (as described in the report as well) it is not evitable to have such
a deep methodology for RO’s assessment without at least similar work for targeted funding. From this point of view there

74 |Provider 27.11.2014]is too much emphasis on the RO's evaluation and funding than on the funding system as a whole!
Comments to targeted funding:
How the fAappropriate mix of targeted and institutional
75 |Provider 27.11.2014|elaborated and/or methodological approach that will be used presented.
Research
76 |Organisation 27.11.2014|Short time period of three weeks for detailed comments on this comprehensive document !
The fact that all materials must be presented in English is not proper and constructive. For most disciplines it does not
Research present any major issues, however, it may cause some problems and misunderstandings especially in social science
77 |Organisation 27.11.2014 |disciplines.
Research
78 |Organisation 27.11.2014|No public consultations or comments on the www.vyzkum.cz website.
As a reminder, some years ago there was a broad public discussion on the transformation of Research Plans into the
Research current "metrics-based quantitative results evaluation” approach. The discussion had been going on for more than half a
79 |Organisation 27.11.2014|year and the final document had been significantly revised several times.
The summary of analytical country studies offers a useful comparison, but it leaves out some important national systems
relevant for the Czech Republic: Germany, France, other CEE countries. Only countries presented as good examples are
discussed. It could be helpful to give in addition examples of national systems which do not work very well so that
Research lessons can be learnt from their mistakes (besides learning from the weaknesess of our national system as it has existed
80 |Organisation 27.11.2014|until now).
Research The countries used as models have more advanced cultures of evaluation than CR. It remains to be seen if their systems
81 |Organisation 27.11.2014|can be transferred to our country.
The Evaluation scheme intends to use the Web of Science and Incites rather than Scopus and SciVal. No sufficient
Research rationale is given for this decision. It is well known that in the SSH disciplines, Scopus has a wider coverage especially of
82 |Organisation 27.11.2014|the non-English language journals.
The deadlines for submitting comments on the draft versions of the various parts of the new Evaluation Scheme are
Research extremely short making it very difficult for the EvUs to consult their position with all relevant parties within (heads of RUs,
83 |Organisation 27.11.2014|leading researchers etc.).
Crucial - Law 111/1998, A 22 states that Faculties and
Research states, that Institutes perform R&D activitiy. In none of the places of the report, University Institutes are mentioned,
84 |Organisation 27.11.2014|methodology assumes to evaluate Faculties only.
Crucial - The automatic determination of the Evaluation Unit across many organization units is unlucky. It is not clear how
the management will be evaluated by the proposed methodology, if the management of the EvU will be spread over
Research many organization unites (e.g. departments). This grouping of teams across distinct organization units is hardly
85 |Organisation 27.11.2014|imaginable without a decision from the evaluated Institution.
Crucial - Research Unit (RU) within Evalution Unit consists of all researchers across the whole Evaluation unit who
contributed to the given field of the RU. Each researcher will be assigned to a single Research Unit only! in the main field
of research. This is absolutely unacceptable setting. This means, that if a researcher contributes to two fields nearly
equally, only one half of his/her activitiy is counted and only one field profits from his activity. The other fields, to which
he/she contributed a lot as well, cannot count his/her results as he/she is assigned only to a single field. A significant part
Research of the performance of the EvU can be lost in such a way. This is neither fair, nor natural or logical, nor defendable!
86 |Organisation 27.11.2014|Moreover, it demotivates to co-operate between distinct units within an evaluation unit.
Crucial - Factors 'research capacity', that are mentioned to be taken into account in the assessment criteria "Institutional
management and development” are dangerous in a sense of ‘gaming' and mainly in the sense of a ‘templatization’ or a
‘patternization’. Each Evaluation Unit will try to optimize its HR according to some pattern or template that is going to be
expected by the evaluation committee: the "proper" ratio of professors and postdocs, the “proper" age structure, the
"proper" ratio of seniors and juniors, the "proper" gender structure. It will become important to which category each
Research employee belongs rather than how well he/she works. This is an extremelly dangerous mix of factors and the only
87 [Organisation 27.11.2014(solution is to cancel them.
Crucial - Factors 'the adequacy of human resources development', that are mentioned to be taken into account in the
assessment criteria "Institutional management and development" are dangerous in a sense of '‘gaming' and mainly in a
sense of 'templatization' or ‘patternization' and also useless and bureaucracy increasing. For example, evaluation of the
‘promotion criteria’ leads to a creation of useless documents such as directives. In Research Units of small and middle,
the personal management can promote the staff in a more appropriate and easier way than blind rules in a certain
document. Requiring this is the same, what is criticized on the automatic formula-based evaluation system of R&D, which
is going to be replaced by this evaluation methodology. Therefore, it is hard to understand, why this new methodology
assumes these steps. Further, evaluating appraoch of the PhD supervision is something, that should not be evaluated at
Research all. It has nothing to do with the criteria and moreover, it is unfair, not all Institutions have the same conditions (access to
88 [Organisation 27.11.2014(students).
Research
89 |Organisation 27.11.2014|Crucial - Scores (definitions) for the Societal relevance is for many areas totally irrelevant.
Crucial - The methodology states "If fraud or dishonesty is detected, the panels will assign the lowest starred quality
levels for the RU against all assessment criteria”. How can this be a part of the methodology, which stems from the
definition of a Research Unit which is a collection of teams across the organization structure? How can be some
Research organization units punished because members of another organization unit acted dishonestly and were put together into
90 |Organisation 27.11.2014|a single RU by an external decision? This is not acceptable.
Important - The proposed methodology plans to use the current IT system. However, the current is very far from an
optimal one. Instead of automatic uploading of all the imporant information form databases just based e.g. on DOI or
another identifier, researchers have to fill in tens of items including abstract etc. And in case of a mistake, the publication
Research item is deleted and the Institute has a chance to add it corrected after one year of waiting. A significant change in this is
91 [Organisation 27.11.2014[needed.
Research Important - Determination of the field and classification of an RU as an inter-disciplinary one provides a space for
92 [Organisation 27.11.2014('gaming’ and for unfair evaluation, see B-partial comments.
Research Middle importance - from the First Interim Report, it is not fully clear if the methodology will be proposed separately for
93 |Organisation 27.11.2014|fields or subfields
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We consider the proposed methodology very strategic, progressive and ambitious. This methodology, regarding this first
interim report, is influenced by proved international practices, sensitively adapted on the Czech specifics and it has our
full support. We believe that this project tends to a better research environment in the Czech Republic.

At this moment the effect on public funding is unclear. This is very important element of the methodology in general.
Absence of this element caused some negative comments from the Faculty of Science, but we expect that the financial
context will be mentioned in the second report. For that reason we purposely limited other comments. We also expect
more considerable suggestions and comments in the second phase of the public consultation, when the effect on public
funding should be clear.
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The document contains error notice "Error! Reference source not dound" - mostly chapter 4.3.1
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The selection of only scholar type of outputs for the evaluation of RU (or whole EvU) introduces quite limitation factor for
it. There could be "non-scholar" outputs (software, prototypes, patents) that are excellent and can have much greater
impact (industrial, societal etc.) than the scholar ones (publications) even though they are excellent, too.

97

Research
Organisation

28.11.2014

1) An evaluation period of three yearsseems to be too short, while the evaluation period of six years is too long for an
signioficant and useful evaluation of any scientific activity. In our opinion, an interval of 4 years might represent a
reasonable compromise.
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2) We agree with the general principle of peer review of individual scientific teams and believe that this is a very
important part of the evaleation process. However, the proposed methodology does not show a way how to practically
undertake such an enormous task. How will the peer-review of scientific groups be technically feasible? Will the
evaluators evaluate really all the scientific teams around all country? Alternatively, will only a fraction of all scientific
teams be peer-reviewed, and if yes, how these will be selected? These guestions are not really addressed at this stage.
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3) It is the overhelming opinion of the University that scientometrz should play a major role in the evaluation, especially
on medicine, natural sciences and everywhere where it could be sensibly applied. We believe that certainly more than of
the evaluation-criteria should be based on scientometric data.
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We have not been
given enough time to be able to responsibly react to the draft of the
methodology, which is too long.
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Despite this, we

would like to continue to take part in the discussion that will lead to a
simple, clear and field-specific evaluation of results of research
organisations and the provision of institutional funding of research that
ensures its greater stability.
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The Federation of the Food

and Drink Industries /FDDI/ is an association that brings together most of the
food business. These businesses are direct and/or indirect users of the results
of research in the food industry, especially applied research in the fields of
microbiology, chemistry, medicine, veterinary studies, construction machinery
and many others
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The food businesses have an interest primarily in applied results.
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Institutional support

of research is a stabilising factor for all

research organisations in science. Its existence results in a basic,
systematic and continuing impulse to sustain targeted support of research.
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FFDI, as a representative of the food industries, has

a vested interest in participating in the discussion concerning the future
direction of research and is interested in taking part in the right kind of
evaluation of research results and, above all, is interested in a transfer and
utilisation of the research results into practice.
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The proposed draft
of evaluation of research organisation is inadequately complicated, given its
purpose.
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The current fcoffee

grindero (kafemlejenk) system has its advantages and d
particularly criticised from one or the other point of view, depending on who

is to benefit from the parameters chosen / not chosen and how the scales of

these parameters are tilted. The current system is relatively simple, however

needs to be field-specific, because

the purpose and aim of some research organisations is to produce technology,

recipes, constructions, prototypes, whilst others create basic knowledge,

cultural heritage, etc. All results should, however, have their potential

users.
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R&D Evaluation Methodology and Funding Principles: Background report to the First Interim report: Country analyses
The report contains evaluation experiences of two groups of five countries, whilst the first group includes Austria, the
Netherlands, Norway, Sweden, Great Britain, the second group includes Australia, New Zealand, Belgium/Flanders,
Finland and Italy. The report does not describe the selection process of the foregoing countries clearly. Understanding
the reasons for the selection and group division of those countries would be useful. Due to lack of information on the
selection process, the choice of Australia and New Zealand as comparison countries seems odd.

Note: The text of the report itself more often refers
the countries from the first group of five countries.
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R&D Evaluation Methodology and Funding Principles: Background report: Tools for the Evaluation Exercise
Implementation

The first part of the report contains forms needed for the preparation of the reports used during the small pilot evaluation.
The forms will be used by research organisations that will participate in the evaluation. The second part of the report is
dedicated to the expected evaluation outputs in the individual evaluated areas.

The document is coherent and comprehensible.
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R&D Evaluation Methodology and Funding Principles First Interim Report: the R&D Evaluation Methodology

The first interim report describes evaluation principles in great detail. It is based on analyses of evaluation methods of 10
countries, but the ratio of references to these countries is not even.

The report contains information on evaluation processes and evaluation objectives in selected countries. The report
makes apparent that evalwuation results serve different
different levels of R&D&I management to determining the distribution of institutional funding. The overview in Chart 9
(page 25) makes the following relevant: that the evaluation method is subordinate to a specific purpose and there is no
such thing as a ficorrecto method.

The first interim report proposes a set of evaluation indicators and criteria, their definition and an evaluation scale
including relevant comments. The following positive attributes must be emphasized: the aim to standardize all evaluation
processes, training and educating all those involved (experts) and equipping them with necessary
manuals/instructions/handbooks related to evaluation processes. In our opinion, this is a key issue for the success of the
whole evaluation process and it is not to be underestimated (although the authors of the first interim report are very well
aware of this fact).

The authors of the first interim report propose to carry out a similar evaluation every five to six years. This
recommendation seems to be justified given the magnitude of the evaluation. Past experiences with evaluations reveal
that annual result variations are not relevant and that an annual evaluation tends to depreciate the evaluation process,
leading to production of a large amount of inferior results and, rather than improving and stabilizing the R&D&I system, it
demeans it.




