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. Santrumpos ir terminai

Santrumpos

ERC - angl. European Research Council

CoARA - angl. Coalition for Advancing Research Assessment
LMT - Lietuvos mokslo taryba

MVDDA - mokslininky visos darbo dienos atitikmuo

MK - mokslo kryptis

MKG - mokslo kryp¢&iy grupé mokslo srityje

Mokslo sritys

SH - socialiniai, humanitariniai mokslai

NTMA - gamtos, technologijos, medicinos ir sveikatos, Zemés Ukio mokslai
MoVDAS - Lietuvos mokslo tarybos Mokslo vertinimo ir duomeny analitikos skyrius
MTEP - moksliniai tyrimai ir eksperimentine plétra

PEV - palyginamasis ekspertinis vertinimas

REF - angl. Research Excellence Framework

VV -vertinamasis vienetas

Terminai

Aprasas — Palyginamojo ekspertinio universitety ir moksliniy tyrimy instituty moksliniy tyrimy
ir eksperimentinés pletros vertinimo aprasas, patvirtintas 2021 m. rugséjo 2 d. LR Svietimo,
mokslo ir sporto ministro jsakymu.

Reglamentas — Palyginamojo ekspertinio mokslo veiklos vertinimo procedury reglamentas,
patvirtintas 2022 m. rugpjucio 8 d. Lietuvos mokslo tarybos pirmininko jsakymu.

Pastaba dél kalbos

Si studija parengta lietuviy kalba. Taciau siekiant i$laikyti autenti§kuma ir tiksluma,
joje paliktos originalios angliSkos citatos, eksperty gyvenimo aprasymai bei kiti frag-
mentai originalo kalba. Sis sprendimas priimtas samoningai, nes vertimas galéty i$-
kraipyti pirmine Saltiniy prasme, prarasti terminologinj tiksluma ar sumazinti pateik-
tos informacijos patikimuma.
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. Santrauka

Lietuvoje universitety ir moksliniy tyrimy instituty moksliniy tyrimy ir eksperimentinés plétros
(MTEP) veiklos vertinimo sistema nuo 2018 m. grindZiama dviejy vertinimy modeliu, kuriame didelj
svorj turi palyginamasis ekspertinis vertinimas (PEV), vykdomas kas penkerius metus. Nepriklausomy
eksperty iS uzsienio mokslo ir studijy institucijy vertinimas tapo pagrindu skirstyti didzigjg dal;j institu-
cinio MTEP finansavimo, spresti del doktorantlros teisiy ir uztikrinti mokslo sistemos skaidruma. PEV
papildo formalusis (kasmetinis) mokslo, meno veiklos vertinimas, grindziamas kiekybiniais rodikliais.
Si vertinimo tvarka atlieka ne tik paskirstomaja, bet ir strategine funkcija, skatina institucijas kryptingai
planuoti tyrimy veikla, didina atskaitomybe visuomenei ir politikos formuotojams.

2023 m. PEV proceso ir jgyvendinimo perzitra siekiama jvertinti, kaip veikia pagrindinis Lietuvos
universitety ir moksliniy tyrimy instituty vykdomos MTEP veiklos kokybés, tarptautiSkumo ir poveikio
vertinimo instrumentas. Analizé apeéme tiek teisine metodologine baze, tiek praktinj vertinimo organi-
zavima — eksperty atranka, darbo eiga, duomeny pateikima ir grjztamajj rysj. Tyrimas atliktas remiantis
iS anksto suformuluotais tikslais ir uzdaviniais. Perzitira grindziama iSsamia dokumenty, jgyvendinimo
proceso, institucijy ir eksperty apklausy analize ir tarptautine praktika, kad buty pateikti sitilymai, kaip
tobulinti busimag 2028 m. universitety ir moksliniy tyrimuy instituty MTEP veiklos vertinima.

Tikslas
Jvertinti 2023 m. PEV proceso reglamentavima ir jgyvendinima,
pateikti 2028 m. ekspertinio vertinimo rekomendacijas

Reglamentavimo lygmuo Procesinis lygmuo
apima vertinimo metodikos, jtvirtintos apima faktinj ekspertinio vertinimo
teisiniame reguliavime, vertinima organizavima

Analizés uzdaviniai
ISanalizuoti ir pateikti rekomendacijas

Vertinimo Ekspertinio darbo organizavimas: atranka;
Vertinamuyjy kriterijai ir skales, eksperty komisijy sudarymas; vizitai j
vienety sudarymo ekspertiniam vertinamuosius vienetus; kriterijy taikymo
taisyklés vertinimui pateikti nuoseklumas; grjztamasis rysys ir eksperty
duomenys komisijy ataskaitos
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PEV jgyvendinimo perziiros organizavimas

2023 m. PEV proceso ir jgyvendinimo perZzilra atliko Lietuvos mokslo tarybos (LMT) sudaryta dar-
bo grupe, patvirtinta LMT pirmininko jsakymu. Darbo grupei buvo pavesta atlikti PEV perzilros studijos
kokybés priezilirg, suformuluoti uzduotis iSoriniams ekspertams ir jvertinti jy pateikty rekomendacijy
tinkamuma Lietuvos kontekste.

Darbo grupé kartu su Mokslo vertinimo ir duomeny analitikos skyriumi (MoVDAS) parenge uZzsie-
nio ekspertams technine specifikacija (,,lerms of Reference®) ir atrinko 11 tarptautiniy eksperty, turin-
¢iy nacionalinio lygmens moksliniy tyrimy vertinimy dalyvavimo, organizavimo ir analizavimo patirties.

MoVDAS funkcija buvo koordinuoti darbo grupes veikla, rengti PEV proceso ir jgyvendinimo per-
zidros studija ir uztikrinti analizés procesy nuosekluma.

Pagrindinés iSvados

VV sudarymo taisyklés

Nors pats vertinamujy vienety (VV) sudarymo procesas, remiantis VV atstovy grjztamojo rySio
apklausa, jvardytas kaip pakankamai sklandus ir grjstas aiSkiomis taisyklémis, tam tikri sisteminiai
aspektai rodo poreikj perzitréeti dabartinius principus. Kadangi vertinimas atliekamas VV lygmeniu, o
MVDDA apskaiciavimas daro tiesiogine jtakg VV sudéciai, siuloma perziuréti galiojancius MVDDA ap-
répties ribojimus. Taip pat, jei VV sudetyje padaliniy daugiau, uztikrinti ir sustiprinti pateikty duomeny
atsekamuma pagal padalinius.

Grjztamojo rysio apklausose, diskusijose ir tarptautiniy eksperty jzvalgose buvo atkreiptas deme-
sys, kad institucijy sprendimams dél VV sandaros turi jtakos MTEP veiklos kokybés vertinimo rezultatai,
pasitelkiami sprendimams deél doktoranturos ir Zemesniy pakopuy studijy vykdymo. Kai MTEP vertinimo
rezultatai turi jtakos sprendimams dél doktoranttros ar studijy programy testinumo, VV sudarymas yra
strategiSkai reikS§mingas —nuo jo priklauso praktinés pasekmeés institucijai. Dél to kyla rizika, kad VV bus
formuojami ne pagal MTEP veiklos organizavimo logika, o siekiant palankesnio vertinimo.

Vertinimo kriterijy skalés, vertinimo kriterijy
ir teikiamy duomeny atitikties analizé

PerziGrint buvo vertinamas ekspertinio vertinimo kriterijy skalés aiSkumas ir duomeny tinkamu-
mas kriterijy taikymui, siekiant nustatyti, ar vienodai suprantamas vertinimas ir yra pakankamas pa-
grindas ekspertiniams sprendimams.

PEV atliekamas pagal tris kriterijus: MTEP veiklos kokybe, socialinj ir ekonominj poveikj ir pers-
pektyvuma, pagal kuriuos jvertinama institucijy veikla daugialypiu pozidriu. Taciau analizeé parode kelis
iSStkius, susijusius su jy taikymu praktikoje.

Uzsienio ekspertai, atlike PEV perzitra, pazymeéjo, kad kriterijy strukttra apskritai atitinka tarp-
tautine praktika, taciau jy interpretacijai ir taikymui reikia daugiau aiSkumo, metodinés paramos. Tai
sustiprinty nuosekly skirtingy eksperty komisijy vertinimo skaliy interpretavima.

Analize taip pat parodé, kad kai kuriais atvejais buvo pateikta pertekliniy duomenuy, taciau kitais
ju nepakako tinkamai kriterijams jvertinti. Sitloma perzitreti teikiamy duomeny apimtj ir struktdra pa-
gal kiekvieno kriterijaus paskirtj, papildant juos kontekstiniais, visus VV MTEP rezultatus apimanciais
veiklos rodikliais, ir iSsamiau pateikiant duomenis, atspindincius tarptautiSkumo aspektus.
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Uzsienio ekspertai atkreipé demes;j j tarptautinese mokslo vertinimo tendencijose pastebima
poslinkj nuo orientavimosi j rezultatus (pvz., publikacijas, citavimo rodiklius) link daugiau demesio
moksliniy tyrimy procesams, naratyviniams paaiSkinimams ir kontekstui pritaikytiems rodikliams. Taip
galima vertinti ne tik tai, kas ,,pagaminama®“, bet ir kaip moksliné veikla organizuojama, palaikoma ir
vystoma pagal VV misijg bei veiklos specifika. Atsizvelgiant j Sias tendencijas sililoma perzidrétiir Lietu-
vos MTEP veiklos ekspertinio vertinimo sistema, nuo rezultaty fiksavimo labiau jg orientuojant j procesy
ir konteksto vertinima.

Ekspertinio vertinimo organizavimas

Ekspertinio vertinimo kokybei gerinti silloma nustatyti aiSkius eksperty ir komisijy vadovy atran-
kos kriterijus, uztikrinti jy kompetencijag konkreciose srityse, didinti lyCiy ir geografine jvairove. Sialoma
stiprinti proceso skaidruma, iSpleciant interesy konflikto apibrézima ir vieSinant eksperty kvalifikaci-
jas. Gyvieji vizitai teigiamai vertinami ir vertinusiy eksperty, ir vertinty institucijy, ir daugumos vertini-
mo rezultatus analizavusiy eksperty. Kadangi didelés jy sgnaudos, sitloma ilginti vizity trukme, kad
investicija atsipirkty, arba apskritai jy atsisakyti, pakei¢iant virtualiais. Kriterijy taikymo nuoseklumui
uztikrinti rekomenduojama organizuoti daugiau internetiniy seminary ekspertams, rengti tarpkomisi-
nius susitikimus jver¢iams tikrinti ir nuosekliau jtvirtinti mazumos nuomoniy dokumentavima vertinimo
ataskaitose. Grjztamojo rySio procesui gerinti buty verta pratesti institucijy atsiliepimy teikimo termina
bent iki deSimties dienu, perziuréeti pastaby teikimo etapa, kad jis apimty ne tik faktiniy klaidy taisyma,
bet ir sudaryty galimybe VV diskutuoti su ekspertais dél ataskaitos turinio, ataskaity kokybei uztikrinti
papildomai skirti resursy.
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B lvadas

Studija parengta Palyginamojo ekspertinio universitety ir moksliniy tyrimy instituty moksliniy tyrimy ir eks-
perimentinés plétros (MTEP) veiklos vertinimo (PEV) proceso, vykdyto 2023 m. Lietuvoje, kokybei ir jgyvendinimo
patirCiai jvertinti. PEV yra vieSosios politikos instrumentas, kuriuo vertinama universitety ir moksliniy tyrimy instituty
vykdoma MTEP veikla, o jo rezultatai tiesiogiai lemia institucijy MTEP finansavima ir sprendimus del doktoranttros
teisiy ar kity strateginiy mokslo politikos aspekty.

Atlikta PEV perzilUra orientuota j tai, kaip vertinimo metodika, procesas ir organizaciniai sprendimai veike prak-
tikoje. Analizuoti trys pagrindiniai aspektai: 1) vertinamuyjy vienety (VV) sudarymo principai ir taikymas; 2) vertinimas
pagal tris nustatytus kriterijus (MTEP veiklos kokybe, socialinjir ekonominj poveikj, perspektyvuma) irduomeny jiems
jvertinti tinkamumas; 3) vertinimo proceso organizavimas — nuo eksperty atrankos iki galutiniy iSvady pateikimo.

Perzitirg atliko Lietuvos mokslo tarybos (LMT) sudarytos darbo grupés, MoVDAS kartu su tarptautiniais eks-
pertais, turinCiais patirties nacionaliniuose moksliniy tyrimy vertinimo procesuose. Taip pat analizuotas grjztamasis
vertinty institucijy ir eksperty rysys.

Sios perziaros tikslas - atlikus vertinimo jgyvendinimo analize jvardyti i$$tkius ir pateikti siilymus, kaip galima
tobulinti PEV sistema, uztikrinti jos atitiktj tiek nacionaliniams strateginiams tikslams, tiek tarptautiniams mokslo
vertinimo principams, jskaitant CoARA deklaracijoje iSdéstytas nuostatas.

Universitety ir moksliniy tyrimy instituty MTEP veiklos
vertinimo raida ir dabartiné sistema

Lietuvoje universitety ir moksliniy tyrimy instituty MTEP veiklos vertinimas formavosi nuosekliai, reaguojant
i siekj efektyvinti mokslo sistema, skatinti mokslinés veiklos kokybe, tarptautinj matomuma ir racionaliai paskirstyti
vieSgsias investicijas j moksla. Vertinimas glaudziai siejosi su institucinio finansavimo modelio kaita.

1997-1999 m. zymi pirmuosius bandymus vertinti mokslinés veiklos produktyvuma ir vertinimo rezultatus sie-
ti su moksliniy tyrimy finansavimo skirstymu. Vienas pagrindiniy tuo metu isSkelty tiksly buvo optimizuoti valstybinj
moksliniy tyrimy instituty tinkla, kuris apemeé net 29 institucijas. Siekiant efektyvesneés veiklos, dalis jy buvo palaips-
niui integruotos j universitety struktdras ar sujungtos tarpusavyje, taip Sis skaic€ius ilgainiui sumazintas iki 11.

Nors pradiniu etapu vertinimo rezultatai dar neturéjo tiesioginés jtakos institucijy finansavimui, 1999 m. at-
liktas pakartotinis mokslinés veiklos vertinimas tapo reikSmingu lGZio tasku. Jo pagrindu institutai buvo suskirstyti j
septynias grupes pagal jyu mokslinés veiklos lygj, o Si klasifikacija sudaré prielaidas formule grjstai finansavimo siste-
mai. Tuomet skirtingoms grupéms buvo pritaikyti diferencijuoti finansavimo koeficientai'.

2000-2008 m. pereita prie dalinio formule grindZiamo finansavimo modelio, kuris apémé tiek valstybinius uni-
versitetus, tiek moksliniy tyrimy institutus. Finansavimo formuléje atsiZzvelgta j kiekybinius veiklos rodiklius: publika-
cijas, MTEP projekty biudzetus, finansavima i§ uzsakomosios veiklos. Siuo laikotarpiu proporcingai augo ir formulés
pagrindu skirstomos MTEP léSos — 2008 m. jos sudare apie 20 proc. viso institucinio MTEP finansavimo universite-
tams ir moksliniy tyrimy institutams.

! Parengta pagal Daujotis, V., Radzvilas, V., Slizys, R. P. and Stumbrys, E. (2002). Lietuvos mokslo politika Europos kon-
tekste, Vilnius: Justitia, skyrius XllI Lietuvos kelias j Europos moksliniy tyrimy erdve.
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2009-2017 m. vertinimo modelis toliau evoliucionavo, integruodamas ekspertinj vertinima ir formalujj verti-
nimg pagal kiekybinius rodiklius. Be to, nuo 2009 m. MTEP universitety ir moksliniy tyrimy instituty MTEP vertinimo
organizavimas deleguotas LMT. Buvo jdiegtas dviejy lygiy vertinimas:

e |lygio (aukSciausio lygio) MTEP rezultatai buvo vertinami ekspertiniu badu nacionaliniy eksperty komisijose;

e |llygio rezultatai (standartiniai moksliniai darbai) vertinti pagal formalizuotus kriterijus — publikavimo kanalus,
Zurnaly citavimo rodiklius, tarptautiniy konferencijy pranesimus ir kt.

Nuo 2010 m. vis daugiau institucinio MTEP finansavimo buvo siejama su vertinimo rezultatais - i$ pradziy
40 proc., véliau Si dalis augo.

Nuo 2018 m. Lietuvoje jdiegta dviejy etapy universitety ir moksliniy tyrimy instituty MTEP vertinimo sistema,
susidedanti is:

e Palyginamojo ekspertinio vertinimo (PEV), atliekamo kas penkerius metus ir orientuoto j platesnj, kokybinj
institucijy MTEP veiklos vertinimg. Vertinimo tikslais sudaryti vertinamieji vienetai vertinami pagal tris krite-
rijus: moksliniy tyrimy kokybe, ekonominj ir socialinj poveikj ir veiklos perspektyvuma. Vertina tarptautiniai
ekspertai, neturintys rysiy su Lietuvos mokslo ir studijy institucijomis, todél uztikrinamas nepriklausomumas
ir platesné tarptautiné perspektyva. Vertinimo metu taip pat organizuojami vizitai j institucijas, teikiamas grjz-
tamasis rysys ir veiklos tobulinimo rekomendacijos.

e Formaliojo (kasmetinio) vertinimo, kuris grindziamas standartizuotais, kiekybiniais veiklos rodikliais. Kie-
kvienais metais institucijos teikia duomenis apie moksliniy tyrimy rezultatus, jskaitant publikacijas, patenty
paraiSkas ir patentus, sukurtas naujas augaly ar gyvuny veisles, dalyvavima prestiziniuose tarptautiniuose
mokslo projektuose (pvz., Europos moksliniy tyrimy tarybos (ERC) projektuose) ir pan. Moksliniy tyrimy rezul-
tatai klasifikuojami ir vertinami 3 eksperty komisijy: 1) gamtos, technologijos, medicinos ir sveikatos, Zemes
tkio; 2) socialiniy; ir 3) humanitariniy moksly. Be to, institucijos pateikia informacijg apie gautg finansavima
i$ tarptautiniy MTEP programuy ir verslo (Ukio) subjekty. Duomenys jvertinami taskais, o vertina nacionaliniai
ekspertai, vadovaudamiesi nustatytais vertinimo kriterijais ir metodika.

Iki 2022 m. pagal PEV rezultatus buvo skirstoma 60 proc. bazinio MTEP finansavimo, o nuo 2023 m. Si dalis pa-
didinta iki 70 proc., sumazinant kasmetinio vertinimo jtaka iki 30 proc. Pagal PEV rezultatus taip pat buvo vertinamas
doktoranturos teisés testinumas bei naujos teises vykdyti doktorantirg mokslo kryptyje pagal Mokslo doktoranttros
nuostatus, patvirtintus Svietimo, mokslo ir sporto ministro 2020 m. geguzés 18 d. jsakymu Nr. V-739. Be to, PEV i$va-
dos ir rezultatai gali bati naudojami kity konkursiniy ar valstybés planavimo MTEP finansavimo priemoniy ar aukstojo
mokslo studijy vertinimuose. Tokiu badu ekspertinis vertinimas tapo svarbiu nacionaliniu instrumentu, lemianéiu ne
tik finansavima, bet ir sprendimus dél institucijy veiklos salygy, jskaitant teise vykdyti auk$tesniyjy pakopy studijas.

B 2023 m. PEV vykdymas

PEV metu jvertinami universitety ir moksliniy tyrimy instituty vykdomos moksliniy tyrimy ir eksperimentinés
plétros (MTEP) veiklos rezultatai, MTEP veiklos socialinis ir ekonominis poveikis ir MTEP veiklos perspektyvumas.

2023 m. PEV vykdeé LMT, vadovaudamasi Siais pagrindiniais dokumentais:

e Palyginamojo ekspertinio universitety ir moksliniy tyrimy instituty moksliniy tyrimy ir eksperimentinés
plétros vertinimo aprasu, patvirtintu Lietuvos Respublikos Svietimo, mokslo ir sporto ministro 2021 m. rug-
séjo 2 d. jsakymu Nr. V-1593 (toliau — Aprasas);

e Duomeny apie universitety ir moksliniy tyrimy instituty vykdomy moksliniy tyrimy ir eksperimentinés
plétros rezultatus teikimo palyginamajam ekspertiniam vertinimui tvarkos aprasu, patvirtintu 2021 m.
rugsejo 2 d. LR Svietimo, mokslo ir sporto ministro jsakymu (toliau — Duomeny apra$as);

e Vertinimo procediry reglamentu, patvirtintu LMT pirmininko 2022 m. rugpjtcio 8 d. jsakymu Nr. V-486 (to-
liau — Reglamentas);

e irkt. susijusiais teisés aktais.
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Vertinime galéjo dalyvauti tiek valstybiniai, tiek nevalstybiniai universitetai ir moksliniy tyrimy institutai.
2023 m. vertinime dalyvavo 28 institucijos, kurios pateiké vertinimui 85 vertinamuosius vienetus (VV).

Vertinimas vykdomas kas penkerius metus pagal tris kriterijus:
e MTEP veiklos kokybe (svorio koeficientas — 0,65);
e ekonominj ir socialinj poveikj (0,20);
e veiklos perspektyvuma (0,15).

Vertinimui institucijos pateikia penkeriy praéjusiy mety rezultatus pagal Duomeny aprasa, o LMT pateikia api-
bendrintus kasmetinio MTEP veiklos vertinimo rezultatus.

Vertinime dalyvaujanciy institucijy VV buvo suskirstytij 13 grupiy pagal mokslo sritis, kuriose veiké VV, ir moks-
lo kryptis, kuriy MTEP veiklos kokybe reikéjo jvertinti. 13 grupiy buvo sudarytos atskiros komisijos, kuriose bendrai
dirbo 151 ekspertas i§ 26 Saliy. Vertinta keliais etapais: pirmiausia, individualaus vertinimo etapas, kurj ekspertai
galéjo dokumentuoti elektroninéje sistemoje ,Vieversys®, remdamiesi VV ir LMT pateikta informacija, o veliau - sa-
vaitiniai eksperty komisijy vizitai Lietuvoje. Vizity tikslai:

a) aptarti individualiy vertinimy rezultatus;

b) uztikrinti vertinimo kriterijy taikymo nuosekluma;
c) susitikti su VV atstovais;
d) priimti galutinius sprendimus del baly.

2023 m. kovo-geguzés mén. ekspertai aplanké visus VV Vilniuje, Kaune, Klaipédoje, Siauliuose, dalyvavo
26 posédziuose, pateike:

e 192 MTEP veiklos kokybés jvercius;
e 85 poveikio jvercius;
e 85 perspektyvumo jvercius.

Iki 2023 m. rugséjo kiekvienam vertinamajam vienetui buvo pateikti jver€iy pagrindimai ir kiekvieno vertinamo-
jo vieneto tobulinimo rekomendacijos.

Institucijos turejo teise teikti apeliacija, kurig svarsté LMT sudaryta Apeliaciné komisija. Apeliaciné komisija
buvo sudaryta i§ 7 nariy, kuriuos delegavo Svietimo, mokslo ir sporto ministerija (SMSM), LMA, Lietuvos universitety
rektoriy konferencija (LURK), Lietuvos valstybiniy moksliniy tyrimy instituty direktoriy konferencija. Gautos 18 ape-
liacijy, kurias iSnagrinéjusi Apeliaciné komisija priemeé sprendima jy nenagrinéti iS esmes, kadangi neatitiko nusta-
tyty apeliacijy nuostaty.

Galutiniai rezultatai buvo patvirtinti Tarybos ir paskelbti vieSai. Vertinimas parodé, kad:
e 53 proc. VV bent vienoje kryptyje jvertinti kaip stipras tarptautiniu mastu arba lyderiai;
e 7 institucijos bent vienoje kryptyje gavo auksciausig jvertinima (4,5 arba 5);
e 68 proc. VV pripaZinti svarbiais partneriais uz akademinés bendruomenés riby.

Vertinimo rezultatai apibendrinti studijos 3 priede ,Vertinimo rezultaty apibendrinimas®.

Proceso kokybei jvertinti LMT 2023 m. gruodj atliko vertinamuyjy vienety apklausa, kurioje dalyvavo 76 i$
85VV. 76 proc. atsakiusiyjy vertinimo organizavima vertina gerai, labai gerai arba puikiai; vertinimo vidurkis - 8,3 balo
i510.
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Teisés aktai, reglamentuojantys palyginamajj ekspertinj vertinima:

1.
2.

LR Mokslo mokslo ir studijy jstatymo 75", 752,75 str.

2022 m. geguzes 2 d. LR Svietimo, mokslo ir sporto ministro jsakymas ,,Del palyginamojo universitety ir
moksliniy tyrimy instituty moksliniy tyrimy ir eksperimentinés plétros vertinimo 2023 metais*.

Palyginamojo ekspertinio universitety ir moksliniy tyrimy instituty moksliniy tyrimy ir eksperimentinés ple-
tros vertinimo aprasas, patvirtintas 2021 m. rugsejo 2 d. LR Svietimo, mokslo ir sporto ministro jsakymu.

Duomeny apie universitety ir moksliniy tyrimy instituty vykdomuy moksliniy tyrimy ir eksperimentinés ple-
tros rezultatus teikimo palyginamajam ekspertiniam vertinimui tvarkos aprasas, patvirtintas 2021 m. rug-
séjo 2 d. LR Svietimo, mokslo ir sporto ministro jsakymu.

Palyginamojo ekspertinio mokslo veiklos vertinimo procedury reglamentas, patvirtintas 2022 m. rugpjucio

8 d. Lietuvos mokslo tarybos pirmininko jsakymu.

Palyginamojo ekspertinio universitety ir moksliniy tyrimy instituty moksliniy tyrimy ir eksperimentines ple-
tros vertinimo apeliacines komisijos darbo reglamentas, patvirtintas 2023 m. kovo 16 d. Lietuvos mokslo

tarybos pirmininko jsakymu.

Palyginamojo ekspertinio universitety ir moksliniy tyrimy instituty MTEP veiklos vertinimo ataskaity
nuorodos
Humanitariniy, socialiniy moksly sric¢iy:

VV_GR_H_1
VV_GR_H_2
VV_GR_SH
VV_GR_S_1
VV_GR_S_2
VV_GR_S_3

Gamtos, technologijos, medicinos ir sveikatos, Zemés tikio moksly sriciy:
VV_GR_NT1

VV_GR_NT2

VV_GR_NT3

VV_GR_N

VV_GR_AT

VV_GR_T

VV_GR_MN
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https://e-seimas.lrs.lt/portal/legalAct/lt/TAD/TAIS.343430/asr
https://www.e-tar.lt/portal/lt/legalAct/40d43460d05111ec8d9390588bf2de65
https://www.e-tar.lt/portal/lt/legalAct/40d43460d05111ec8d9390588bf2de65
https://www.e-tar.lt/portal/lt/legalAct/e4367a300bbe11ec9f09e7df20500045
https://www.e-tar.lt/portal/lt/legalAct/e4367a300bbe11ec9f09e7df20500045
https://www.e-tar.lt/portal/lt/legalAct/68245fc0172011edb4cae1b158f98ea5
https://www.e-tar.lt/portal/lt/legalAct/95ed8220c7d711ed9978886e85107ab2
https://www.e-tar.lt/portal/lt/legalAct/95ed8220c7d711ed9978886e85107ab2
https://lmt.lrv.lt/media/viesa/saugykla/2023/12/6cpiunDiLNQ.pdf
https://lmt.lrv.lt/media/viesa/saugykla/2023/12/urpSysj6FiY.pdf
https://lmt.lrv.lt/media/viesa/saugykla/2024/1/AZ1G-Ihb9m8.pdf
https://lmt.lrv.lt/media/viesa/saugykla/2023/12/ZTGoSuAhKXM.pdf
https://lmt.lrv.lt/media/viesa/saugykla/2023/12/J6jYqR7GPrU.pdf
https://lmt.lrv.lt/media/viesa/saugykla/2023/12/CC-QG7rB46E.pdf
https://lmt.lrv.lt/media/viesa/saugykla/2023/12/SWcAF6X_MBo.pdf
https://lmt.lrv.lt/media/viesa/saugykla/2023/12/8mEu4JpB-KM.pdf
https://lmt.lrv.lt/media/viesa/saugykla/2023/12/NiLtPGoTEuo.pdf
https://lmt.lrv.lt/media/viesa/saugykla/2023/12/XdY6G9ugwfo.pdf
https://lmt.lrv.lt/media/viesa/saugykla/2023/12/p7zA6_-xU0c.pdf
https://lmt.lrv.lt/media/viesa/saugykla/2023/12/ZxbW-pflRSs.pdf
https://lmt.lrv.lt/media/viesa/saugykla/2023/12/ULw8Qk42_uI.pdf
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PEV proceso ir jgyvendinimo perziuros tikslas
ir apréptis

PEV atlieka kelias svarbias funkcijas mokslo ir studijy sistemoje. Visy pirma, PEV - vienas pagrindiniy instru-
menty institucijy vykdomos MTEP veiklos kokybei, tarptautiSkumui ir MTEP veiklos poveikio aprépciai nustatyti. Pa-
gal vertinimo rezultatus skirstomas biudzetinis MTEP finansavimas. Be to, vertinimas sudaro prielaidas pagrjstiems
sprendimams del vieSujy investicijy j MTEP veikla, skatina institucijas nuosekliai tobulinti savo tyrimy strategijas,
stiprina atskaitomybe visuomenei ir finansavima skirstan¢ioms institucijoms.

Sianalize grindZziama prielaida, kad sékmingas, patikimas ir sistemiSkai naudingas vertinimas turi remtis ne tik
aiSkia teisine ir metodologine baze, bet ir nuosekliu ekspertinio vertinimo organizavimu.

Kompleksiskai vertinant 2023 m. vykdyta palyginamajj ekspertinj MTEP veiklos vertinima ir 2028 m. vertinimo
ciklo rekomendacijoms pateikti PEV perzilra organizuojama pagal du analizes lygmenis:

e Reglamentavimo lygmuo apima vertinimo metodikos, kriterijy, baly skalés, duomeny reikalavimuy ir teisinio
reguliavimo vertinima.

® Procesinis lygmuo apima faktinj ekspertinio vertinimo organizavima: eksperty atranka, jy darbo salygas, ko-
munikacijg su VV, jverCiy pagrindimo ir ataskaity rengimo kokybe.

Analizés objektas Analizés uzdaviniai

ISanalizuoti ir pateikti rekomendacijas,
kaip patobulinti ekspertinio vertinimo
reglamentavima Siose srityse:

SMSM ir LMT nustatytas e vertinimo kriterijai ir kriterijy skaliy

.. . aprasymas;
ekspertinio vertinimo . -
A e duomenys pateikti ekspertiniam
reglamentavimas L
vertinimui;
e vertinimo vieneto formavimo
taisyklés.

Tobulinti sistemines prielaidas,

Ekspertinio darbo uZtikrinancias nesSaliska, sgZiningg

organizavimas ir kompetencijomis grjstg vertinima,
kartu stiprinti vertinimo iSvady
pagrjstuma,

1 pav. PEV proceso ir jgyvendinimo perZilros apréptis
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Analizés tikslai

e |Sanalizavus 2023 m. ekspertinio MTEP veiklos vertinimo teisinj reguliavima ir jgyvendinima nustatyti tobulin-
tinus ekspertinio MTEP veiklos vertinimo aspektus.

e Pateikti iSvadas ir rekomendacijas, kaip tobulinti universitety ir moksliniy tyrimy instituty MTEP veiklos eks-
pertinio vertinimo sistema.

Perzitros tikslams jgyvendinti keliami analizés uzdaviniai:

1. I8analizuoti 2023 m. PEV vertinty VV sandara, jvardyti iSSUkius ir pateikti sillymus, kaip tobulinti VV suda-
rymo reglamentavima.

2. |vertinti, ar vertinimo skalés yra pakankamai aprasytos ir padeda skirtingoms eksperty komisijoms vieno-
dai suprasti balus, ir pasitlyti tobulinimo alternatyvas.

3. |vertinti, ar (palyginamajam) ekspertiniam vertinimui pateikti duomenys leidzia tinkamai jvertinti kriterijus:
a) MTEP veiklos kokybés kriteriju;
b) MTEP veiklos socialinj ir ekonominj poveikj;
c) MTEP veiklos perspektyvumo kriterijy;
ir pateikti tobulinimo alternatyvas, kokiy duomeny truksta, o kuriy galima buty atsisakyti.
4. |)vertinti ekspertinio vertinimo proceso organizavimo proceso etapus:
a) eksperty atranka; eksperty komisijy sudaryma;
b) vizitus j vertinamuosius vienetus;
c) eksperty vertinimo darbo procesa, uztikrinant nuosekly kriterijy taikyma;

d) griztamajj rySj ir eksperty komisijy ataskaitas.

PEV jgyvendinimo ir prieziliros perziuros organizavimas

Analizé reglamentuota LMT pirmininko patvirtintu jsakymu, kuriuo patvirtinta darbo grupés sudétis ir uzduotys.

Darbo grupés sudétis

1. Giedrius Viliunas, Tarybos MSP eksperty komiteto narys; Lietuvos Respublikos Seimo kanceliarijos Ateities
komiteto biuro pataréjas (darbo grupés vadovas);

2. Limas Kupcinskas, Tarybos MSP eksperty komiteto narys; Lietuvos sveikatos moksly universiteto (LSMU)
Virskinimo sistemos tyrimy instituto vyriausiasis mokslo darbuotojas (darbo grupés vadovo pavaduotojas);

3. Liutauras Kraniauskas, HSM eksperty komiteto narys, Klaipédos universiteto Socialiniy pokyciy studijy
centro vadovas;

4. Inga Vinogradnaité, Tarybos HSM eksperty komiteto nare, Vilniaus universiteto (VU) Tarptautiniy santykiy ir
politikos moksly instituto docente;

5. Rima Povilionienég, Tarybos HSM eksperty komiteto nare; Lietuvos muzikos ir teatro akademijos Muzikologi-
jos katedros profesore;

6. Vilmanteé Borutaité, Tarybos GTM eksperty komiteto pirmininké, LSMU Neuromoksly instituto vyriausioji
mokslo darbuotoja;

7. Julius Zilinskas, Tarybos GTM eksperty komiteto narys, VU Duomeny mokslo ir skaitmeniniy technologijy
instituto vyriausiasis mokslo darbuotojas;

8. Saulius Antanas Jur§énas, Tarybos GTM eksperty komiteto narys; VU Fotonikos ir nanotechnologijy instituto
vyriausiasis mokslo darbuotojas;
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9. Inga LukosSiUnaite, Inovacijy agenturos Mokslo ir inovacijy skyriaus vadoveé;

10. Reda Nausédaité, Tarybos mokslo ir inovacijy pataréja, vykdanti funkcijas Svietimo, mokslo ir sporto mi-
nisterijoje.

Darbo grupés uzduotys

Jsakyme nurodomos Sios darbo grupés uzduotys:

1. Atlikti MoVDAS rengiamos Lietuvos (palyginamojo) ekspertinio universitety ir moksliniy tyrimy instituty
MTEP veiklos vertinimo (PEV) proceso ir jgyvendinimo vertinimo studijos kokybés priezitros funkcija.

2. Pasillyti, atsizvelgiant j 2024 m. birzelio 17 d. Tarybos MSP eksperty komiteto posédzio (protokolo
Nr. MSP-P-13 10) penkto svarstyto klausimo nutarima, eksperty kandidaturas i$ uzsienio Saliy, kuriose atlikti
atitinkami ar panasus MTEP veiklos ekspertiniai vertinimai, kuriy rezultatai siejami ne tik su léSy MTEP veiklai
pletoti skyrimu, bet ir su MTEP veiklos kokybés stiprinimu tarptautiniu mastu, ir kurie atlikty ekspertines uz-
duotis Sioms ex-post analizés dalims:

2.1. Vertinamuyjy vienety sudarymas;
2.2. MTEP veiklos vertinimas pagal tris vertinimo kriterijus (jskaitant vertinimui teikiamus duomenis);
2.3. MTEP ekspertinio vertinimo organizavimo procesas.

3. Nustatyti veiklos apimtis ir suformuoti uzduotis iSoriniams ekspertams 2.1-2.3 papunkciuose jvardyintoms
analizés dalims.

4. Pateikti iSvadas dél iSoriniy eksperty pateikto rezultato pritaikomumo Lietuvos teisinio reglamentavimo
kontekste ir rekomendacijas del ekspertinio universitety ir moksliniy tyrimy instituty MTEP veiklos vertinimo
proceso tobulinimo.

UZsienio eksperty uzduotis ir atranka

MoVDAS kartu su darbo grupe paruoseé uzsienio eksperty analizés uzduotj, kuri apraSoma dokumente ,,Terms
of Reference” (6 priedas). MoVDAS kartu su darbo grupe atrinko uzsienio ekspertus, atlikusius ekspertinio vertinimo
analize pagal pateiktus klausimus.

Vardas Pavardé Salis, organizacija Mokslo kryptis Ekspertiné veikla mokslo politikos srityje
NL; CoARA NL national Stefan Penders is a Policy Advisor for Internationalisation at
Stefan Penders chapter History Universiteiten van Nederland. For several years, they have
Dutch Research been collaborating with the CoARA Netherlands Group and
Council the Netherlands Research Council.

Michael Ochsner‘s research interests include research
evaluation; notions of research quality; qualitative,
Sociology quantitative and mixed research methods; survey
methodology; and welfare state research. He is vice-
president of the ENRESSH, a European association for
research evaluation in the SSH.

CH; University of
Michael Ochsner Lausanne, ENRESSH,
FORS

Carter Walter Bloch research current interests focus on
) how funding shapes research, transformative innovation

Carter Walter Bloch . . Economics . g p. . .

DK; Aarhus University policy, SMEs and innovation, and teamwork in research

and innovation (R&l).

Published in 2023 the book “The Evaluation Game. How
Publication Metrics Shape Scholarly Communication.”
From 2018 to 2020, was the chair of ENRESSH.

Policy advisor for the Ministry of Science and Higher
Education in Poland since 2013.

PL; Adam Mickiewicz Communication

Emanuel Kulczycki University and Philosophy
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Vardas Pavarde

Salis, organizacija

Mokslo kryptis

Ekspertine veikla mokslo politikos srityje

Gunnar Sivertsen

NO; Nordic Institute for
Studies in Innovation

Science Policy

Researcher and Special Adviser at the Nordic Institute for
Studies in Innovation, Research and Education (NIFU) in
Oslo. Specialized in studies of scholarly publishing and

in the development and use of bibliometric indicators for
statistics, evaluation, funding, and science policy.

Director for Research, Innovation and Skills in the Higher
Education Funding Council for England (HEFCE), working

David Sweeney UK; chair of Research Statistics collaboratively with other UK higher education funding
England bodies to oversee the first Research Excellence
Framework (REF) exercise.
ek (UG U OF || et gt o sessemy e charres
(1962-2025) Huddersfield g nagement 6, the ademy &
Actively participates in science evaluations.
Professor was a member of the Agriculture, Forestry and
Veterinary Science Panel of the 2013 Research Assessment
NL: Wageningen Exercise in Latvia. Professor Struik has been member of the
Paul Struik ; g g Agronomy Reasearch Assessment Exercise in the UK.
University . . . .
He has been a member of international review committees
for institutions in the UK, Ireland, Sweden, Switzerland,
the Czech Republic and Estonia.
Biology,
. Fl; University Enylronmental Recommended for prior cooperation and competent work
Helena Korpelainen . Sciences, . .
of Helsinki with RCL as a chair of MIP group.
Botany, Zoology,
Agronomy

Laurens Katgerman

NL; Delft University of
Technology, Materials

Materials and

Recommended based on prior collaboration and
demonstrated competence during the 2014-2015 Pilot

Science and Engineering Research Assessment Exercise in Lithuania, where he
Engineering, Emeritus served as Co-Chair of the Technology Committee.
Polvmer Served as a panel member for the UK Research Excellence
. . UK; Ulster University y . Framework, REF 2014 and is a member of the ETA panel for
Eileen Harkin-Jones Engineering

the 2018 New Zealand PBRF (Equivalent to UK REF). She
was Deputy Chair of the REF2021 Engineering panel.

LMT MoVDAS uzduotis

MoVDAS funkcija buvo koordinuoti darbo grupés veikla, parengti Lietuvos (palyginamojo) ekspertinio univer-
sitety ir moksliniy tyrimy instituty MTEP veiklos perzitros studija ir uztikrinti analizés nuosekluma. Studijos teksta
rengé MoVDAS vyr. politikos (mokslo) analitiké Kristina Masevicitte ir politikos (mokslo) analitikas Justas Korsakovas.
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Saltiniai

Analize ir teikiami sialymai grindziami Siais duomeny Saltiniais:

Atmintinés, naudotos vertinime

Palyginamojo ekspertinio vertinimo vizito vertinamajame vienete eiga, 1 priedas
Example Guidelines for preparation final expert panel report, 2 priedas

Rezultatai

Vertinimo rezultaty apibendrinimas, 3 priedas

VV ir eksperty griztamuoju rySiu
(apklausy pagrindu)

Eksperty griztamojo rySio apklausos atsakymy santrauka angliskai

(atviri klausimai, n =47 (i 113));

Feedback from Experts who participated in the CEA, 4 priedas

Vertinamuyjy vienety grjztamojo rysSio apklausos apibendrinimas (n = 76 i$ 85):
2023 PEV grjztamojo rysio apklausos rezultatai, 5 priedas

2025 sausio—-kovo meén. 11 uzsienio
eksperty atlikta PEV perzitra pagal
jiems pateikta technine specifikacija ir
ju pateiktus sitlymus PEV tobulinti

Uzduoties ekspertams techniné specifikacija: Terms of Reference for Experts,
6 priedas

UzZsienio eksperty analizés apibendrinimas: Summary of Expert Analysis,
7 priedas

UzZsienio Saliy vertinimo praktiky
palyginimu, Europos mokslo vertinimo
politikos tendencijomis

UzZsienio praktiky pavyzdziai, 8 priedas

. Vertinamuyjy vienety sudarymo nuostaty perzilra

Skyriuje dél VV sudarymo nuostaty reglamentavimo siekiama iSanalizuoti 2023 m. PEV vertinty VV sandara,
jvardyti iSSukius pagal VV ir eksperty griztamojo rySio metu pateiktas pastabas, pateikti sitilymus, kaip tobulinti VV
sudaryma, aptartg diskusijose su darbo grupés VV sudarymo pogrupiu.

VV sudarymo ir sgrangos analizé

VV sudarymo teisinés nuostatos

Teisinis reglamentavimas

PEV metu vertinama mokslo ir studijy institucijos (toliau — Institucija) vertinamojo vieneto (toliau — VV) moks-
liniy tyrimy ir eksperimentinés plétros (MTEP) veikla. VV sudaro Institucija laikydamasi Apraso nuostaty?. VV yra or-
ganizaciniu pozilriu apibrézta struktura ir jg gali sudaryti visa Institucija, jos padalinys ar jo dalis, taip pat keli Insti-
tucijos padaliniai ar jy dalys. Jei Institucija sudaro VV i$ keliy padaliniy, jie turi bati tarpusavyje susije bendra MTEP
veikla. MTEP veikla turi bGti vykdoma vienoje ar dviejose mokslo srityse ir VV dydis turéty bati ne maZesnis kaip
5 mokslininky visos darbo dienos atitikmenys (MVDDA), o didziausias VV dydis neturety virSyti 75 MVDDA. ISimtys
gali bati taikomos siekiant geriau atspindeti institucijoje vykdoma MTEP veikla. Jei VV yra didesnis nei 75 MVDDA arba
(ir) VV veikia trijose mokslo srityse, Institucija turéjo pateikti argumentus ir LMT pritarima iSimciai.

22023 m. organizuoto PEV vertinamojo vieneto sudarymo nuostatos aprasytos Palyginamojo ekspertinio universitety ir
moksliniy tyrimy instituty moksliniy tyrimy ir eksperimentinés plétros vertinimo apraso, patvirtinto Lietuvos Respublikos
Svietimo, mokslo ir sporto ministro jsakymu Nr. V-1593, 2021 m. rugséjo 2 d., 4 punkte.
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Mokslininky visos darbo dienos atitikmuo

Teisinis reglamentavimas

Mokslininky visos darbo dienos atitikmuo (MVDDA) - deéstytojy, turin€iy mokslo laipsnj, visos darbo dienos
atitikmens, padalyto i$ 3, ir mokslo darbuotojy ir kity tyréjy, turin¢iy mokslo laipsnj, visos darbo dienos atitikmens
suma. Apibrézimas pateiktas Palyginamojo ekspertinio universitety ir moksliniy tyrimy instituty moksliniy tyrimuy ir
eksperimentinés plétros vertinimo apraso (toliau — Apra$o), patvirtinto LR Svietimo, mokslo ir sporto ministro 2021 m.
rugseéjo 2 d. jsakymu Nr. V-1593,3.4 papunktyje®.

Mokslo ir studijy institucijoms kilo neaiSkumy, kaip apskaiciuoti MVDDA. Tai patvirtino 2023 m. kovo-gegu-
7és mén. SMSM Centralizuoto vidaus audito tarnybos atliktas auditas dél institucijy vertinamujy vienety sudarymo
naudojant darbuotojy visos darbo dienos atitikmenis (VDDA) uz paskutinius vertinimo laikotarpio metus. Auditas
atskleidé, kad institucijoms kilo neaiSkumy del VDDA teisinio reglamentavimo, o tai galéjo lemti netikslumus apskai-
¢iuojant vertinamuyjy vienety apimtj. Netikslumai daugiausia susije su projektiniy darbuotojy, atleisty, atostogau-
janciy ar dirbanciy pagal kelias sutartis jtraukimu (ar nejtraukimu) j VDDA. VV grjztamojo rySio apklausoje mingjo,
kad MVDDA skaic¢iavimas turéty bati grindZiamas vieninga metodika ir iSoriniais duomenimis skaidrumui ir vertinimo
rezultaty palyginamumui uztikrinti.

VV sudarymo ir sgrangos analizé

VV formavimo eiga: VV MVDDA apréptis

VV formuoti buvo pasitelkti vieny mety (2021 m.) administraciniai personalo duomenys. Bendra visy pateikty
VV apimtis 2021 m. sudare 3882,34 MVDDA.

Taciau faktiniam 2023 m. PEV naudoti 2022 m. personalo duomenys, pagal kuriuos buvo skai¢iuojamos teikia-
my rezultaty apimtys. 2022 m. VV bendra apimtis sieké 3833,42 MVDDA, t.y. 48,92 MVDDA maziau nei apskaiciuota
pagal 2021 m. duomenis.

VV dydziy ribos ir taikytos iSimtys

1§ 2023 m. PEV Institucijy LMT derinti pateikty VV (i$ viso 83) 14 VV virSijo nustatytg 75 MVDDA riba, i$ jy 13 pri-
klausé NTMA, o 1 - socialiniy moksly sritims, 2 VV buvo sudaryti iS 3 mokslo sri¢iy. 2 pradiniam derinimui pateikti
VV buvo iSskaidyti j smulkesnius pagal LMT prasyma. Visiems kitiems VV buvo leista dalyvauti 2023 m. PEV pasiulyta
pirmine struktlra, gavus LMT pritarima. Palyginti: 2018 m. PEV buvo suformuota 117 VV ir 7 jy virSijo 75 MVVDA riba.
Kadangi nuo 2028 m. PEV bus taikomas naujas MVDDA apskaic¢iavimo budas (déstytojy, turin¢iy mokslo laipsnj, vi-
sos darbo dienos atitikmuo bus skai¢iuojamas dalijant i$ dviejy), tikétina, daugés universitety padaliniy, virSijanciy
75 MVDDA riba. Pritaikius atnaujintg apskai¢iavimo bidg 2023 m. PEV vertinamiesiems vienetams, bendra visy VV
MVDDA suma siekty apie 4419 ir 21 VV virsyty 75 MVDDA riba.

VV skaicius

2023 m. PEV buvo suformuoti 85 VV, kuriuos pateiké 28 institucijos (15 universitety, i$ jy 4 privatas, ir 13 moks-
liniy tyrimy instituty, i$ jy 2 privatas). MTEP veiklos kokybé buvo vertinama mokslo krypties (MK) ar (ir) mokslo srities
mokslo krypc€iy grupes (MKG) lygiu.

3 Atnaujintas MVVDA apibrézimas jtrauktas j Mokslo ir studijy jstatymo straipsnio 75%str. 2 p.: 2. ,<...> Mokslininky vi-
sos darbo dienos atitikmuo skai¢iuojamas kaip tam tikros mokslo srities ar krypties visy institucijos déstytoju, turinc¢iy
mokslo daktaro laipsnj, visos darbo dienos atitikmens, padalyto i$ 2, ir visy Sios mokslo srities ar krypties mokslo dar-
buotojy, turin¢iy mokslo daktaro laipsnj, visos darbo dienos atitikmens suma*“.
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2023 m. PEV VV skaicius buvo beveik 30 proc. mazesnis nei 2018 m. 2023 m. buvo panaikintas apribojimas
VV veikti tik vienoje mokslo srityje. Taigi vertinimui galéjo bati pateikiami VV, veikiantys dviejose ar net trijose mokslo
srityse. O 2018 m. tokie VV turejo buati padalijami. Kitas svarbus pokytis — institucijy konsolidacija po 2018 m.: Alek-
sandro Stulginskio ir Lietuvos edukologijos universitetai nuo 2019 m. sausio 1 d. prijungti prie Vytauto Didziojo uni-
versiteto; Siauliy universitetas prijungtas prie Vilniaus universiteto; Teisés ir Lietuvos agrarinés ekonomikos institutai
ir Lietuvos socialiniy tyrimy centras nuo 2021 m. sausio 1 d. sujungti j Lietuvos socialiniy moksly centra.

Mokslo kryp¢iy skaic¢ius VV

VV vertinami pagal 3 kriterijus:
e VV MTEP veiklos kokybe mokslo kryptyje (-yse) ar mokslo srities mokslo krypciy grupéje (svoris 0,65);
e VV MTEP veiklos ekonominj ir socialinj poveikj (svoris 0,2);
e VV MTEP veiklos perspektyvuma (svoris 0,15).

Pastarieji du kriterijai buvo vertinami VV lygmeniu, o MTEP kokybé — mokslo krypties arba mokslo srities kryp-
Ciy grupés lygmeniu, priklausomai nuo VV dydZio ir doktoranturos teisés statuso.

Pagal 2023 m. taisykles MTEP veikla buvo vertinama mokslo krypties lygiu, jei VV atitiko viena i$ salygy: ture-
jo ne maziau kaip 10 MVDDA konkrec€ioje kryptyje arba 2-10 MVDDA ir doktoranturos teise (ar ketinima jos siekti).
Kitais atvejais kokybé buvo vertinama mokslo srities mokslo krypciy grupés lygiu. 2018 m. vertinime nuostata* dél
vertinimo mokslo krypties lygiu buvo kitokia: vertinimas vykdomas mokslo kryptyse, kurios buvo susijusios su VV vyk-
domomis studijy kryptimis ir/ar doktorantiros teise (jei = 2 MVDDA), o kitu atveju krypciy grupéje. 2023 m. nebeliko
reikalavimo, kad kryptis bty susijusi su vykdomomis studijomis, paliktas tik doktoranttros aspektas.

2023 m. PEV buvo pateiktos 163 mokslo kryptys ir 29 mokslo krypciy grupés, o 2018 m. PEV - 219 mokslo
kryptys ir 24 mokslo krypc&iy grupés (jvertinamos mokslo srities lygiu).

Galima daryti prielaida, kad VV sudarymo nuostatos (teisinis reguliavimas) turéjo jtakos teikiamy vertinimui
mokslo krypciy skaiciui.

Pastebétina, kad nors teisinis reguliavimas dél VV sudarymo kito, keitési mokslo ir studijy institucijy skaicius,
ir dalyvaujanciy institucijy skaic¢ius (2023 m. pirma kartg dalyvavo 2 privatis moksliniy tyrimy institutai), beveik pu-
sés VV struktura iSliko nepakitusi. 2023 m. gruodzio 4-18 d. LMT vykdytos VV grjztamojo rySio apklausos duome-
nimis, iS 76 apklausoje dalyvavusiy VV, 37 VV pazymejo, kad jy VV nebuvo tokios pat sandaros, kaip ir 2018 m., o
39 sandara isliko ta pati.

1 lentelé. VV sgrangos pokyciai 2018 m. vs. 2023 m.

Ar Jusy vertinamasis vienetas buvo tokios pat sandaros, kaip ir 2018 m.
vykdytame palyginamajame ekspertiniame vertinime?
SH sritys NTMA sritys
Ne 21 16
Taip 19 20
Bendra suma 40 36

Duomeny $altinis: VV griztamojo rysio apklausos duomenys, 2023 m.

4 Palyginamojo ekspertinio moksliniy tyrimy ir eksperimentinés plétros vertinimo reglamento, patvirtinto Lietuvos Respu-
blikos Svietimo ir mokslo ministro 2017 m. rugséjo 26 d. jsakymu Nr. V-706, 6 punkte buvo numatyta, kad MTEP veiklos
kokybé jvertinama ,,mokslo kryptyse, kurios yra susijusios su vertinamojo vieneto vykdomuy studijy kryptimis ir (ar) kuriose
vertinamasis vienetas turi doktorantiros teise ar numato jos siekti, jei Siose mokslo kryptyse veikia ne maziau kaip 2 MVD-
DA (toliau — vertinamojo vieneto mokslo kryptys), arba mokslo srityje, jei vertinamasis vienetas nevykdo studijy ir nesiekia
Jjgyti doktorantdros teise. Vertinamojo vieneto MTEP veiklos rezultatai kitose mokslo kryptyse vertinami kartu kaip vienoje
vertinamojo vieneto mokslo kryptyje. Studijy krypciy sasajas su mokslo kryptims nustato Svietimo ir mokslo ministras*.
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Mokslo krypéiy grupiy MTEP veiklos kokybés vertinimo rezultatai

Jei vertinamojo vieneto (VV) MTEP veiklos apimtis konkrecioje mokslo kryptyje nesieké nustatyto dydzio, ko-
kybé vertinta ne krypties, o mokslo krypc€iy grupés lygmeniu. Analizuojant 2023 m. ir 2018 m. vertinimo duomenis,
matyti, kad vidutiniai MTEP veiklos kokybés jverciai mokslo krypciy grupese buvo apie 1,4-1,7 karto Zemesni nei jver-
Ciai, suteikti vertinant konkre¢ias mokslo kryptis (Zr. 2 ir 3 pav.). AtsiZvelgiant j Sias tendencijas, tikslinga svarstyti,
ar mokslo krypties lygmens vertinimas, kiek jmanoma, neturéety bati laikomas prioritetiniu atspindint tikslesnius ir
labiau palyginamus rezultatus.

30 MVDDA

vidurkis

25

20

15

10

A B H P S T

e mk - MVDDA vidurkis mkg - MVDDA vidurkis mk - Jver€iy vidurkis mkg - Jverciy vidurkis

Duomeny $altinis: 2018 m. PEV duomenys
*naudojamas iki 2019 m. galiojes mokslo sric¢iy klasifikatorius, kur A-Zemés tkio mokslai, B - biomedicinos mokslai, H - humanitariniai mokslai,
P —fiziniai mokslai, S — socialiniai mokslai, T — technologijos mokslai

2 pav. 2018 m. MTEP veiklos kokybés jverciy vidurkiai ir vertinimui teikty MVDDA vidurkis mokslo kryptyje (MK) /
mokslo krypcCiy grupéje (MKG) pagal mokslo sritis

40,0 MVDDA
vidurkis

35,0
30,0 3,9 3,8

3,4 3,5 3,5 3,5
25,0

2,7 2,8 2,6

20,0 2,5
2,2

15,0
10,0
5,0

0,0
A H M N S T

mk - MVDDA vidurkis mkg - MVDDA vidurkis mk - Jver€iy vidurkis mkg - Jverciy vidurkis

Duomeny Saltinis: 2023 m. PEV duomenys

3 pav. 2023 m. MTEP veiklos kokybés jverciy vidurkiai ir vertinimui teikty MVDDA vidurkis mokslo kryptyje (MK) /
mokslo krypc&iy grupeje (MKG) pagal mokslo sritis
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VV struktira pagal mokslo kryptis

e Apie 40 proc. VV buvo sudaryti i$ vienos mokslo krypties arba 1 MK + 1 MKG derinio.

e 29 proc. VV sudaré dvi mokslo kryptys (jtraukta ir MKG).

e 27 proc. VV turéjo 3 ar daugiau mokslo kryp¢iy.

e 3institucijos teikeé tik MKG, nes ju MVDDA apimtys neatitiko vertinimo riby.

ISsamus mokslo krypc€iy ir mokslo kryp€iy grupés skai€ius VV pateikiamas 2 lenteléje.

2 lentelé. VV sgranga pagal mokslo kryptis ir mokslo srities mokslo krypcCiy grupes

NMTA

MK skaic¢ius VV | SH komisijose . 1S viso VWV 1 MKG VV kiekis | 2 MKG VV kiekis | 3 MKG VV kiekis
komisijose
0 2 1 3 1 2
1 20 14 34 6
2 14 1M 25 5 1
3 5 11 16 3 1
4 2 2 4 2
5 1 2 3 3
Bendra suma 44 41 85 20 3 1
SH komisijy
MKG skaiciaus 1 2 1
suma
NTMA komisijy
MKG skaiciaus 9 1 0

suma

Duomeny Saltinis: VV duomenys PEV 2023 m.

Kaip skaityti lentele:

e MK skaicius VV - kiek mokslo krypciy sudaré vertinamajj vieneta.

e SH/NTMA komisijose - kiek tokios sudéties VV buvo vertinta humanitariniy-socialiniy ar gamtos, technolo-
giniy, medicinos ir sveikatos, Zemés tkio komisijose.

e ISviso VV -kiek tokiy VV i$ viso buvo.

e 1/2/3 MKG kiekis - kiek ty VV apéme atitinkama mokslo krypc¢iy grupiy skaiciy.
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Mokslo krypé&iy apimtys ir jy pasiskirstymas tarp VV

2023 m. PEV buvo vertinta 46 i$ 47 Lietuvos mokslo kryp¢iy®, nevertinta tik paleontologija. Pateikty vertinimui

mokslo krypciy apimtys (pagal MVDDA) zenkliai skyréesi tiek tarp skirtingy mokslo krypciy, tiek tos pacios krypties
tarp skirtingy VV:

Pvz., filologijoje — nuo 2,34 iki 73,62 MVDDA
Ekonomikoje — nuo 4,79 iki 39,98 MVDDA
Biochemijoje — nuo 10,37 iki 102,39 MVDDA

e Fizikoje —nuo 12,64 iki 126 MVDDA (daugiau Lentelé 3 ir Lentelé 4).

3 lentele. 2023 m. PEV HS mokslo sriciy mokslo krypciy skaiCiai ir dydZiai pagal MVDDA

SH mokslo sridiy mokslo kryptis (MK) 322?;:;’:5?2 Vertinti teiktas | Vertinti teik.tas Skirtuma.s
skaidius MVDDA (maks.) | MVVDA (min.) | (maks.-min.)

H 003 Menotyra 6 25,5 9,33 16,17

H 004 Filologija 6 73,62 2,34 71,28

H 005 Istorija ir archeologija 5 65,54 13,75 51,79

H 006 Etnologija 5 23,5 2,5 21

H 001 Filosofija 4 15,86 2,92 12,94

H 002 Teologija 1 7,26 - -

S 003 Vadyba 10 27,83 3,83 24

S 004 Ekonomika 9 39,98 4,79 35,19

S 001 Teisé 6 35,03 2,42 32,61

S 007 Edukologija 6 46,58 6,02 40,56

S 002 Politikos mokslai 5 16,37 2,26 14,11

S 005 Sociologija 5 36,46 6,02 30,44

S 006 Psichologija 4 27,09 4,54 22,55

S 008 Komunikacija ir informacija 3 22,94 4,76 18,18

H Humanitariniai mokslai S Socialiniai mokslai

5 Pagal Lietuvos mokslo ir meno krypciy klasifikatoriy, patvirtintg Lietuvos Respublikos Svietimo, mokslo ir sporto minis-
tro 2019 m. vasario 6 d. jsakymu Nr. V-93 (Lietuvos Respublikos Svietimo, mokslo ir sporto ministro 2019 m. vasario 20 d.
isakymo Nr. V-156 redakcija) klasifikuojamos 47 mokslo kryptys.
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4 lentele. 2023 m. PEV NTMA mokslo sri¢iy mokslo krypcCiy skaiCiai ir dydZiai pagal MVDDA

Ho sl MKskalGius | UEE ke | MYDDA(miny | (maks.min)
N 009 Informatika 5 40,35 6,19 34,16
N 011 Biofizika 4 20,42 2,82 17,6
N 012 Ekologija ir aplinkotyra 4 56,83 8,61 48,22
N 002 Fizika 3 126,00 12,64 113,36
N 003 Chemija 3 80,63 33,35 47,28
N 006 Fiziné geografija 16,00 6,74 9,26
N 001 Matematika 2 38,56 13,56 25
N 004 Biochemija 2 102,39 10,37 92,02
N 005 Geologija 2 19,50 7,24 12,26
N 014 Zoologija 2 28,88 4,87 24,01
N 008 Astronomija 1 17,19 - -
N 013 Botanika 1 16,69 - -
T 003 Transporto inZinerija 4 17,51 3,25 14,26
T 004 Aplinkos inzZinerija 4 23,25 9,35 13,9
T 007 Informatikos inZinerija 4 25,01 8 17,01
T 008 Medziagy inZinerija 4 33,09 24,2 8,89
T 001 Elektros ir elektronikos inzZinerija 3 52,01 8,44 43,57
T 005 Chemijos inZinerija 3 54,84 5,87 48,97
T 009 Mechanikos inzZinerija 3 35,59 4,84 30,75
T 002 Statybos inzinerija 2 40,44 26,4 14,04
T 006 Energetika ir termoinzinerija 2 77,49 5,11 72,38
T 010 Matavimy inZinerija 1 21,36 - -
A 001 Agronomija 3 89,00 22,23 66,77
A 004 MiSkotyra 2 25,57 13,62 11,95
A 002 Veterinarija 1 32,92 - -
A 003 Gyvuny mokslai 1 20,33 - -
M 001 Medicina 4 91,45 6,19 85,26
M 004 Visuomenés sveikata 3 32,13 3,89 28,24
M 002 Odontologija 2 14,13 5,07 9,06
M 003 Farmacija 1 22,92 - -
M 005 Slauga 1 20,97 - -
N Gamtos mokslai T Technologijos mokslai A Zemeés tkio mokslai M Medicinos ir sveikatos mokslai
I—
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Didziausi skirtumai tarp vertinimui pateikty mokslo krypciy dydziy mokslo srityse, kai vertinimui buvo pateik-

tos bent 3 mokslo kryptys:

e H srityje buvo filologijos ir istorijos ir archeologijos mokslo kryptyse;

e S srityje — edukologijos, ekonomikos, teiseés mokslo kryptyse;

e N srityje —fizikos, biologijos ir ekologijos, aplinkotyros mokslo kryptyse;

e T srityje —elektros ir elektronikos inZinerijos, chemijos inZinerijos, mechanikos inZinerijos mokslo kryptyse;

e M srityje — medicinos mokslo kryptyje.

A sritis pagal bendrg MVDDA apimtj yra maziausia, taCiau visos vertinti teiktos mokslo krypciy apréptys yra

didesnés nei 10 MVDDA.

2023 m. PEV metu 14 mokslo kryp&iy MVDDA suma virsijo 100 ribg, taCiau vienos kryptys labiau koncentruo-
tos irvykdomos 2 ar 3 VV, o kitose yra daugiau VV. DidZiausia fragmentacija stebima socialiniy moksly srities mokslo
kryptyse: vadyboje — 151,4 MVDDA paskirstyta net 10 VV, ekonomikoje — 163,4 MVDDA tarp 9 VV. Daugiau Zr. 5 lente-

l&je.

5 lentele. 2023 m. PEV daugiau nei 100 MVDDA suma turinc¢ios mokslo kryptys ir jy pasiskirstymas VV

2023 m. teiktos vertinti MK

Suma i§ MVDDA

Per kelis VV pasiskirs¢iusi MK

Biologija 248,4 8
Fizika 236,51 3
Medicina 195,16 4
Filologija 190,8 6
Ekonomika 163,14 9
Chemija 152 3
Vadyba 151,44 10
Agronomija 146,41 3
Istorija ir archeologija 142 5
Medziagy inZinerija 115,92 4
Ekologija ir aplinkotyra 113,07 4
Biochemija 112,76 2
Edukologija 112,62 6
Chemijos inZinerija 104,26 3
Praktiniai VV formavimo modeliai
Remiantis PEV Apra$o 4 punktu, VV gali sudaryti:

e visainstitucija;

e jos padalinys ar jo dalis;

e keli padaliniai ar jy dalys.

S
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VV sudarymo praktikos iSsiskyré pagal institucijos tipa, struktira ir vykdomos MTEP veiklos organizavima. Pa-
grindiniai VV sudarymo scenarijai, nustatyti pagal 2023 m. PEV VV padaliniy ir mokslo kryp¢€iy analize, buvo Sie:

1. Vienas VV = visa institucija
TipiSkas scenarijus:

e |nstitucija pateikia tik vieng VV, kuris apima visus padalinius ir kryptis.
Si praktika taikyta:

e moksliniy tyrimy institutuose (SH sriCiy valstybiniuose ir nevalstybiniuose). Institutai pateiké vidutiniSkai
1,38 VV (i$ viso 13 instituty ir 18 VV), mokslo krypciy skai€ius — dazniausiai 3 (intervalas 1-6). Nefiksuota né
vieno atvejo, kad instituto antro lygio strukturiniai padaliniai (pvz., skyriai) bty persidenge per kelis VV.

* Nedidelés MVDDA apimties universitetuose (daugiausia nevalstybiniuose ir jei universitetas vykdo MTEP vei-
klg vienoje mokslo kryptyje).

2. VV pagal struktirinius padalinius (fakultetus, institutus)
TipiSkas scenarijus:

e |nstitucija sudaro kelis VV, kurie atitinka vieng strukturinj padalinj (pvz., fakultetg) arba kelis struktdrinius pa-
dalinius (padaliniai gali bati skirtingy lygmenuy, taciau jie nepersidengia tarp VV).

Si praktika taikyta:
e NTMA sri¢iy moksliniy tyrimy institutuose, kuriy VV sudaro skyriai, taiau mokslo krypciy jvairove — nedidelé.

e Vidutinio dydzio universitetuose, kuriuose mokslo krypciy MTEP veikla sukoncentruota VV pagal fakultety
(instituty) centry ribas. Struktariniai padaliniai tarp VV institucijose nepersidenge.

3. VV formuojamas pagal mokslo krypt;j ir taikomas misSrus modelis (kryptys + padaliniai).
TipiSkas scenarijus:
VV formuojami skirtingais budais ir galimos jvairios kombinacijos:

e vienas padalinys -1 VV, kuris veikia 1 ar 2 mokslo kryptyse;

e jungiami keliy padaliniy tyréjai pagal mokslo kryptis j vieng VV. Taip gali buti, kai vienas institucijos padalinys
atsiranda keliy VV sudétyje;

e vienas padalinys gali bati dalijamas tarp keliy VV, jei jame vykdoma keliy kryp¢&iy MTEP veikla.

Tai dazniausias scenarijus didesniuose valstybiniuose universitetuose. 7 valstybiniai universitetai (i 11) ture-
jo bent viena padalinj, kuris dalyvauja daugiau nei viename VV. Sie universitetai suformavo 56 VV, vadinasi, apie du
trecdaliai visy VV Siose institucijose gali turéti dubliavimosi rizika. Tai leidzia daryti prielaida, kad daugelyje atvejy VV
néra visiSkai prilyginti padaliniams (fakultetams, institutams), bet gali juos jungti ar skaidyti.

Délvykdomos MTEP veiklos bendrumo tarp padaliniy VV sudétyje

Pagal Apraso 4 punkta, jei Institucija sudaro VV i$ keliy padaliniy, jie turi bati tarpusavyje susije bendra MTEP
veikla. Nors grjiztamojo rySio apklausoje (79 proc.) VV jvardijo procesa kaip sklandy (5 priedas), apie 13 proc. VV ne-
galéjo sutikti arba visiSkai sutikti su teiginiu ,Padaliniai, i$ kuriy sudarytas jasy vertinamasis vienetas, yra tarpusavyje
susije bendra MTEP veikla“.
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Nesutinkame n

VisiSkai nesutinkame
Negalime jvertinti —

Duomeny $altinis: VV griZtamojo ry$io apklausos duomenys, 2023 m.

Nei sutinkame, nei nesutinkame

3 pav. Apklausoje dalyvavusiy vertinamuyjy vienety teiginio ,,Vertinamuyjy vienety sudarymo etapas
buvo sklandus* jvertinimas

VV administratoriams buvo sudaryta galimybé teikti pasitalymus, kaip patobulinti VV sudaryma. ] atvirg klausi-

ma pasidlymus ir pastebéjimus pateiké 37 VV, i$ kuriy 19 buvo neutralls arba teigiantys, kad VV sudarymo taisykliy
tobulinti nereikia, kadangi viskas veikia. 22 sililymai buvo kritiSkesni, pateikiama sitlymy santrauka:

VV turéty bati formuojami taip, kad baty atsizvelgiama j mokslinés veiklos pobudj, kryptis ir moksliniy tyrimy
temy gimininguma. Dirbtinai nejungti skirtingy krypc¢iy, nes tai gali iSkraipyti jvertinimus.

Siuloma, kad vienas VV apimty tik 1-2 mokslo kryptis, tai tiksliau atspindéty kiekvienos krypties pasiekimus
ir iSvengti jy niveliacijos.
Uztikrinti proporcingumo principo jgyvendinima: mazesni VV neturéty bati diskriminuojami deél riboto veiklos

matomumo ar maziau pateikty jrodymy, o didesni VV turéety bati vertinami ne tik pagal masta.

Sialyta perziareti studijy ir mokslo kryp¢&iy klasifikatorius, kad baty sumazinta dirbtiné fragmentacija, kurig
sukelia reikalavimas atskirti ,smulkias“ kryptis vertinimo tikslais.

Reikéty sudaryti sglygas vienetams, vykdantiems tarpdisciplininius tyrimus, pateikti informacijg apie bendrus
projektus ir pasiekimus, iSrySkinant tarpdalykiSkuma.

Eksperty grjztamojo rysio apklausoje, kurioje dalyvavo 47 i$§ 113 eksperty, buvo atkreiptas démesys:

Kai kurie VV buvo arba per daug skirtingy dydziy, arba buvo dirbtinai sudaryti iS nebendradarbiaujanciy tyrejy
grupiy, arba dirbtinai padalyti, kai Sios grupés yra artimos arba bendradarbiauja.

MTEP veikla daznai nesutampa su administracine struktlra, déel to sunkiau interpretuoti rezultatus, pvz., MTEP
veiklos rezultatai buvo teikiami mokslo krypties lygiu, o MTEP veikla gali buti iSsiskaidZiusi per kelis struktari-
nius darinius.

Tie patys darbuotojai buvo priskiriami keliems VV (dalijant VDDA), todél tie patys pasiekimai (apdovanojimai,
publikacijos, veiklos) buvo dubliuojami ir keleé i8SUkiy aiSkiau susieti rezultatus su Zzmogiskaisiais iStekliais.

ISSukis, jog pateikti MTEP veiklos rezultatai ne visada buvo aiSkiai susieti su realiomis institucijy administra-

cinémis struktiromis konkre€ioje mokslo kryptyje, gali bati sprendziamas tobulinant vertinimui teikiamy duomeny
struktlra ir pateikimo forma, taip baty aiSkesnis veikly, padaliniy ir tyrimy krypCiy atsekamumas.

VV sudarymo tobulinimo rekomendacijos

Remiantis 2023 m. VV sudarymo ir sandaros, grjztamojo rysio jgyvendinimo analize, VV pogrupio diskusijomis

(2025-06-06 ir 2025-06-20), taip pat uzsienio Saliy praktiky apzvalga, kuri pateikiama 8 priede, siiloma perzitréeti
vertinamuyjy vienety (VV) sudarymo reglamentavima pagal Zemiau pateiktus aspektus.
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1. VV sudéties pagristumo ir skaidrumo reikalavimas

Institucijos, sudarydamos VV, turéty privalomai pateikti loginj pagrindima, jei VV sudaromas:
iS keliy struktariniy padaliniy;

ar apima daugiau nei kelias mokslo kryptis.

Pagrindimas turéty apimti: tyrimy temy artimuma, bendros MTEP veiklos pobtdj ir VV sudarymo atitikima

institucijos strategijai. Siuos pagrindimus vertinty ir tvirtinty vertinimo organizatorius.

Teikti tarpdisciplininius VV, jei pateikiamas aiSkus loginis jy pagrindimas.

VV sudarymui, derinimui ir tvirtinimui skirti daugiau laiko.

2.VV dydzio riby perziira

Atsizvelgiant j MVDDA skai¢iavimo pakeitimus, dél kuriy didéja VV apréptis, rekomenduojama:
atsisakyti virSutinés 160 MVDDA ribos, taikyti jg kaip rekomendacine su galimybe pagrjsti virSijima (jei VV vei-
kia viename struktUriniame padalinyje, vienoje ar keliose susijusiose mokslo kryptyse);

svarstyti grieZtesne apatine ribg su galimybe pateikti papildoma paaiskinima maziems VV.

3. TarpdiscipliniSkumo integracija

Tarpdisciplininiai VV turéty bati aiSkiai atpazjstami reglamente:
vertinimo tvarkoje baty tikslinga jtvirtinti galimybe VV identifikuoti kaip tarpdisciplininius;

tokie VV galéty bati vertinami atskirai arba papildomai démesio skiriant jy tarpdiscipliniSkumo vertei.

4. Aiskesné darbuotojy, padaliniy ir kryp¢iy duomeny atsekamumo sistema

Vertinimo proceso skaidrumui ir efektyvumui uztikrinti batina tobulinti duomeny pateikimo principus, susiju-

sius su VV sudétim ir MTEP veiklos organizavimo principais. Rekomenduojama:

ekspertams, atliekantiems vertinima, pateikti informacijg apie tai, kaip darbuotojai paskirstyti pagal kryptis ir
padalinius. UZztikrinti, kad ekspertams bty prieinami struktlrizuoti duomenys apie darbuotojy pasiskirstyma,
iSlaikant racionaly informacijos kiekj ir vengiant perteklinés administracinés nastos;

vertinimo vienetas turi bati suprantamas platesniame strateginiame ir organizaciniame kontekste — vertinda-
mi konkrety VV, ekspertai privalo gauti informacijg apie visos institucijos strukttrg ir mokslo veikla;

jei VV yra didesnés apimties (sudarytas i$ keliy padaliniy, arba yra 75 MVDDA), rekomenduojama aiskiai iden-
tifikuoti VV sudarancias vidines mokslo grupes (ar laboratorijas), nurodant jy veiklos kryptis ir galimg tarpdis-
cipliniSkumo lyg;.

5. Mokslo ir studijy vertinimo sasaja

PEV grjztamojo rySio apklausoje ir VV sudarymo pogrupio diskusijose uZsienio ekspertai, kurie analizavo PEV

procesg ir jgyvendinima, iSsake rizikas, susijusias su mokslo vertinimo rezultaty automatiniu taikymu studijy vertini-
mui, sprendziant doktorantuaros ir ypa€ studijy vykdymo likima.

Tokie slenkstiniai sprendimai kaip teisés vykdyti studijas suteikimas ar atémimas neturety bati grindziami vien

MTEP veiklos kokybés vertinimo rezultatais, nes skatina institucijas strategiSkai formuoti VV sudétj ne pagal moksli-
nés veiklos organizavimo logika, o dél palankesnio vertinimo. Toks spaudimas trikdo natdraly institucijy struktdros
formavima ir mazina vertinimo rezultaty taikymo skaidruma ir pagrjstuma.

Todél rekomenduojama:
formaliai nesieti mokslo vertinimo rezultaty su sprendimais dél studijy uzdarymo ar atnaujinimo be papildo-
mos analizés;

naudoti mokslo vertinimo informacijg kaip kontekstinj, bet ne lemiama veiksnj studijy vertinimo procese.
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. Vertinimo kriterijai ir jy vertinima pagrindziantys duomenys

Palyginamojo ekspertinio vertinimo metu ekspertai vertina institucijy MTEP veiklg pagal tris kriterijus: MTEP
veiklos kokybe, ekonominj ir socialinj poveikj ir veiklos perspektyvuma. Vertinimas grindZziamas Palyginamojo eks-
pertinio universitety ir moksliniy tyrimy instituty moksliniy tyrimy ir eksperimentinés pletros vertinimo apraSu, patvir-
tintu Lietuvos Respublikos Svietimo, mokslo ir sporto ministro jsakymu Nr. V-1593, 2021 m. rugséjo 2 d. (toliau — Apra-
Sas), kuriame apibrézti vertinimo kriterijai, jy svoriai apskaiCiuojant svertinius mokslo srities ar institucijos rezultatus
ir penkiabalé vertinimo skalé su baly apradymais. Sis dokumentas sudaro ekspertinio vertinimo metodinj pagrinda.
ApraSe strukttruotai nurodama, kurie duomenys turi bati nagrinéjami vertinant kiekviena kriterijy. Vertinimas orga-
nizuojamas taip, kad eksperty komisijos, remdamosi pateikta informacija ir individualiomis ziniomis, galéety taikyti
kriterijus pagal atitinkamos mokslo srities specifikg. Vis délto detalios metodinés gairés, kaip vienodai interpretuoti
kriterijy turinj ar taikyti baly aprasus tarp skirtingy sri€iy, ekspertams néra pateikiamos - sprendimy nuoseklumas
uztikrinamas per komisijy vidinius susitarimus ir diskusijas vertinimo proceso metu.

Pateikiant Apraso tobulinimo rekomendacijas keliami tokie analizés klausimai:

1. Kriterijy turinio ir apibrézties aiSkumas
e Arvertinimo kriterijai (MTEP kokybé, poveikis, perspektyvumas) aiSkiai apibrézti ir vienareik§miai suprantami?

e Kaip turéty bati apibréziama ir vertinama MTEP veiklos kokybé, socialinis ir ekonominis poveikis perspektyvu-
mas, siekiant uztikrinti vertinimo aiSkuma, kontekstinj pagrjstuma ir tarpusavio palyginamuma tarp skirtingy
institucijy ir discipliny?

e Arreikia tikslinti 4 ir 5 kokybés baly apraSus (pvz., ,tarp tarptautiniy lyderiy“ ar ,,stiprus tarptautiniu mastu®)?

2. Duomeny tinkamumas kiekvienam kriterijui

e |vertinti, ar medziaga, kurig gauna palyginamajj vertinima atliekantys ekspertai, yra tinkama ir pakankama ver-
tinimo kriterijams pamatuoti ir pateikti sitilymus, kokia medziaga (duomenys) ir kaip turéty bati pateikiama.

e Arduomenys aiSkiai susieti su kriterijais? Ar iSvengiama kriterijy pasikartojimy ir dviprasmiSkumo?

MTEP veiklos kokybé

Teisinis reglamentavimas

MTEP veiklos kokybé yra vertinama mokslo krypties ar mokslo krypciy grupés mokslo srityje lygiu ir Sio krite-
rijaus svorio koeficientas lygus 0,65 apskaic¢iuojant tiek VV, tiek institucijos suminius jveréius mokslo srityse. Kaip
nurodyta vertinimo Apraso 5.1 punkte, Sis kriterijus taikomas vertinant institucijos vykdomy MTEP rezultaty lygj pagal
atitinkama mokslo kryptj arba mokslo srities mokslo krypc&iy grupe.

Vertinimas atliekamas penkiabaléje skaléje su 0,5 balo tikslumu (Apraso 29 punktas), o baly reikSmés nuro-
dytos 6 lenteléje.

6 lentele. Baly reikSmes

Balas Reik§meé
5 Puikiai — VV (mokslo kryptyje ar mokslo srities mokslo krypc¢iy grupéje) yra tarp tarptautinio masto lyderiy.
MTEP yra auk$¢iausio tarptautinio lygio.
4 Labai gerai - VV (mokslo kryptyje ar mokslo srities mokslo krypcéiy grupéje) yra stiprus tarptautiniu mastu.

Vykdomi MTEP yra auksto lygio ir pripaZinti tarptautiniu mastu.
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S

Balas ReikS§me

Gerai—VV (mokslo kryptyje ar mokslo srities mokslo kryp¢iy grupéje) yra stiprus su ribotu tarptautiniu
3 pripazinimu.
Vykdomi MTEP yra auksto lygio ir pripazinti nacionaliniu mastu.

Patenkinamai - VV (mokslo kryptyje ar mokslo srities mokslo kryp¢€iy grupéje) vertinamas patenkinamai
2 nacionaliniu mastu.
Vykdomy MTEP lygis yra patenkinamas.

Silpnai - VV (mokslo kryptyje ar mokslo srities mokslo krypé&iy grupéje) vertinamas silpnai nacionaliniu mastu.
Vykdomi Zzemo lygio MTEP.

0 Nevykdoma MTEP veikla.

Vertinimui pateikiami duomenys

Pagal Apraso 23 punkta ekspertai, vertindami MTEP veiklos kokybe, nagrinéja Siuos duomenis:

23.1.1. Doktorantura:
e Apginty disertacijy sgrasas (23.1.1.1).

e Doktoranty skaicius (pagal studijy forma ir metus), jskaitant uzsienio doktorantus (23.1.1.2).

23.1.2. Tyréjy informacija:

e Mokslo laipsnj turin€iy déstytojy, mokslo darbuotojy ir kity tyréjy sarasas su nuorodomis j jy mokslinés vei-
klos profilius (23.1.2).

23.1.3. MTEP rezultaty rodikliai:
e Geriausi moksliniai darbai (23.1.3.1).
e Geriausiy konferencijy pranesSimy sarasSas (23.1.3.2).
e Nacionaliniai ir tarptautiniai apdovanojimai uz MTEP veiklg (23.1.3.3).
e Dalyvavimas konkursiniuose MTEP projektuose (23.1.3.4).

Papildomai (23.2 p.) LMT ekspertams pateikia apibendrintus duomenis i$ kasmetinio MTEP veiklos vertinimo
apie mokslo darby sklaidg ir dalyvavima tarptautinése programose.

Duomeny kiekio reikalavimai (28 punktas):

e Vertinimui teikiamy duomeny kiekis apskai¢iuojamas pagal formule MVDDA / 2, suapvalinant iki artimiausio
sveikojo skai¢iaus, bet ne maziau kaip 5 vienetai.

e Vieno autoriaus indélis j geriausius darbus (23.1.3.1) — ne daugiau kaip 2 vienetai.

Eksperty sitlymai déel MTEP kokybés apibrézties

Teisinio reguliavimo dokumentuose ekspertinio vertinimo nagrinéjami duomenys yra apibrézti, o baly skalé su
aprasSais — pateikta, taCiau pati MTEP kokybés samprata konceptualiai neapibrézta. Tokia prieiga suteikia eksperty
komisijoms lankstumo interpretuoti MTEP kokybe pagal atitinkamos disciplinos standartus ir nusistovéjusias prakti-
kas, o pacios sgvokos turinys iSrySkéja vertinimo metu vykstanciose diskusijose.
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Sitlymai, kaip tobulinti Sig prieiga

1. Aiskiau ir skaidriau jvardyti (komunikuoti) taikoma alternatyva. Sitaloma aiSkiai jvardyti, ar sprendimai del
kriterijy interpretacijos ir jverCiy pagrindimo paliekami eksperty komisijoms, ar koordinuojami centralizuotai. Nepai-
sant pasirinktos prieigos, pabréziamas sprendimo komunikavimo skaidrumas:

Ekspertas David Sweeney: ,,...it is for the Research Council to decide whether to delegate decisions on wei-
ghting and interpretation to the panels or whether to seek some degree of conformity, but | do think there should be
transparency about what the decision is.”

2.1. Aiskiai apibrezti, kaip parenkami tarptautiniai etalonai (angl. benchmarks), ir uztikrinti Sio proceso skai-
drumga. Rekomenduojama ankstyvoje vertinimo proceso stadijoje atvirai informuoti, kaip ir kokiais principais yra
pasirenkami tarptautinio lygio lyderiai (,,top international players®), j kuriuos ekspertai atsizvelgia vertindami MTEP
veiklos kokybe.

Ekspertas Emanuel Kulczycki: ,,Instead of attempting to refine the definitions of scores 4 and 5, | suggest fo-
cusing on clarifying how experts establish the list of ,top international players“ that serve as Benchmarks in their
assessment. [...] to announce how the top international players is established as early as possible in the process.”

2.2. Vertinant maZzesnius ar nacionalinio profilio vertinamuosius vienetus (VV), sitiloma taikyti proporcingumo
principa — uztikrinti, kad Sie vienetai baty lyginami su panaSaus dydzio, paskirties ir veiklos konteksto institucijomis,
0 ne su stambiais tarptautiniais mokslo centrais.

Ekspertas Emanuel Kulczycki: ,[...] ensuring that small research units are evaluated against similarly sized
international counterparts rather than large research centres.”

Ekspertas Stefan Penders: ,,On the basis of the above, the RCL may consider sketching a framework for what
excellence may entail for small or nationally oriented units.”

Ekspertas Carter Walter Bloch: ,,It appears to be difficult to assess and implicitly compare units with very di-
fferent sizes, and it is important for panellists to keep this size perspective in mind, that their assessments of quality,
impact and potential should be in relation to the unit’s size.”

3. Stiprinti eksperty komisijy tarpusavio koordinavima; galimai mazinti eksperty komisijy skaiciy.

Ekspertas Laurens Katgerman: ,,Consistency between the panels is certainly a big challenge. In particular
where the definitions for R&D quality can differ between Natural and Social sciences. And 13 panels as in the last
review will also make it quite complicated, as there are no planned inter-panel meetings or communications to nor-
malise scores. Reduction to less panels would certainly make this easier. E.g. 6 panels.”

Kita alternatyva:

Vertinimo aiSkumui, suprantamumui ir nuoseklumui tarp eksperty komisijy ir vertinamujy uztikrinti batina api-
brézti MTEP kokybés sgvoka.

Sios alternatyvos jgyvendinimo sitlymai:

1. Ekspertai ragina nustatyti bendrg, visiems suprantamg MTEP kokybés apibrézima, kuris padéty eksper-
tams vienodai interpretuoti kriterijaus turinj.

2. Mazinant vertinimo subjektyvuma ir didinant komisijy palyginamuma, sitiloma nustatyti aiSkius MTEP ko-
kybés pozymius ar subkriterijus, pagal kuriuos ekspertai vertinty pateiktus rezultatus. Sitlomi subkriterijai
gali apimti:

* naujuma iroriginaluma;

e reikSminguma;

¢ metodologinj pagrjstuma;
e atvirgjj mokslg;

e lyciy aspekts;

e tarptautinj pripazinima ir kt.
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Jungtinés Karalystés pavyzdys: Moksliniy tyrimy ekscelencijos vertinimo sistemoje (REF) ,,moksliniy tyrimy
kokybés*“ apibréztis nepateikiama, taciau jos vertinimas grindziamas trimis aspektais: originalumu, reik§mingumu
ir metodologiniu pagristumu (angl. rigour), kurie taikomi vertinant pateiktus moksliniy tyrimy rezultatus.

Eksperty sitlymai dél j misijg orientuoto MTEP kokybés vertinimo

Leideno manifeste pabreziama, kad moksliniy tyrimy rezultatai turety bati vertinami pagal jy tikslg. Pagal
Moksliniy tyrimy vertinimo reformos koalicijos (CoARA) jsipareigojimus svarbu pripazinti ir jvertinti discipliny skirtu-
mus ir jvairove moksliniy tyrimy veiklose ir praktikoje. Kai kurie ekspertai ragina atsizvelgti j institucijos veiklos pobu-
dj, mastg ir siekiamus rezultatus ir taikyti j misijg orientuoto moksliniy tyrimy vertinimo principus.

e \Vertinant MTEP veiklos rezultatus reikty vieneto strategijos veiklos tiksly kontekste, kadangi tai geriau atspin-
déty veiklos apimtis ir pasiekimy jvairove.

Ekspertas Stefan Penders: ,The RCL could consider giving the strategy and mission of UoAs a more prominent
role as a framework within which to assess each UoA. This has a number of advantages. Firstly, it leads to a fairer
assessment, with units being assessed for the targets and goals they have set for themselves. Secondly, it allows for
UoAs more room to define their identity and added value within the academic landscape, highlighting strengths and
weaknesses for the expert panels to focus on in their assessment. Thirdly, the UoAs strategy and mission are likely to
fit the research field(s) in which they are active as well as their size, providing a better measuring tool for excellence
than a one-size-fits-all approach.”

Ekspertas Nick Hardiker: ,,Consistency in assessment is important, but as promoted by the Leiden manifesto
and mentioned previously, research performance should be measured against purpose, and according to CoARA, it
is important to continue to acknowledge disciplinary differences and to recognise a diversity of research activities
and practices, which points to the need for a balanced approach (which may vary between panels).”

e Taikyti platesnj ir jvairesnj vertinimo kriterijy rinkinj, kuris atspindéty skirtingas moksliniy tyrimy praktikas,
leisty VV pasirinkti jy misija ir tyrimus atitinkanc€ius kokybés rodiklius ir sudaryty galimybes vertinamiesiems
vienetams pasirinkti kokybés rodiklius, kurie geriausiai atitinka jy moksliniy tyrimy pobuadj ir paskirtj.

Ekspertas Michael Ochsner: ,,Use a wide catalogue of criteria reflecting diverse research practices. Evaluati-
ons should be aligned with the strategic goals and societal roles of the unit.”

Ekspertas Stefan Penders: ,,An additional suggestion offered by the SEP (Standard Evaluation Protocol) is to
allow UoAs to choose indicators of quality that fit with their mission and research field (see in this case Appendix E in

the SEP, but also the quality indicators formulated with specific regard to the Humanities).”

»The self-evaluation is narrative in nature, must include case studies and reference to the above-mentioned
criteria, but research units may themselves choose which indicators of quality they choose to include, from tradition-
al output such as journal publications to datasets, patents or exhibitions.”

e Numatyti galimybe pateikti trumpus naratyvus arba kontekstines apzvalgas, VV paaiskinancias savo veiklos
rezultatus, strateginius sprendimus ir indélj j MTEP kokybe. Tokie naratyvai atskleisty svarbius, bet ne visada
kiekybiskai iSreiSkiamus aspektus: bendradarbiavima, dalyvavima ekspertinése veiklose, renginiy organiza-
vima ir pan. Nors tokia prieiga mazina standartizacijag, tinkamai struktlruotas naratyvas stiprinty vertinimo
iSsamuma, skatinty jvairove ir padéty ekspertams geriau suprasti institucijy veiklos konteksta.

Ekspertas Nick Hardiker: ,In addition to awards, a number of elements might be better represented as part
of a general contextual narrative rather than listed out separately e.g. cooperations, consultations, participations,
memberships, organisation of conferences, etc. While this might reduce the degree of standardisation, with appro-
priate guidance it would celebrate diversity and allow different organisations to play to their own strengths, empha-
sising what they consider to be important indicators of research performance.”

e Viena s alternatyvy — jvesti trumpus naratyvus arba iSskirtas apZvalgines dalis, kurios leisty vertinamiesiems
vienetams kontekstualizuoti pateikiamus duomenis, reflektuoti savo veiklos rezultatus ir paaiskinti strategi-
nius sprendimus. Tokios dalys papildyty kiekybine informacija kokybiniais aspektais ir padéty eksperty komi-
sijoms geriau jvertinti rezultatus, kartu mazinant pernelyg didele priklausomybe nuo metriky.
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PavyzdZiui, Jungtinés Karalystés moksliniy tyrimy ekscelencijos vertinimo sistemoje (REF) 2021 m. prie kie-
kvieno teikiamo rezultato buvo pridedamas 100 ZodZiy autoriaus komentaras, paaiskinantis, kodél tas rezultatas yra
svarbus. Tai tinkama mokslinés produkcijos kokybés vertinimo praktika, ypac¢ atsizvelgiant j tai, kiek neigiamy aspek-
ty turi vien citavimo duomenys ar zurnalo jtakos rodikliai.

Eksperté Eileen Harkin-Jones: ,,...in the UK REF 2021, [...]. Each submitted output was accompanied by a 100-
word statement from the authors explaining why the output was important. [...] In my view, this is the gold standard
for quality assessment of research outputs as there are so many negative aspects to the use of citations data and
impact factors.”

Eksperté Helena Korpelainen: ,,More free form text as data would be desirable (i.e., an inclusion of qualitative
and described data in addition to quantitative data), for instance, when describing the goals, ambition, novelty, origi-
nality, significance, rigour, and interdisciplinarity of R&D. Such specifications and elaborations would make both the
data collection and interpretations by assessors more reliable and consistent. Data based on free form text can have
a size limit (humber of characters) to avoid overly long reporting.”

Eksperty sitilymai dél MTEP kokybés 4 ir 5 baly aprasymo:

e Siuloma atsizvelgti j skirtingy mokslo sriCiy specifika, kadangi ,tarp tarptautiniy lyderiy“ yra labiau tinkamas
gamtos ir technologijy mokslams, maziau pritaikomas socialiniy ir humanitariniy moksly srityse.

Ekspertas Laurens Katgerman: ,,The criterion UoA is among top international players might be more relevant
for Natural and Technological Sciences and less for Social Sciences and Humanities.”

e Siuloma atsisakyti tokiy hierarchizuojanciy formuluociy kaip ,tarp tarptautiniy lyderiy“, jas keiCiant apibrézi-
mais, akcentuojanciais aukStus mokslinius standartus skirtinguose kontekstuose.

Ekspertas Gunnar Sivertsen: ,Researchers in all countries may strive to perform research of the highest sci-
entific standard without trying to compete with researchers in other countries. Instead, we are increasingly collab-
orating across countries to perform research of the highest scientific standard. We compete for funds, but we col-
laborate to be good. | therefore suggest that wordings such as ,,top international players“ and ,,international® versus
»hational“ are replaced by references to the degree of meeting high scientific standards...”

Eksperté Helena Korpelainen: ,,The score descriptors are generally clear and suitable. A few small suggestions
include the following: -,,Excellent” for the quality of R&D activities: instead of“.. is among top international players
rather®.. has outstandingly strong research, with world leading qualities”.

e Rekomenduojama aiskiai atskirti moksliniy tyrimy kokybés vertinima ir tarptautiSkuma, jei pastarasis nejvar-
dytas kaip atskira ir apibrézta kokybés dimensija. TarptautiSkumas gali bati vienas i$ pozymiy, bet neturéty
bati tapatinamas su pacia kokybe.

Ekspertas Michael Ochsner: ,So, if you want to measure research quality, make a scale regarding research
quality, not internationality. [...] define more quality criteria that specify this dimension, of which one might be inter-
national exchange.”

¢ Rekomenduojamai$spresti sgvoky ,tarptautinis pripazinimas®ir ,tarptautinis lygis“ skirties ir vertinimo princi-
pu neapibréztuma. Ekspertai atkreipia démesj, kad dabar Sios savokos interpretuojamos skirtingai — vieniems
Htarptautinis lygis“ reiSkia publikavima tarptautiniuose zZurnaluose, kitiems ,,pripazinimas® yra zinomumas ir
matomumas tarptautinéje bendruomenégje. Vertinimo aiSkumui siiloma konkreCiau apibrézti baly reikSmes.

Eksperty sitalymai dél duomeny MTEP kokybés kriterijaus vertinimui

Duomenys apie tarptautiSkuma

Kadangi MTEP kokybeés vertinimo skaléje akcentuojamas tarptautiSkumas, siiloma iSsamiau ir labiau strukta-
ruotai pateikti tarptautinés veiklos duomenis, kurie apimty tokius aspektus: dalyvavima tarptautiniuose moksliniuo-
se tinkluose, bendrus tyrimy projektus, publikacijas su uZsienio partneriais, konkurencinj tarptautinj finansavima,
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darbuotojy tarptautinj mobiluma (vizitai, stazuotés, mainy programos), taip pat uzsienio tyréjuy jtraukima j instituci-
jos veikla.

Eksperté Helena Korpelainen: ,To include a more explicit overview of internationalization aspects (foreign em-
ployees, short- and long-term foreign research fellows, visiting professors, etc.).

Ekspertas Laurens Katgerman: ,,Provided data are adequate but somewhat too extensive. Only international
output should be submitted. More focus and highlights will improve the quality. In particular more emphasis on inter-
national activities and less on localinteractions etc. [..] e.g. International exchanges (e.g., sabbatical leaves or visits,
Erasmus exchanges).”

Ekspertas Carter Walter Bloch: ,,On the other hand, research collaboration is an important parameter that
could be covered more in the data (both collaboration on publications and funding grants).”

Eksperté Eileen Harkin-Jones: ,,Participation in competition based-based R&D could be the second most im-
portant sub-criterion and classified as national/international with a greater weighting given to the international fund-
ing.“

Duomenys apie bendra VV veikla ir produktyvuma

Ekspertai sitlo pateikti iSsamesnius duomenis apie vertinamojo vieneto visg vykdoma MTEP veikla, taip baty
uztikrintas visapusiSkesnis vertinimas.

Rekomenduojama jtraukti:

e iSsamius duomenis apie moksliniy tyrimy produktyvuma, jskaitant ne tik atrinktus geriausius rezultatus, bet ir
visy publikacijy apZvalga (su iSskaidymu pagal jy tipus);

e finansavimo informacija, ypac apie dalyvavima konkurenciniu pagrindu finansuojamuose MTEP projektuose —
visa gauta parama turéty bati pateikiama santykiu su etato dydziu (VDDA), kad buty galima palyginti;

e standartizuotg tyrimy finansavimo strukturg, kad buty lengviau susidaryti bendrg vaizdg apie vieneto veiklg ir
finansinj pajéeguma.

Taip pat pazymima, kad tokie duomenys yra aktualUs ne tik kokybés, bet ir poveikio, perspektyvumo kriteri-
jams vertinti.

Data on Publications:

Eksperte Helena Korpelainen: ,,To include a more comprehensive overview of the full magnitude (quality and
quantity) of research outputs, not only of a certain limited number of best research outputs and best confe-
rence papers.”

Ekspertas Carter Walter Bloch: ,,Overall number of publications (broken down by type of publication.”

S_1 eksperty komisijos ataskaita: major issue, that was also brought forward by the Units during the site visits
and in their responses to the draft reports, concerns the lists in 5.1 and 5.2. Units could provide only a certain
number of best research outputs and best conference papers, the limit of which was based on their size. This
had various implications. To start with, it meant that the Panel did not have an overview of the full magnitude
of research output.

Data about Funding

Eksperté Eileen Harkin-Jones: ,Participation in competition based-based R&D... [...] All such funding for the
period should be presented (not just FTE (SD)/2), however it should be presented per FTE (SD).“
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Ekspertas Nick Hardiker: ,,Consider standardising aspects of information about research income to make it
simpler to obtain an overview. By way of comparison, see paragraphs 346-358 at https://2021.ref.ac.uk/me-
dia/1447/ref-2019_01-guidance-on-submissions.pdf.”

Ekspertas Laurens Katgerman: ,,Furthermore, e.g. data on funding apply to all 3 criteria.”

S_1 eksperty komisijos ataskaita: The overview of participation in competition-based projects should be
supplemented with an overview of all applications (as lead partner, or as participant) for competitive research
funding (national, international) in the assessment period (successful, unsuccessful, under consideration),
as the Panel considers this an important aspect of quality of research activities.

S_1 eksperty komisijos ataskaita: The data on employees (humbers, FTE, FTE(SD), other employees) in part 3,
also related to the overviews in part 7, were not always easy to interpret. These data do not present an unambi-
guous picture of the size of the Unit, in terms of research capacity, to what extent that capacity is concentrated
or spread across a large number of persons, how the Unit is built-up, et cetera. More «traditional» information
on the organization of the unit (organizational chart(s) of departments and/or research groups with names,
positions (including for example post doc positions), and - research- FTE) would be helpful. Also, a more expli-
cit overview of internationalisation aspects relating to staff composition would be very convenient (foreign
employees, short- and long-term foreign research fellows, visiting professors, etc.).

MTEP socialinio ir ekonominio kriterijaus vertinimui priskirti duomenys galéty buti priskirti MTEP
kriterijui

Ekspertai pakartotinai sitlé perkelti tam tikras akademinei bendruomenei budingas veiklas — dalyvavima re-
dakcinése kolegijose, moksliniy konferencijy organizavima ir aktyvuma akademiniuose tinkluose (Apraso pa-
punkgiai 24.1.4, 24.1.5., 24.1.6) - i$ socialinio ir ekonominio poveikio kriterijaus j MTEP kokybés kriterijy. Sios
veiklos, jy nuomone, tiesiogiai susijusios su mokslinés veiklos kokybe, matomumu, pripazinimu ir tarptautiniu
jsitraukimu, o ne su poveikiu visuomenei ar ekonomikai.

Ekspertas Stefan Penders: ,Lastly, it is noteworthy that the submission forms asks for information on many
different forms of impact, including academic impacts such as taking part in editorial boards or hosting con-
ferences. This type of information could also be considered under criterion |, as it is deeply tied to the R&D
work of the unit.”

Ekspertas Carter Walter Bloch: ,,6.4 (scientific conferences and events organized by the UoA) has in my view
nothing to do with economic and social impact, however it is relevant for research quality. Hence, | suggest
that this point is moved to research quality.”

Ekspertas Michael Ochsner: ,,Both are not judged correctly — societal impact is biased because scientific im-
pactis polluting the estimate for societal impact, and scientific quality is biased because the participation in
national and international scholarly networks as well as reputation is missing in the evaluation for quality!“

Duomenys priskirti MTEP kokybés konkretaus kriterijaus vertinimui

Duomenys apie doktorantura

Ekspertai pateike skirtingus sialymus dél doktorantiros duomeny naudojimo MTEP kokybés kriterijaus verti-
nimo:

¢ Nevertinti doktoranttros rodikliy MTEP kokybés kriterijaus atveju, nes jie tiesiogiai neatspindi moksliniy tyri-
muy kokybeés; sitiloma kai kuriuos rodiklius perkelti j 3-igjj kriterijy (MTEP perspektyvuma).

Ekspertas Emanuel Kulczycki: ,,Remove the parameters related to doctoral studies (23.1.1.-23.1.1.2.), as they
do not directly reflect research quality. [...] Optionally, move the parameter related to the number of PhD stu-
dents (23.1.1.2.) to Criterion 3 (the development potential of R&D activities), but without requiring such detai-
led annual reporting.“
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Maziau detaliy duomeny, uztekty apibendrintos informacijos apie suteiktus daktaro laipsnius, o ne iSsamiy
metiniy ataskaity.

Eksperté Eileen Harkin-Jones: ,,A summary of the number of doctoral degrees awarded in the period is suffici-
ent to give a picture of the vitality of the doctoral training activities.”

Papildyti vertinima rezultatais grjstais rodikliais kaip doktoranty jsidarbinimas ar karjeros trajektorijos, jei ver-
tinama programuy rezultaty kokybé.

Eksperté Eileen Harkin-Jones: ,,The number of graduated students is not a measure of output quality however,
areasonable measure might be employability and career destination of the graduated doctoral students).”

Jei aktualu vertinti paciy doktoranturos programy kokybe, pateikti trumpa programy turinio ir doktoranty prie-
Zilros apzvalga, jskaitant tarptautinio bendradarbiavimo aspektus.

Eksperte Helena Korpelainen: ,,To include a short overview of the content of the doctoral programs and super-
vision arrangements.”

Ekspertas Paul Struik: ,International expertise beyond what is being studied in Lithuania itself and internation-
al collaboration based on exchange of staff and data sets should be important evaluation criteria, especially
to assess the quality of PhD programmes*.

Ekspertas Stefan Penders: ,,Should the number of PhDs (or the number of PhDs finished on schedule) be a
marker of success, without also taking into account other aspects of the UoA’s PhD programme?“

S_1 eksperty komisijos ataskaita: The data on the doctoral studies could be supplemented by a short overview
of the content of the PhD programme(s): course work, mandatory academic work in addition to the PhD re-
search, arrangements concerning supervision, et cetera. In that way, the Panel does not have to use precious
time during the site visit to be informed (by the PhD students) about such formal arrangements and can focus
more on their experiences and insights. Also, in the case of articles based dissertation, it would be good to
have access (doi-links) to the underlying articles.

Geriausi mokslo darbai (23.1.3.1)

Savokos ,,geriausi mokslo darbai“ neapibréZtumas ir operatyvinio aiSkumo stoka [taikoma ir geriausiy konfe-
rencijy praneSimams].

Ekspertai kritikuoja sgvoka ,,geriausi mokslo darbai®, nes ji neapibrézta ir subjektyvi. Terminas operatyviai ne-
apibréztas, todel galima labai skirtingai interpretuoti — nuo inovatyvumo ar mokslinio poveikio iki tarptautinio
bendradarbiavimo ar atvirojo mokslo principy taikymo. Kai kuriais atvejais ,,geriausi“ net gali buti suprasti kaip
konferencijose skaityti praneSimai. Siiloma vartoti neutralesne ir aiSkesne formuluote, pvz., ,vertinimui at-
rinkti tyrimy rezultatai®, taip sudarant galimybe vienetams paaiSkinti pasirinkimo logika ir atspindéti jy strate-
ginius prioritetus.

Ekspertas Emanuel Kulczycki: ,,On the other hand, the qualifying phrase ,the best“ is highly imprecise. [...]... it
is not operationalized and remains subjective. [...]...to phrase it as ,,The research output selected by the UoA.“

Eksperté Helena Korpelainen: ,,Also, the meaning of “best” may vary and there may be an interest to involve
works widely across researchers, research groups and themes.”

Ekspertas Stefan Penders: ,,The term ‘best’ is broad and open to interpretation. No further indication is offered
of what ‘best’ may entail and what aspects do (or do not) fall under ‘best’: are the expert panels expected to
weigh these publications for their innovative nature? Their impact on the scientific field? The extent to which
they show international collaboration, or involvement with Open Science principles? Criticizes the term ,best
research outputs‘ for its vagueness and lack of operational definition.”

35



2023 m. palyginamojo ekspertinio universitety ir moksliniy tyrimy instituty MTEP veiklos vertinimo perzitra
S

Geriausiy konferencijy pranesimy sgrasas (23.1.3.2)

Ekspertai sitlo tikslinti geriausiy konferencijy pranesimy rodiklj (23.1.3.2), apribojant jj tik kviestiniais prane-
Simais. Taip buty iSskiriami reikSmingiausi akademinio pripazinimo atvejai.

Nacionaliniai ir tarptautiniai apdovanojimai uz MTEP veikla (23.1.3.3)

Ekspertai iS esmeés sutaria, kad tarptautiniai apdovanojimai gali reikSmingai atspindéti moksliniy tyrimy meis-
triSkuma, o nacionaliniai apdovanojimai laikomi ne tokie patikimi del galimo jy vertés devalvavimo, kai apdo-
vanojimai masiskai steigiami vien tam, kad tyréjai galéty jais pasinaudoti vertinimo procesuose, ar dél strate-
ginio naudojimo.

Rekomenduojama apdovanojimus vertinti kartu su kitais kokybés rodikliais.

Ekspertas Paul Struik: ,National awards are often not a very relevant quality criterion, international award,
however, are indicative of individual quality of researchers.”

Eksperté Eileen Harkin-Jones: ,,Research awards/prizes data is also a useful measure of output quality and
should be aligned as far as possible with the presented research outputs.”

Ekspertas Emanuel Kulczycki: ,,Thisis a useful parameter. However, based on Poland‘s experience, itis prone to
distortion. After a few years of implementation local journals and small scientific societies started mass-pro-
ducing ,awards“ just to help researchers claim them in evaluation processes.”

Dalyvavimas konkursiniuose MTEP projektuose (23.1.3.4)

e Kai kurie ekspertai, ypac i§ gamtos, technologijos, medicinos ir sveikatos, zemeés Ukio moksly (NTMA) sriciy,
dalyvavima konkursiniuose MTEP projektuose laiko svarbiu MTEP kokybés pozymiu. Jie sitlo iSskirti vadovau-
jancius ir partnerinius vaidmenis, diferencijuoti nacionalinj ir tarptautinj finansavima, o duomenis teikti san-
tykiu su etato dydziu (FTE). Taip pat rekomenduojama j §j rodiklj nejtraukti infrastruktiros ar doktoranttros
finansavimo.

Eksperté Helena Korpelainen: ,,To show the role of the Units’ Researchers in competitive national/internation-
alresearch funding (a lead partner or a participant).”

Eksperté Eileen Harkin-Jones: ,,Participation in competition based-based R&D could be the second most im-
portant sub-criterion and classified as national/international with a greater weighting given to the internation-
al funding. All such funding for the period should be presented (not just FTE (SD)/2), however it should be pre-
sented per FTE (SD). It would be important to only consider R&D project funding and not large infrastructure
or doctoral training funding here.”

e Kiti ekspertai teigia, kad projektinis finansavimas labiau atspindi MTEP potenciala nei realig kokybe. Jie pabre-
Zia, kad gautas finansavimas dar nerei$kia aukStos kokybes rezultaty, o per didelis jo sureikSminimas gali ska-
tinti vadinamajj Mathew efekta (kai iStekliai telkiasi jau stipriose institucijose). Todél siloma §j rodiklj perkelti
i 3-igjj vertinimo kriterijy — MTEP veiklos perspektyvuma.

Ekspertas Emanuel Kulczycki: ,,Participation in projects is more closely linked to potential rather than actual
R&D quality.

Receiving a grant means only that a researcher has convinced a panel about the promise of their project, not
that they have actually produced high-quality R&D results.

Otherwise, we risk falling into the Matthew Effect trap (,,the rich get richer, and the poor get poorer®).
Thus, it might be more appropriate to move this parameter to Criterion 3.“

e Kai kurie ekspertai sitlo laikyti projektinj finansavima papildoma kontekstine informacija, kuri atskleidZia sie-
kius ir sekme, bet neturéty lemti pagrindinio vertinimo.
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Ekspertas Gunnar Sivertsen: ,,The other items, the list of the best reports delivered at conferences abroad, the
list of the main national and international awards received for R&D activities, and the details of participation in
the competition-based R&D projects, can also only serve as background information by indicating ambitions
and the level of success.”

MTEP veiklos ekonominis ir socialinis poveikis

Teisinis reglamentavimas

MTEP veiklos ekonominis ir socialinis poveikis yra vertinamas vertinamojo vieneto (VV) lygiu, atsizvelgiant j
vykdomos MTEP veiklos svarbg ir jos poveikj uz akademinés bendruomenes riby — visuomenei, verslui ir sprendimy
prieméjams. Sio kriterijaus svorio koeficientas yra lygus 0,2. Kaip nurodyta vertinimo Apraso 5.2 punkte, $is kriterijus
taikomas vertinant institucijos MTEP veiklos rezultaty reikSme platesniame — neakademiniame - kontekste.

Vertinama penkiabaléje skaléje 0,5 balo tikslumu, kaip nustatyta Apraso 29 punkte, o baly reik§mes pateiktos
7 lenteléje.

7 lentelé. Baly reikSmés

Balas ReikS§mé

Puikiai — VV vykdo iSskirtinés svarbos mokslinius tyrimus ir yra ypatingai svarbus partneris MTEP klausimais uz
akademinés bendruomenés riby.

5 Vertinamasis vienetas teigiamai veikia visuomenés plétra ir yra labai vertinamas partneris MTEP plétros klausimais ne
tik akademinéje bendruomenéje, bet ir uz jos riby. Institucijos darbuotojai vertinami kaip ekspertai vieSajame ir priva-
¢iame sektoriuose.

Labai gerai — VV vykdo labai svarbius mokslinius tyrimus ir yra labai svarbus partneris MTEP klausimais uz akade-
minés bendruomenés riby.

Moksliné veikla svarbi visuomenei. Vertinamasis vienetas glaudziai susijes ne tik su akademine bendruomene, bet ir

verslu, sprendimy priemejais, visuomene.

Gerai - VV vykdo svarbius mokslinius tyrimus ir yra svarbus partneris MTEP klausimais uz akademinés bendruo-
3 meneés riby.

Vykdomi moksliniai tyrimai svarbus visuomenei. Santykis su verslu, sprendimy priéméjais ir visuomene yra toks, koks

dera pripazintai akademine veikla uzsiimanciai jstaigai.

Patenkinamai - VV vykdo svarbius mokslinius tyrimus tac¢iau mazai sgveikauja su privaciu sektoriumi, sprendimy
9 priéméjais, visuomene.

Vykdomi moksliniai tyrimai svarbls visuomenei. Ta¢iau vertinamojo vieneto sgveika su verslu, sprendimy prieméejais,
visuomene yra silpna.

Silpnai — VV vykdomi moksliniai tyrimai néra svarbis, néra sgveikos su privaciu sektoriumi, sprendimy priémeé-
jais, visuomene.

Vykdomi moksliniai tyrimai néra svarbus visuomenei. Vertinamasis vienetas nesagveikauja su verslu, sprendimy prie-
mejais, visuomene.

0 Nevykdoma MTEP veikla
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Vertinimui pateikiami duomenys
Institucijos teikia penkeriy mety duomenis apie:
e 24.1.1. Didziausig poveikj turéje rezultatai:

e Sagrasai mokslo darby ir Gkio subjekty (Lietuvos ir uzsienio) MTEP uZsakymuy, turéjusiy didZiausig socialinj
ir ekonominj poveikj.

e 24.1.2. Dalyvavimas sprendimy priémimo procesuose:

e Svarbiausi atvejai, kai vertinamojo vieneto tyrejai dalyvavo valstybés institucijy, savivaldybiy, verslo su-
bjekty sudarytose darbo grupése, komisijose ar komitetuose.

e 24.1.3. Konsultacijos visuomenei ir ukio subjektams:

e Svarbiausiy suteikty konsultacijy saraSas.
e 24.1.4. Mokslo renginiai:

e Svarbiausiy vertinamojo vieneto organizuoty moksliniy konferencijy ir kity renginiy sgrasas.
e 24.1.5. Narystés moksliniy Zurnaly redakcinése kolegijose:

e Svarbiausi tyréjy dalyvavimo atvejai moksliniy Zurnaly redkolegijose.
e 24.1.6. Narystés tarptautinése organizacijose:

e Svarbiausivertinamojo vieneto tyréjy dalyvavimo tarptautinése darbo grupése, asociacijose ir pan. atvejai.
e 24.1.7 Mokslo populiarinimas:

e Svarbiausiy mokslo populiarinimo veikly rezultaty sarasas.
e 24.1.8 Bendradarbiavimo su ukio subjektais susitarimai:

e Informacija apie bendradarbiavimo susitarimus: Salys, tikslas, sritis, Saliy jnasai (piniginiai ir nepiniginiai),
rezultaty pasidalijimo badas, susitarimo trukmé.

LMT teikia duomenis:
e 24.2, MTEP uzsakymai is ukio subjekty:

e Kasmetinio MTEP veiklos vertinimo duomenys apie vykdytus Gkio subjekty uzsakymus.

MTEP veiklos socialinio ir ekonominio poveikio kriterijaus apibrézties ir matavimo alternatyvos

Kaip ir MTEP kokybes kriterijaus atveju, teisiniame reglamentavime néra aiSkiai apibrézta, ka laikyti socialiniu
ir ekonominiu poveikiu. Nors yra pateikti vertinimui reikalingi duomenys ir baly skalé, aiSkios koncepcijos stoka lei-
dzia skirtingai interpretuoti Sj kriterijy.

Ekspertai pazymi, kad dabartiniame reglamentavime iSrySkeja neatitikimai tarp to, ka Sis kriterijus turéty at-
spindéti, ir Siuo metu naudojamuy vertinimo rodikliy. Ekspertai pazymi, kad kai kurie rodikliai (pvz., konferencijy orga-
nizavimas ar dalyvavimas redakcinése kolegijose) neatskleidzia nei socialinio, nei ekonominio poveikio, o veikiau yra
susije su mokslo kokybe, reputacija ar tarptautiSkumu. Todél siiloma perklasifikuoti tokius rodiklius ir priskirti juos,
pvz., MTEP kokybés kriterijui.

Tokia pat pastaba buvo pateikta ir eksperty, kurie vertino VV PEV:

S_1 eksperty komisijos ataskaita: In the assessment the impact aspect refers to impact beyond the
academic community, but experts were to take into account information on academic impact as well (sci-
entific events, participation in editorial boards and in research associations). This should be reconsidered.

Poveikio apibrézimo svarba buvo minima tiek eksperty, kurie teike jZvalgas PEV 2025 m. perziuroje, tiek
Socialiniy ir Humanitariniy moksly komisijy ataskaity ,,Findings® dalyse, tiek pac¢iy VV grjZtamojo rysSio ap-
klausoje vienas i$ sitlymy buvo: ,Reikéty aiSkiau apibréZti poveikio sgvoka ir su tuo susijusius duomenis. Ne
iki galo aisSkds skirtumai tarp 6.2; 6.3; 6.6 punktuose teikiamy duomeny.“
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Eksperty sialymai dél MTEP veiklos socialinio ir ekonominio poveikio vertinimo

Moksliniy tyrimy poveikio vertinimas pripazjstamas kaip neatsiejama Siuolaikiniy tyrimy vertinimo sis-
temy dalis. Vis deélto dél skirtingy poveikio sampraty, moksliniy discipliny jvairovés, nacionaliniy politikos
prioritety ir instituciniy vertinimo tiksly susiformavo jvairios MTEP poveikio vertinimo tradicijos, kurios skiriasi
tiek taikomais metodais, tiek vertinimo akcentais.

Jungtine Karalyste (REF) remiasi poveikio atvejais (angl. impact case studies) gristu poveikio vertinimu,
kuriame institucijos pateikia atvejy analizes, kaip jy tyrimai turéjo jtakos pamatuojamiems pokyciams visuo-
menéje, kultdroje, ekonomikoje ar politikoje. O Svedijos auk§tojo mokslo agentira (UKA), valstybiné aukstojo
mokslo ir mokslo prieziGros ir kokybés vertinimo institucija, savo iSleistose gairése sililo vertinti ne patj po-
veikj, bet ir universitety pasirengima prisiimti atsakomybe uZ poveikj (UKA, 2021). Vertinimas apima tai, kaip
institucijos savo strategijose numato ir sudaro sglygas mokslo veiklos poveikiui atsirasti, taip pat vertinami
bendradarbiavimo su iSorés partneriais modeliai ir organizaciné parama tokiai veiklai.

Ekspertai, perzitréje Lietuvos 2023 m. PEV metodika ir remdamiesi tarptautiniais vertinimo pavyzdziais,
pasiulé kelias galimas poveikio vertinimo alternatyvas.

Viena i$ siGlomy alternatyvy — stiprinti vertinimo pamatuojamo poveikio dedamaja, daugiau déme-
sio skiriant pasiektiems ir iSmatuojamiems rezultatams. Ekspertai pastebi, kad dabartinis vertinimo modelis
daugiausia fiksuoja veiklas, kurios galety prisidéti prie socialinio poveikio, taciau nepateikia jrodymy apie
ivykusius pokyc¢ius.

Eksperté Eileen Harkin-Jones: ,,Participation in an outreach activity is not a measure of impact.”

Ekspertas Nick Hardiker: ,,The assessment items for economic and social impact appear to be confined al-
most exclusively to pathways to impacti.e. process or input, rather than including as the key component evidence of
tangible benefit i.e. outcome.”

Ekspertas Emanuel Kulczycki: ,In other words, what we receive is a list of scientific publications, consulta-
tions, and conferences. This could be described as evidence of scientific contribution. What is missing? Evidence of
actual societal impact.”

1.1. alternatyva. Socialinj ir ekonominj MTEP veiklos vertinima grjsti iSmatuojamais poveikio jrodymais
(rezultatais)

Rekomenduojama stiprinti socialinio ir ekonominio poveikio vertinimg, sutelkiant démesj ne j vykdytas
veiklas, o j pamatuojamus rezultatus. Siuo metu PEV dauguma pateikiamy duomeny atspindi dalyvavimo, vei-
klos procesus (pvz., dalyvavimag darbo grupése, konsultacijy teikima ar pan.), ta¢iau nepateikia informacijos
apie tai, kokie konkretls pokyciai jvyko dél vykdytos MTEP veiklos. Socialinjir ekonominj poveikj reikia matuoti
aiSkiais, pagrjstais pavyzdziais, kurie rodo, kaip konkreti MTEP veikla sukelé apCiuopiamus pokycCius visuome-
neje (kultdroje), aplinkosaugoje, medicinoje, politikoje ar ekonomikoje, pvz., jkurta jmoné, pokytis politikoje,
rekomendacija jtraukta j vieSosios politikos valdymo dokumentus.

Eksperte Eileen Harkin-Jones: ,However, it is important to consider if the data provided is useful in providing
an actual measure or quantification of the impact of the R&D activities of the institution. For example, a list of science
popularisation activities does not provide evidence of the impact of the activities (which could have been measured,
for example, by positive feedback from attendees at the event). Participation in a research project is not an impact;
itis a pathway to achieving impact. The data under this criterion should present a clear indication of how an impact
has arisen from the R&D activities of the institution (link the impact to the research) and to present a measure of
that impact that is clear and unambiguous [e.g. the research led to the establishment of a spin-out company that
employs 20 researchers and has a turnover of €10m or, the advice (based on the researcher’s R & D work) provided
by a researcher to government has been integrated into a government policy document on education. This policy will
beneficially impact x million children by facilitating free access to digital learning sources.”
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1.2. alternatyva. Poveikio atvejo studijos (angl. impact case studies) poveikiui pagrjsti

Sitloma vertinti socialinj ir ekonominj poveikj remiantis struktiruotomis atvejy analizeémis, kaip Jung-
tineje Karalystés ar Lenkijos mokslinés veiklos vertinimuose. Atvejo studijos leisty institucijoms pademons-
truoti, kaip moksliniai tyrimai lémé iSmatuojamus rezultatus. SiGloma poveikio apra8yma struktlruoti pagal
Siuos pagrindinius aspektus: jgyvendinti veiksmai, kam jie buvo skirti ar naudingi, kokie poky¢iai jvyko ar rezul-
tatai pasiekti. Tokia prieiga leisty institucijoms pristatyti konkrety MTEP veiklos poveikj visuomenei, politikai,
kulttrai ar ekonomikai. Tam batina parengti aiSkias metodines gaires, jskaitant poveikio apibréztis, pagrindi-
nius vertinimo aspektus ir tinkamy jrodymy pavyzdzius.

Ekspertas Nick Hardiker: ,,A shift in emphasis might precipitate a cultural shift in the sector towards verifiable
measurable benefit e.g. policy changes, changes in practice, measurable improvement, stimulation of further re-
search, etc. This would probably need to take the form of a narrative and might be presented as in the UK exercise as
a set of impact case studies that reveal the beneficiaries, the impact of the research on ‘products, processes, behav-
iours, policies, practices, and understanding’, and the avoidance of negative impact. In the UK impact case studies
are guided towards identifying, with supporting independently verifiable evidence, benefits to ‘economy, society,
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culture, public policy and services, health, production, environment, international development and quality of life’.

2 alternatyva. Taikyti miSria ir discipliny jvairovei pritaikyta vertinimo prieiga

Sitaloma iSlaikyti ir stiprinti lanksty, jtrauky ir atsizvelgiantj j mokslo discipliny jvairove poveikio vertini-
mo modelj, kuriame poveikis bty pateikiamas pasitelkiant tiek kiekybinius rodiklius, tiek naratyvinius (koky-
binius) aprasSus. Ekspertai pabreézia, kad vertinant poveikj svarbu neapsiriboti vien apCiuopiamais rezultatais
kaip produktai ar finansiné graza, bet jtraukti ir procesus bei veiklas — visuomenés informavima, saveika su
iSores grupeémis, vieSosios nuomonés formavima ir pan. Tokia prieiga tikrovisSkiau atspindi moksliniy tyrimuy
poveikj, ypa¢ socialiniy ir humanitariniy moksly srityse, kur poveikis daznai blna netiesioginis ir ilgalaikis.
Taip pat siuloma, kad vertinamo poveikio tikslai blGty nustatomi paciy vertinamuyjy vienety pagal jy misijg ir tai,
kokio poveikio i$ jy tikisi konkreti visuomeneés grupé ar sritis.

Eksperté Helena Korpelainen: ,The expectations of the society concerning the contributions of science are
also different for different disciplines. The pointis to assess contributions in areas that the Unit has itself designated
as target areas.”

Ekspertas Michael Ochsner: ,,Especially, societal impact is a complicated matter. Therefore, the ENRESSH
manifesto for societal impact evaluation based on an analysis of 11 European national societal impact evaluation
systems recommends to “cast the net wide”, i.e., allow for many different impacts and therefore indicators; and also
to focus on processes rather than outcomes.”

3 alternatyva. Vertinti institucijy pastangas ir strateginius veiksmus siekiant poveikio

Kadangi socialinis ir ekonominis poveikis gali bati ilgalaikis, kontekstinis ir nevienareik§mis, sitiloma
vertinima nukreipti j tai, kaip institucijos planuoja ir organizuoja savo veiklg siekdamos poveikio. Tai apimty
institucijy strateginius tikslus, bendradarbiavimo su iSorés partneriais modelius, iniciatyvas, kurios skatina
mokslo ir visuomenés sgveika. Toks vertinimo modelis blty lengviau pritaikomas skirtingoms institucijoms ir
suteikty pagrinda tobulinti moksliniy tyrimy pritaikomumo ir poveikio dedamaja. Pavyzdys - Svedijos modelis,
kuris vertina organizacinj pasirengima poveikiui.

Ekspertas Carter Walter Bloch: ,,In myview, the economic and socialimpact of R&D activities should be some-
thing thatis distinct from the quality of R&D activities. It can potentially also cover the economic and social relevance
of the research but should in my view be primarily measured in terms of the UoA’s efforts to achieve economic and
social impact and the results of those efforts.”

Ekspertas Gunnar Sivertsen: ,,Since 2014, the parallel exercise in the UK, the REF, has introduced impact case
studies for output-based expert assessment of societal impact (Norway is an example of a country that has copied
the method). This approach is more structured than in the CEA, but it also demands a longer time perspective and
much more resources to be spent both by the institutions and the panels. On other hand, one gain is that both the
funders and the funded organizations are provided with ‘good stories’ to tell society about the value of science for
society.
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Still, impact case studies represent a conceptual problem that is discussed in this OA chapter: https://
link.springer.com/chapter/10.1007/978-3-031-69580-3_4:

Societal impact of research does not occur primarily as unexpected, extraordinary incidents of par-
ticularly useful breakthroughs in science. Is it more often a result of normal everyday interactions between
organisations that need to create, exchange, and make use of new knowledge to further their goals. This chap-
ter discusses how to assess and improve the cocreation and use of research in normal research-society
relations.

Contrary to the output-oriented approach of the REF, Sweden has recently performed an assessment
how well and to what degree each of its 39 universities are organized to take care of their responsibility for
societal impact:

https://www.uka.se/download/18.288725¢c71931f5e269016/1731499331997/Guidelines%20for%20
thematic%20evaluation%200f%20collaboration.pdf

| advise to study this solution. It is in principle easier to assess what the research organizations do to stimu-
late societal interaction and take care of their specific responsibilities than it is to assess their activities and outputs
in the societal relations. The Swedish solution requires slightly different information from the institutions than the
CEA does. Most important is the self-evaluations of how they organize for societal interaction. The linked document
shows which questions these self-evaluations respond to. The Swedish solution requires evaluation committees
(also with members representing different societal interests in research).”

Taip pat sitloma vertinimo sistemoje numatyti galimybe institucijoms ne tik teikti atskirus rodiklius ar atvejy
analizes, betir pateikti trumpg apmastyma (refleksija) apie tai, kaip jy moksliné strategija ir misija susijusios su rezul-
tatais, kokias poveikio siekimo kryptis jos planuoja ateityje. Siuo metu tokios refleksijos vietos vertinimo dokumen-
tuose neéra, nors ji leisty geriau suprasti institucijy veiklos kryptinguma ir poveikio vizijg.

Ekspertas Stefan Penders: ,,There is no space reserved for a reflection by the UoA on how its’ scientific strate-
gy and mission connect to the achieved results of the past five years. Nor are UoA’s asked to address their broader
impact strategies, now and in the future.”

Duomenys MTEP veiklos socialinio ir ekonominio poveikio vertinimui

Tiek ekspertai, dalyvave PEV proceso ir jgyvendinimo perzilroje, tiek vertinamieji vienetai grjztamojo rysio ap-
klausoje atkreipe déemesj j tai, kad socialinio ir ekonominio poveikio kriterijui priskirty veikly ir rodikliy strukttroje
traksta aiSkumo ir pasitaiko turinio dubliavimosi. Konkretus punktai — 14.1.2 (dalyvavimas darbo grupése, komisijo-
se), 14.1.3 (konsultacijos) ir 14.1.6 (naryste tarptautinése darbo grupése) — apima panasia ekspertine veikla, taciau
ju skirtis lieka neaiski. VV grjztamojo rySio apklausoje pabrézta, kad dabartiné rodikliy struktlra aiSkiai neatskiria na-
cionalinio ir tarptautinio lygmeny ekspertinés patirties, o pati poveikio sgvoka iki galo neapibrézta. Vertinimo nuose-
klumui ir duomeny interpretavimo aiSkumui uZztikrinti silloma perziaréti rodikliy apibréztis, sumazinti persidengima
ir aiSkiau susieti teikiamus duomenis su poveikio samprata.

Eksperté Helena Korpelainen: ,,However, the required data aspects for the economic and social impact are
too numerous, partly redundant[...] and 14.1.2, 14.1.3, 14.1.6 and 14.1.8 are potentially overlapping. [...]

Basically, the data should contain the following elements: what are the main activities related to the valori-
zation, dissemination and communication of research outputs in the Unit? What are the key outcomes of economic
and/or social impact activities in the Unit?“

Vertinamieji vienetai taip pat atkreipé démesj, kad 14.1.8 punktu reikalaujama informacija apie bendradar-
biavimo susitarimus (jskaitant Salis, tiksla, sritj, Saliy jnasus ir rezultaty pasidalijimo bldus) ne visoms mokslo kryp-
tims vienodai aktuali ar lengvai pritaikoma. Todél siiloma taikyti lankstesnj duomeny teikimo principa, kuris leisty
institucijoms Sig informacijg pateikti pagal specifinius jy mokslo srities kontekstus ir praktikas, taip buty iSvengta
perteklinio formalumo, o duomenys baty aktualesni vertinimui.
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Kokiy duomeny truksta MTEP veiklos socialinio ir ekonominio poveikio vertinimui

Duomeny apie inovacijas ir komercinimo veiklas

Ekspertai pazymejo, kad vertinime triksta duomeny apie inovacijy ir komercializavimo veiklas — patentus,
startuolius, sukurtus produktus ar paslaugas, taip pat rezultatus, pritaikomus vieSajame ar privaciame sektoriuose.
Tokia informacija svarbi vertinant MTEP praktinj poveikj.

Ekspertas Carter Walter Bloch: ,Finally, | am missing data on innovation (or R&D) outputs and commerciali-
zation activities. This can include patents and start-up companies. It can also include products or services that were
developed by the UoA (or with significant contribution by the UoA) and should include outputs that can be taken into
use in both the public and private sectors.”

Atgalinio rysio i$ suinteresuotyjy saliy jtraukimas

Pabrézta, kad socialinio ir ekonominio poveikio vertinimas turéty bati papildytas suinteresuotyjy Saliy
jitrauktimi. Neakademiniy partneriy — verslo, politikos formuotojy, pilietinés visuomenés atstovy — dalyvavi-
mas leisty iSsamiau suprasti moksliniy tyrimy poveikj ir visuomenine reik§me. Démesj j §j aspekta atkreipe
ir vienos vertinima atlikusiy komisijy ekspertas, kuris pazymejo, kad vertinimo sistemoje truksta veiksmingy
mechanizmy, kurie juos placiau jtraukty.

Ekspertas Paul Struik: ,When assessing socio-economic impact, how to value the interaction between knowl-
edge institutions and individual researchers on the one hand with stakeholders, such as farmers, processors, es-
pecially in agricultural sciences on the other hand, especially where the number of stakeholders can be very large?
Suggestions to overcome this challenge include in-depth interviews with key-informants who are in close contact
with the stakeholders (such as representatives of farmers’ organisations) and small survey forms evaluating the level
of satisfaction of stakeholders to be filled out during large-scale meetings with stakeholders.”

Ekspertasis vienos i$ eksperty komisijos (MN): ,,The CEA process may lack mechanisms to engage the broader
public in the assessment of research impact. Involving stakeholders outside academia, such as industry represent-
atives, policymakers, and civil society organizations, can provide a more comprehensive understanding of research
impact and societal relevance.”

MTEP veiklos perspektyvumas

Teisinis reglamentavimas

MTEP veiklos perspektyvumas vertinamas vertinamuoju vienetuo lygiu pagal salygas, uztikrinancias auksta
MTEP veiklos lygj artimiausius penkerius metus. Sio kriterijaus svorio koeficientas yra lygus 0,15, skai¢iuojant tiek
VV, tiek institucijos suminius jveréius mokslo srityse. Kaip nurodyta vertinimo Apraso 26 punkte, perspektyvumo ver-
tinimas grindZziamas dviejy kity kriterijy — MTEP veiklos kokybés ir ekonominio bei socialinio poveikio — jverciais ir
pasaulinémis atitinkamos mokslo krypties ar krypcCiy grupés plétros tendencijomis.

Vertinimas atliekamas penkiabaléje skaléje 0,5 balo tikslumu, remiantis institucijos pateiktais duomenimis
apie VV moksliniy tyrimy infrastruktlra ir jos plétra, personalo struktlrg, kaita ir valdyma, strateginius dokumentus
ir MTEP tematikos vystymo planus, jaunesniosios kartos tyrejy rengimo ir jtraukimo priemones, taip pat pateikiama
institucijos veiklos savianalize (SSGG). Baly reikSmes pateiktos 8 lenteléje.
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8 lentelé. Baly reikSmeés

Balas Reiks§me

Puikiai — Vertinamasis vienetas turi potenciala veikti puikiai.
5 Vertinamojo vieneto Zmoniy iStekliai, strategija, veiklos organizavimas ir infrastruktlra artimiausiy 5 mety laikotarpiu,
atsizvelgiant j dabartinius rezultatus, uztikrins salygas puikiems vertinamojo vieneto veiklos rezultatams

Labai gerai — Vertinamasis vienetas turi potenciala veikti labai gerai.
4 Vertinamojo vieneto zmoniy iStekliai, veiklos organizavimas ir infrastruktira artimiausiy 5 mety laikotarpiu, atsizvelgiant
j dabartinius rezultatus, uztikrins salygas labai geriems vertinamojo vieneto veiklos rezultatams.

Gerai — Vertinamasis vienetas turi potenciala veikti gerai.
3 Vertinamojo vieneto Zmoniy iStekliai, veiklos organizavimas ir infrastruktdra artimiausiy 5 mety laikotarpiu, atsizvelgiant
j dabartinius rezultatus, uZtikrins salygas geriems vertinamojo vieneto veiklos rezultatams.

Patenkinamai - Vertinamasis vienetas turi potencialg veikti tik patenkinamai.
2 Vertinamojo vieneto zmoniy iStekliai, veiklos organizavimas ir infrastruktira artimiausiy 5 mety laikotarpiu, atsizvelgiant
i dabartinius rezultatus, leis pasiekti tik patenkinamy vertinamojo vieneto veiklos rezultaty.

Silpnai — Vertinamasis vienetas neturi potencialo veikti bent patenkinamai.
1 Vertinamojo vieneto Zzmoniy iStekliai, veiklos organizavimas irinfrastruktdra artimiausiy 5 mety laikotarpiu, atsizvelgiant
j dabartinius rezultatus, salygos silpnus vertinamojo vieneto veiklos rezultatus.

0 Nevykdoma MTEP veikla

Vertinimui pateikiami duomenys
Institucijos teikia duomenis:
e 25.1. MTEP infrastruktara:

e Infrastrukturos apraSymas, jos naudojimo organizavimas ir planuojamos (pageidaujamos) plétros kryptys
(25.1);

e Prieiga prie kity MTEP infrastruktury (25.1);

e Dalyvavimas nacionalinése ir tarptautinése moksliniy tyrimy infrastrukttrose bei kitose tarptautinése
MTEP organizacijose (25.1).

e 25.2. Zmogiskieji istekliai (personalo struktira ir dinamika):

e Pastaryjy penkeriy mety mokslininky (déstytojy, mokslo darbuotojy), kity tyréjy, doktoranty ir kity darbuo-
tojy skaiciai (25.2.1);

e Darbuotojy pasiskirstymas pagal amziy ir lytj (paskutiniy vertinamojo laikotarpio mety gruodzio 31 d.)
(25.2.2);

e Zmoniy istekliy valdymo principai (25.2.3).
e 25.3. Strateginiai dokumentai ir MTEP plétros planai:

e Vertinamojo vieneto arba institucijos strateginis veiklos planas (25.3);

e Planuojamy plétoti MTEP krypciy aprasymas ir pagrindimas (25.4).
e 25,4, Jaunosios kartos ugdymas:

¢ |nformacija apie naujos tyréjy kartos (doktoranty, jaunyjy tyréjy) rengimo politikg (25.5).
e 25.5. Savianalizé:

e Stiprybiy, silpnybiy, galimybiy ir grésmiy (SSGG) analize (25.6).
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MTEP veiklos perspektyvumo kriterijaus tobulinimo kryptys

Vertindami MTEP veiklos perspektyvumo kriterijy, kai kurie ekspertai pasigedo aiSkesniy gairiy, kas konkreciai
turéty bati vertinama. Nors vertinimo skaléje nurodoma, kad ekspertai turi jvertinti, ar VV turi iStekliy, strategija ir
veiklos organizavimo procesus, leidzianCius ateityje pasiekti puikiy rezultaty, sitiloma §j vertinima grjsti vieneto pa-
Ciy iSsikelty tiksly jvertinimu. Ekspertai rekomenduoja vertinti, ar institucijos resursai atitinka planuojama plétra ir ar
veiklos kultura sudaro prielaidas ilgalaikiams tikslams jgyvendinti. Taip pat pazymeta, kad Siuo metu taikomi rodikliai
yra pernelyg riboti ir neatskleidzia institucijos pazangos strategines, jtraukties principais grindZziamos moksliniy tyri-
muy kultdros link.

Ekspertas Nick Hardiker: ,,The indicators of development potential appear somewhat limited and do not ne-
cessarily measure potential or progression towards an engaged, strategic, thriving, inclusive research culture e.g.
detailing the ongoing investment made in people and infrastructure to support research activity (to aid this in the
UK exercise, guidance points towards the following 4 elements: context, structure, research and impact strategy;
people; income, infrastructure and facilities; and collaboration and contribution to the research base, economy and
society).”

Keli ekspertai iSreiSke susirtipinima, kad MTEP veiklos perspektyvumo kriterijus pernelyg priklauso nuo MTEP
kokybés ir MTEP veiklos socialinio ir ekonominio poveikio kriterijy. Dél tokio persidengimo kyla rizika, kad S$is kriteri-
jus praras savo strategine, j ateitj orientuotg funkcija ir yra pakartotinis jau vertinty duomeny nagrinéjimas su papil-
domomis prognozemis, o tai kelia abejoniy dél vertinimo objektyvumo.

Ekspertas Carter Walter Bloch: ,,For the three criteria, there appears already to be a tendency to use some
indicators for all three criteria. For example, strong research performance appears to enhance scores forimpact and
potential. Based on this, | would argue against using all available data to assess each individual criterion. Compar-
tmentalizing the data helps to make the assessment of each criterion distinct from the others.”

Ekspertas Gunnar Sivertsen: ,,[An. development potential] ...appear as extra assessments of what is already
assessed by Tables 1 [An. Quality] and 2 [An.Social Impact] by adding a guessing about five-year prospects. | see
this as a fundamental problem. The solution is open for a practice where the panels first turn a critical assessment
into low scores and then increase them to ensure funding stability. What will be expressed then is still a summative
assessment but made in two rounds assessing exactly the same documentation with two different results.”

Rekomendacija, kaip patobulinti MTEP veiklos perspektyvumo vertinima, kad jis tapty formuojamuoju
vertinimu (angl. formative evaluation), orientuotu j mokymasi ir tobulinimasi

Siekiant, kad MTEP veiklos perspektyvumo vertinimas buaty ne tik balais iSreiSkiamas rezultatas, bet ir priemo-
né instituciniam mokymuisi bei strateginiam tobuléjimui, sililoma perzitréti vertinimo paskirtj, metodika ir sgsajas
su finansavimu. Vertinimas turéty skatinti atvirg refleksija, j ateitj orientuotg planavimg ir konstruktyvy vertinimo
komisijos ir institucijy dialogg. Tam uztikrinti Gunnar Sivertsen rekomenduoja:

e MTEP perspektyvumo kriterijaus nenaudoti finansavimui — atskyrus §j kriterijy nuo tiesioginiy finansiniy pase-
kmiy, baty skatinamas atviras, j ateitj orientuotas saves vertinimas ir dialogas.

e SSGG analizé bty pagrindinis dokumentas, pagal kurj bty vertinamas Sis kriterijus, o kita informacija baty
kontekstiné.

e Dialogo tarp eksperty komisijos ir VV uztikrinimas — tarp vertinimo komisijos ir institucijy turéty vykti dialogas,
paremtas institucijy pateikta medziaga, o komisijos savo galutinéje ataskaitoje turéty privalomai atsakyti j
iSkeltus klausimus, kurie véliau galety buti naudojami institucijy strateginiam vystymui.

e Eksperty komisijos sudétis — renkant vertinimo komisijy narius, be aktyvaus mokslinio darbo patirties, svarbu
atsizvelgti ir j patirtj vadovaujant moksliniy tyrimy institucijoms bei j tarptautine patirtj teikiant strategines
konsultacijas. Toks derinys uztikrinty tiek akademine kompetencija, tiek gebéjima vertinti institucine strategija
platesniame kontekste.
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Duomenys MTEP veiklos perspektyvumo vertinimui

Tobulintinos sritys teikiant duomenis MTEP veiklos perspektyvumo vertinimui

Eksperty jvardyti trakstami elementai
vertinant perspektyvuma

Eksperty pastabos (pasiulymai)

Pateikti informacija pries vertinima apie
VV organizacine struktdrg ir veiklos
valdyma

VV tokig informacija teiké dalimis, daznai teikdavo VV vizity metu. Ekspertas Paul
Struik: ,,Many comments reflected the struggle that review panel members had
in understanding how the different units of assessment were functioning were
organized and were managed.”

Strateginis planas VV lygiu

Siuo metu VV gali pateikti institucijos strateginj plana, jei neturi atskiro dokumento.
Ekspertas Paul Struik: ,Make sure that in the self-evaluation, units of evaluation
reflect on the relation between their own research strategy and the research
strategies of the larger units (departments, faculties, knowledge institutions) they
are part of, in such a way that they can demonstrate the validity of a deviant route
they have chosen.”

Ankstesniy strategijy jgyvendinimo
stebésena

Siuloma vertinti ankstesniy strategijy jgyvendinima ir jy rezultatus.

MTEP infrastrukttra

Socialiniy moksly S_1 ataskaitoje eksperty komisija rekomenduoja persvarstyti,
moksliniy tyrimy infrastruktiros samprata ir jtraukti informacija apie dalyvavima
moksliniy tyrimy tinkluose (pvz., jsitraukimas j moksliniy tyrimy konsorciumus,
universitety aljansus ar kitas tarptautines bendradarbiavimo iniciatyvas), kuris
prisideda prie VV tarptautiSkumo tiksly.

Interestingly, Units interpreted R&D ,,infrastructure” in very different ways. In most
cases, information was provided on library facilities and access to databases,
which is of limited interest when assessing specific Units and research fields, as
these facilities are available across the institution and generally are up-to standards
anyway. More relevant is participation in international R&D organisations, but often
this was interpreted as (institutional or individual) memberships of academic
associations in the field and not as the establishment of and participation in
research consortia, university alliances, or similar research cooperation schemes.
The Panel recommends Units to assess how research infrastructure understood
as research network participation can contribute to their (internationalisation)
objectives

Finansavimas (duomenys apie
disponuojamus finansus)

Eksperté Eileen Harkin-Jones: ,,A large research grant does not actually guarantee
that excellent R&D outcomes will result so it’s also possible to argue that R&D
funding should be considered under a ‘Research Environment’ criterion, as in REF,
where it is a measure of system vitality and sustainability.”

Daugiau démesio karjeros plétrai ir
jvairovei

The data has specified the training policy for new researchers but it is just as
important to have a dynamic training programme for existing researchers and staff.

Struktdruoti ir detalizuoti Zmogiskyjy
iStekliy duomenys

Reikia skaidyti duomenis pagal pilietybe (uZsienio, vietiniai) ir jvairove.
Duomenys apie amziy, lytj, sutarties tipg ir pareigas neiSsamus, kad bty galima
tinkamai jvertinti Zmogiskuosius iSteklius.

Atvirojo mokslo praktika institucijoje, VV

Vienas ekspertas siulé jtraukti atvirgjj moksla kaip atskirg subkriterijy su aiskiai
apibreéztais lukesciais ir infrastruktaros rodikliais. Subkriterijus nebutinai turi bati
jvertinamas balu.

45



2023 m. palyginamojo ekspertinio universitety ir moksliniy tyrimy instituty MTEP veiklos vertinimo perzitra

. Ekspertinio vertinimo organizavimas

PEV proceso etapai

Vertinamuyjy vienety sudarymas

Nuo 2022 m. geguzés men. Institucijos teiké informacijg LMT dél sudaryty vertinamuyjy vienety sandaros.

LMT iSanalizavo pateikty vertinimo vienety (VV) informacija ir teiké pritarima arba sitlyma koreguoti (jei institucija sieké
sudaryti VV pasinaudodama iSimtimis). VV sudaromi iki 2022 m. birzelio 30 d.

IS viso sudaryti 85 VV. VV sarasai skelbiami LMT tinklapyje.

Vertinamuyjy vienety sugrupavimas

LMT sugrupavo VV j 13 grupiy.
VV grupes skelbiamos LMT tinklapyije.

Eksperty komisijy atranka ir sudarymas

LMT atrinko uZsienio ekspertus, neturin€ius interesy konflikto su Lietuvos mokslo ir studijy institucijomis, kandidattras VV
grupéms jvertinti.

Institucijos buvo informuojamos apie sudarytas eksperty komisijas ir galéjo informuoti LMT, jei abejojo eksperty
nesaliSkumu.

LMT sudare 13 eksperty komisijy. Komisiju sudetys skelbiamos vieSai LMT tinklapyje.

VV duomeny vertinimui teikimas

Nuo 2022 m. gruodZio iki 2023 m. vasario—kovo meén. Institucijos teiké duomenis vertinimui j informacine sistema
SVieversys“: https://vieversys.Imt.lt/login.

Ekspertinis vertinimas, vizitai j Lietuva

Ekspertai pateiktus duomenis (gautus bent 20 d. d. prie$§ vizitag j Lietuva) vertino individualiai nuotoliu.

Eksperty komisijy vizity Lietuvoje datos skelbiamos LMT tinklapyje.

Individualaus vizito j VV data ir laikas derinti su institucija (ne maziau kaip 1 meén. iki vizito).

Eksperty vizitg sudaré bendri eksperty komisijos nariy posedziai ir jy vizitai j VV.

Ekspertai posedziy mety kolegialiai sutare dél kiekvieno VV jvertinimo baly pagal kriterijus.

Vizity metu eksperty komisija susitiko su VV administracija, tyréjais, doktorantais ir apzitréjo VV infrastrukttra.
Vizito Lietuvoje metu eksperty komisijos aptaria ir teiktinas rekomendacijas kiekvienam VV.

Eksperty komisijy ataskaity rengimas

Uz eksperty komisijos ataskaitos parengima (darby komisijai paskirstyma) atsakingas eksperty komisijos vadovas.

Su parengtais VV jvertinimo pagrindimo projektais supazindinamos Institucijos. Projektams Institucijos gali teikti pastabas
dél, ju nuomone, galimy faktiniy klaidy. IS viso 57 (du trecdaliai) vertinamuyjy vienety pateiké pastabas dél galimai pastebéty
faktiniy klaidy.

Eksperty komisijos, iSnagrinéjusios institucijy pateiktas pastabas (jei tokiy yra), prireikus koregavo ataskaitas ir pateiké
atsakymus j pastabas.

Apeliacijy procedira

Institucijoms pateikti VV jvertinimo rezultatai.

Institucijos, susipazinusios su rezultatais, galéjo teikti argumentuotas apeliacijas del, jy nuomone, galimy faktiniy klaidy ar
vertinimo procedury pazeidimy.

Apeliacijas nagrinéjo Apeliacine komisija, kurig sudaré LMT i§ iSoriniy akademinei bendruomenei atstovaujanciy institucijy
ir SMSM deleguoty nariy. Apeliacinés komisijos narius delegavo LMA, LURK, Lietuvos valstybiniy moksliniy tyrimy instituty
direktoriy konferencija ir SMSM.

Institucijos pateiké 18 apeliacijy. Apeliaciné komisija priémé sprendimus nenagrinéti apeliacijy i§ esmés, kadangi jos
neatitiko Palyginamojo ekspertinio universitety ir moksliniy tyrimy instituty moksliniy tyrimy ir eksperimentinés plétros
vertinimo procedury reglamento 35.1 papunktyje minimy reikalavimy.

Rezultaty skelbimas

Pasibaigus apeliacijy procedurai, LMT tvirtino eksperty komisijy ataskaitas.
Eksperty komisijy ataskaitos ir suvestiniai vertinimo rezultatai skelbiami LMT tinklapyje.
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Analizés uzduotis

PEV organizaciniam procesui jvertinti buvo pasirinkta analizuoti keturias temas, pasitelkiant organizacinius
procesy analizés klausimus. Sios temos apima eksperty atrankos proceso skaidruma ir nesaliskuma, vietiniy ir virtu-
aliy vizity efektyvuma, vertinimo kriterijy taikymo nuosekluma, ataskaity rengimo ir grizZtamojo rySio procesy kokybe.
Kiekviena tema nagrinéjama per konkrecig uzduociy ir klausimy prizme, kad baty identifikuotos stipriosios ir tobu-
lintinos sritys, pateiktos proceso tobulinimo rekomendacijos.

Analizés tema: 2.1. Eksperty atrankos procesas
UzZduotis: perziGreti dabartinj eksperty atrankos procesg pagal skaidrumo ir neSaliSkumo aspektuais.
Analizés klausimai:

1. Ardabartinis eksperty atrankos ir paskyrimo procesas yra pakankamai skaidrus, kad uztikrinty nesaliSku-
ma? Kokie Zingsniai galety sustiprinti skaidruma ir nesaliSkuma eksperty atrankos procese?

2. Ar ekspertai buvo tinkamai atrinkti vertinti paskirtus vienetus? Kaip galety bati pagerintas eksperty atran-
kos procesas, kad geriau derinty ekspertize su vertinimo poreikiais?

Analizés tema: 2.2. Gyvi ir nuotoliniai vizitai

UZduotis: Jvertinti gyvy ir nuotoliniy vizity privalumus bei trikumus.
Analizés klausimai:

1. Kokie yra gyvy ir nuotoliniy vizity privalumai bei trtkumai?

2. Kokig pridetine verte gyvi vizitai suteikia, palyginti su nuotoliniais vizitais?

Analizés tema: 2.3. Vertinimo kriterijai taikymo nuoseklumas

UZduotis: Jvertinti procesa, naudojama nuosekliam vertinimo kriterijy taikymui uZztikrinti tiek atskiry eksperty
komisijy viduje, tiek keliuose komitetuose.

Analizés klausimai:
1. Ar pagal pateikta dokumentacijg uztikrinamas nuoseklus vertinimo kriterijy taikymas?

2. Kokios priemones galéty bati jgyvendintos nuoseklumui sustiprinti?

Analizés tema: 2.4. Ataskaity rengimas ir grjztamojo rysio procesas
UZduotis: |vertinti ataskaity rengimo procesa ir institucinio grjztamojo rysio jtraukima.
Analizés klausimai:

1. Kaip dabartinis ataskaity rengimo procesas yra struktirizuotas, kad uztikrinty auksta kokybe ir patikimu-
ma?

2. Kaip veiksmingai institucinis grjiztamasis rySys integruojamas j ataskaity rengimo procesa ir kokie patobu-
linimai galéty geriau palaikyti Sig integracija?

3. Kokie patobulinimai galéty sustiprinti tiek ataskaity rengimo procesg, tiek galutiniy ataskaity rezultaty ko-
kybe?
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Eksperty atranka

Eksperty atranka

LMT formuoja eksperty komisijas pagal VV grupiy apréptj, mokslo sritis ir kryptis, kuriose reikia jvertinti MTEP
veiklos kokybe. Komisijos sudaromos taip, kad viena eksperty komisija aplankyty VV grupe Lietuvoje per vieng sa-
vaite, ta pati komisija gali vertinti ir kelias VV grupes per kelias savaites. Komisijy sudétis priklauso nuo vertinimo
specifikos: standartine komisijg sudaro ne maziau kaip 6 ekspertai, taCiau iSimties atvejais, kai vertinama ne dau-
giau kaip dvi tos pacios mokslo kryptys, pakanka ne maziau kaip 4 eksperty. 2023 m. vertinime komisijas sudaré
8-20 eksperty. Jie gali priklausyti kelioms skirtingoms komisijoms, kurios sudaromos vadovaujantis Lietuvos mokslo
tarybos eksperty veiklos bendrosiomis taisyklemis.

LMT elektroniniu pastu informuoja institucijas apie eksperty komisijy sudétj, o institucijos turi teise per 5 dar-
bo dienas pateikti pagrjstus prieStaravimus del galimo interesy konflikto ar kity pagrjsty priezasCiy. Su ekspertais pa-
siraSomos autorinés sutartys, o kiekvienas ekspertas turi pateikti interesy konflikto deklaracija; jei ekspertas neati-
tinka Siy reikalavimy, sutartis nepasiraSoma. Komisijy sudétis skelbiama LMT interneto svetainéje pagal vertinamas
VV grupes. Proceso vykdymui uztikrinti numatyta, kad dél nenumatyty aplinkybiy susitikimai gali bati organizuojami
miSriu arba iSimtinai nuotoliniu bldais nepaprastosios padéties ar ekstremaliosios situacijos atvejais, naudojant
elektronines rySio priemones, kuriomis galima identifikuoti ekspertus.

Analize ir rekomendacijos eksperty atrankai

UzZsienio ekspertai analizése nurodé, kad eksperty atranka aiskiai neapibrézta. Siuo metu Reglamentas rei-
kalauja tik to, kad nebdty interesy konflikto. Pagal Reglamentg ekspertai pasiraso deklaracijag, kurioje nurodo ,,ne-
turintys rysSiy su vertinamomis Institucijomis, t. y. ne maziau kaip 5 metus neturéje darbo santykiy su vertinamomis
Institucijomis ir bendry moksliniy publikacijy su vertinamuyjy Institucijy tyréjais“. TaCiau atrenkant ekspertus nerei-
kalaujama, kad jie buty aktyviai jsitrauke ] MTEP veiklg, dalyvauty kituose vertinimuose ar turéty kitos aktualios pa-
tirties.

LMT MoVDAS skyriaus organizuotoje grjztamojo rySio apklausoje su teiginiu: ,Vertinamieji vienetai buvo pa-
kankamai jtraukti j eksperty komisijos nariy atranka, uztikrinant neSaliSkuma vertinamuju vienety atzvilgiu“ sutiko
arba visiSkai sutiko 23 iS 75 VV. Nors dauguma VV nevertino proceso negatyviai, Sie rezultatai iliustruoja, kad VV no-
réty aktyviau jsitrauktij eksperty atrankos procesg arba eksperty atrankos procesas galimai buvo neaiskus vertinimo
dalyviams.

Visiskai sutinkame
Sutinkame

MNei sutinkame, nei nesutinkame

Nesutinkame
Visigkai nesutinkame

Negalime e

Duomeny $altinis: VV griztamojo rysio apklausos duomenys, 2023 m.

4 pav. Apklausoje dalyvavusiy vertinamuyjy vienety teiginio ,Vertinamieji vienetai buvo pakankamai
jtraukti j eksperty komisijos nariy atranka, uZtikrinant neSaliSkuma vertinamuyjy vienety atzvilgiu“
Jjvertinimo pasiskirstymas
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Vertinamieji vienetai buvo pakankamai jtraukti j eksperty komisijos nariy atranka, uztikrinant neSaliSkuma ver-
tinamujy vienety atzvilgiu.

Eksperty atrankos kriterijai

Kadangi ekspertinis vertinimas paremtas eksperty kompetencija jvertinti VV mokslo kokybe, poveikj, poten-
ciala ir teikti rekomendacijas, ekspertai siulo jtraukti j eksperty atranka kriterijus, kurie uztikrinty reikalingas kompe-
tencijas ir pagerinty vertinimo skaidruma ir patikimuma. Emanuel Kulczycki sitlo:

Introduce a requirement for the recency of academic expertise, such as requiring experts to have active pub-
lications in the relevant research field within the last five years.

Define what constitutes ,relevant experience” by specifying whether it includes previous participation in eval-
uation panels, experience in research management, or involvement in science policy.

Enhance the involvement of assessed units in the expert selection process, allowing them not only to raise
conflict-of-interest concerns but also to identify potential gaps in expertise within the panel composition.

Ekspertas Gunnar Sivertsen sillo Siuos kriterijus kaip galimus eksperty atrankai: ,,For experience from institu-
tional leadership in research performing organizations, and, in addition, experience from providing strategic advice
at the international level.”

PEV eksperty grjiztamojo rysio apklausoje pora eksperty kritikavo komisijos vadovo vadovavima ir netinkama
diskusijy moderavima. Atsizvelgdami j tai ir analizuodami vertinima ekspertai sitlo aiSkiau apibrézti komisijy vadovy
atrankos kriterijus. Helena Korpelainen sitlo specifiSkai apibrézti kriterijus, kurie taikomi komisijy vadovy pozicijai ir
taip patjuos skelbti viesai.

Itis not fully clear how Chairs are selected and whether there is a procedure to ensure that they have sufficient
expertise to lead panels. Experience, leadership qualities, activity and responsiveness are especially impor-
tant for the Chair, who is in a way in charge of the assessment and report preparation. The criteria used for
selecting Panel Chairs should be made public.

Nyderlandy pavyzdys

Nyderlandy SEP (Strategy Evaluation Protocol) nustatomi reikalavimai ne atskiriems nariams, o visam komi-
tetui bendrai. Valdyba paskiria neSaliSka eksperty vertinimo komitetg, kurio nariai kartu turi bati pajegus: ,,Assessing
the research quality and societal relevance of the unit’s research and the viability of the unit in its current interna-
tional context, taking into account the Dutch research environment as well as the unit’s Open Science policy, PhD
Policy and Training, Academic Culture and Human Resources Policy.“ Komitetas turi bati tinkamai jvairus ir, kai tik
imanoma, tarptautinés sudéties. Jvairi komiteto sudeétis turéty buti suprantama placigja prasme, daugiausia déme-
sio skiriant atitinkamoms jvairoves dimensijoms kaip lytis, kultdring, nacionaliné ir disciplinine kilme ir kt. Tarp komi-
teto nariy yra bentvienas doktorantas ir vienas ankstyvosios (vidutinés) karjeros tyréjas. Komitetas taip pat gali turéti
neakademinj eksperta. Komitetas privalo turéti pirmininka®.

Latvijos pavyzdys

Latvijos ekspertinj vertinimag apraSanCiame Reglamente pateikiamos Sios reikalingos uzsienio eksperto kom-
petencijos:

»7.1.adoctoral degree;

7.2. international experience in the evaluation of research and development systems or scientific institutions
which has been obtained in different countries;

8 Dutch Strategy Evaluation Protocol https://www.universiteitenvannederland.nl/files/publications/SEP_2021-2027.pdf
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7.3. scientific work experience of at least 10 years and published original scientific articles in scientific jour-
nals or collected articles reviewed and included in Web of Science or SCOPUS databases the citation index of which
reaches at least the average index in the field (not applicable to a national economy expert);

7.4. does not represent the scientific institution and there are no circumstances in his or her activities that
would give rise to a conflict of interests, including that do not cause and will not cause personal or materialinterest“’.

Siuloma jvesti eksperty arba (ir) komisijos vadovy atrankos kriterijus. Pvz., aktyvios publikacijos per pastaruo-
sius 5 metus, dalyvavimas vertinimo komisijose, patirtis mokslo vadyboje ir kt.

Skirtingy kompetencijy jtraukimas

Ekspertas iS Nyderlandy mokslo tarybos Stefan Penders sitlo remtis Nyderlandy vertinimo pavyzdziu ir jtrauk-
ti bent vieng specifine kompetencija turintj eksperta j vertinimo komisija: ,,By way of comparison: in the Dutch SEP, it
is mandatory that the committee members not only have relevant experience in the assessment criteria, but also in
one or more key domains such as Open Science, PhD Policy and Training, Academic Culture and Human Resource
Policy.”

Situloma jtraukti ekspertus, turinCius specifiniy kompetencijy. Pvz., kaip Nyderlandy SEP atvirasis mokslas,
doktoranttros politika.

Eksperty atrankos procesas

Kadangi vertinimo procesas priklauso nuo atrinkty eksperty kompetencijos, sitiloma atlikti trumpus interviu
su pasirinktais ekspertais arba bent su komisijy vadovais jy patikimumui uZztikrinti.

»The credibility of the entire process very much depends on the expertise and independence of the members
of the review panels and their chairpersons. Usually, this selection is done with great care, but a proper review
of candidate members is required, for example by reviewing their network. A short online interview might be
part of the selection process®. Paul C. Struik

Siuloma atlikti interviu su galimais ekspertais arba bent komisijy vadovais pries jtraukiant j vertinimo procesa.

Eksperty atrankos kriterijy vieSinimas

Paskutinio PEV metu vienintelé informacija, skelbiama apie ekspertus, buvo jy vardas, pavarde, Salis ir institu-
cija. Vertinimo skaidrumui ir patikimumui uztikrinti, jei baty priimtas sitlymas papildyti eksperty atrankos kriterijus,
eksperté Helena Korpelainen sitlo vieSai skelbti eksperty atitiktj atrankos kriterijams, pateikiant trumpy santrauky
forma.

7 RegulationsforLatvianinternational evaluation of scientific institutions activity https://likumi.lv/ta/en/en/id/301995-pro-
cedures-for-organising-theinternational-evaluation-of-scientific-institution-activity
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PavyzdZiui Latvijos vertinime yra vieSai prieinami atrankos kriterijai (jie aptarti Eksperty atrankos dalyje) ir pa-
teikiamos komisijy vadovy kompetencijy santraukos. Pavyzdys i§ metodologijg aprasancio dokumento, kurj parenge

Technopolis:®

5 pav. Pavyzdys, kaip pateikiama informacija apie Latvijos vertinime samdomus ekspertus

Institution

Expertise and experience

University of
Helsinki, Finland

Professor Gyllenberg is a Professor of Mathematics in the Department
of Mathematics and Statistics at the University of Helsinki in Finland nad
Permanent Secretary of the Finnish Society of Sciences and Letters. Working
i the field of Biomathematics his research spans mathematics and biology.
He chaired the Natural Science and Mathematics Panel of the 2013
Research Assessment Exercise in Latvia.

Performed Evaluation of Research and Education of the Faculty of
Mathematics and Natural Sciences at the Abo Akademy University, Turku,
Finland.

He is a key player in the European research community: he is Chairman of
the European Science Foundation‘s Standing Committee for Physical and
Engineering Sciences and has been member of the ERC‘s Mathematics
Evaluation Panel.

President of the Finnish Mathematical Society, member of the prize jury
for the Science Competition VIKSU 2001-2003, member of the Committee
on Applied Mathematics of the European Mathematical Society. Published
more than 230 papers and three books, h-index 33.

Panel name Expert
Professor
Natural Science | Mats
Gylienberg
Medicine and Professor
. Roland
Health Science
Pochet

Université Libre
de Bruxelles,
Belgium

Professor Pochet is a Professor in history and cell biology in the Faculty
of medicine at the Université Libre de Bruxelles in Belgium and Secretary
General of the Belgian Brain Council and Founder and Treasurer of the
European Calcium Society, conducting research in the field of cell biology,
neurosciences and diseases of the brain.

He chaired the life Science and medicine Panel of the 2013 Research
Assessment Exercise in Latvia and medicine Panel of the 2014 Research
Assessment Exercise in Czech Republic. Was panel member in research
assessment exercise in Lithuania in 2015.

Was the elected chair of the Biomedicine Domain of the intergovernemental
organisation COST and co-chair of the Life Sciences panel of the Portuguese
Science and Technology Foundation (FCT)

Duomeny $altinis: Latvijos vertinimo metodologijos apZvalga®

Sitloma vieSai skelbti eksperty (komisijos vadovy) atitiktj atrankos kriterijams.

VV jtraukimas j eksperty atranka

Ekspertas Michael Ochsner argumentuoja, kad neéra budo, kuris visiSkai uZztikrinty eksperty nesaliSkuma,
ypac tarpdisciplininiu atzvilgiu:

Itis difficult to see how impartiality can be achieved in research evaluation without explosive costs that would
not make sense for the expected gains. Impartial evaluation goes well beyond having no conflicts of interest in
the sense of having published with persons under evaluation. It would mean that each discipline and speciali-
sation is having their expert, and each methodological and theoretical approach within the subdisciplines are
covered. This is basically impossible...

8 Latvijos vertinimo metodologija — https://www.izm.gov.lv/lv/media/5119/download

° Ibid.

51



2023 m. palyginamojo ekspertinio universitety ir moksliniy tyrimy instituty MTEP veiklos vertinimo perzitra

Todél ekspertas siulo suteikti VV teise teikti pastabas ar apeliacijas ne tik dél galimo interesy konflikto, bet ir
tais atvejais, kai abejojama eksperty kompetencija jy atstovaujamai disciplinai vertinti.

Taip pat sitiloma pailginti Siuo metu taikoma 5 dieny laikotarpj eksperty sudéciai perziaréti ir galimiems inte-
resy konfliktams nustatyti, toks terminas laikomas per trumpu iSsamiam vertinimui atlikti.

Siuloma labiau jtraukti VV j eksperty atrankos procesa:
e Leisti VV teikti pastabas ne tik del interesy konflikty, bet ir del eksperty kompetencijos vertinti jy disciplina.

¢ Pailginti Siuo metu taikoma 5 dieny laikotarpj eksperty sudeciai perziuréti.

Interesy konflikto apibrézimas

Pasak eksperty, interesy konflikto apibréZzimas Siuo metu yra per siauras ir palieka spragy galimiems Salis-
kumo atvejams. Siuo metu jis apibréziamas kaip ,,neturintys rysiy su vertinamomis Institucijomis, t. y. ne maziau
kaip 5 metus neturéje darbo santykiy su vertinamomis Institucijomis ir bendry moksliniy publikacijy su vertinamujy
Institucijy tyréjais.”

Sialoma perziareti Sj apibrézima ir jj iSplesti. Be buvusiy darbo santykiy ir bendraautorystés, rekomenduojama
jtraukti ir kitus galimus rySius, kurie gali kelti SaliSkumo rizikg — bendrus projektus, naryste tuose paciuose komitetuo-
se, verslo interesus ir artimus asmeninius santykius (pvz., Seimos nariai).

Sialoma iSplésti interesy konflikto apibrézima, jtraukiant bendrus projektus, naryste komitetuose, verslo inte-
resus, asmeninius santykius.

Eksperty jvairovés uztikrinimas

Ekspertai atkreipe demesj j esama eksperty komisijy sudeties disbalansg — dauguma eksperty yra vyrai
(76 proc. vyry ir 24 proc. motery) ir kile i§ Europos, tai gali lemti vertinimy SaliSkuma. Objektyvesniems ir jvairiapusis-
kesniems vertinimams uztikrinti siiloma parengti ir oficialiai patvirtinti eksperty komisijy sudéties gaires, numatant
aiSkius tikslus dél ly¢iy balanso ir geografinés jvairovés.

Ekspertas Stefan Penders pateikia pavyzdj - Nyderlandy mokslo taryba taiko principa, kad vertinimo komi-
sijose buty bent 45 proc. motery. Tokios aiskios ir vieSai komunikuojamos gairés padéty formuoti subalansuotas
eksperty komisijas, o vertinimai bty patikimesni.

Sitloma uztikrinti eksperty jvairove formalizuojant kiekvienos komisijos sudétj arba teikiant rekomendacijas
kito vertinimo eksperty atrankai. Sitilomi jvairovés didinimo buadai:

e UZtikrinti lyCiy balansa. Pvz., ne maziau kaip 45 proc. motery.
e Plésti geografing jvairove, jtraukiant ne tik Europos Saliy ekspertus.

e Jtraukti skirtingy karjeros (ne vien veliausiy) pakopy tyréjus.

Papildomi eksperty atrankos budai

Ekspertai sitilo, kad atrenkant ekspertus vertinimui bty pasitelkiamos ne tik Lietuvos mokslo tarybos duo-
meny bazes, bet ir tarptautinés eksperty paiesSkos platformos ESF, COST ar ORCID. Kaip teigia ekspertas Laurens
Katgerman, Siose bazése pateikiama platesné ir nuolat atnaujinama informacija apie eksperty veikla, jskaitant jy
atliktas moksliniy straipsniy recenzijas, kurios yra svarbios vertinant mokslinés produkcijos kokybe.

Siuloma reglamentuoti kity eksperty ieSkojimo iStekliy naudojima ir jtraukti kitus potencialius budus ieSkoti
eksperty vertinimui.
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Vizitai j vertinamuosius vienetus

Vizity reglamentavimas

Remiantis Reglamentu, vizity organizavimas vyksta keliais etapais. Sudarius VV grupes, LMT parengia savaitinj
vizity tvarkarastj, kuris derinamas su institucijomis ir turi bti paskelbtas ne véliau kaip likus menesiui iki pirmojo
eksperty vizito j institucija, taip suteikiant pakankamai laiko pasiruosti. Vizitus j VV organizuoja LMT, uztikrindama,
kad kiekviename vizite dalyvauty ne maziau kaip trys ekspertai. Vizity metu ekspertus butinai lydi koordinatorius ar
kitas LMT paskirtas asmuo. Jei dél nepaprastosios padéties, ekstremaliosios situacijos ar kity nuo LMT nepriklau-
sanciy aplinkybiy fizinis vizitas tampa nejmanomas, susitikimai gali bti organizuojami nuotoliniu bldu, naudojant
elektronines rySio priemones, o institucija pristato moksliniy tyrimy infrastruktiirg vaizdine medziaga. Vizito trukmé
paprastai — trys valandos, taciau gali bati koreguojama pagal VV apréptj ir mokslo krypc€iy skaiciy, o sprendima dél
trukmés priima vizito eksperty grupés vadovas.

Esminés vizito eigos nuostatos
Sios vizito gairés organizavimui pateikiamos vertinamajam vienetui ir pridétos 1 priede.

e Vizito metu ekspertai susitinka su vertinamojo vieneto administracija, tyréjais ir doktorantais ir susipazjsta su
vertinamojo vieneto moksliniy tyrimy infrastruktura.

¢ Vienas vertinamojo vieneto darbuotojas (grupés atstovas) dalyvauja tik viename susitikime su ekspertais.
e Vizito ] VV metu pokalbiams vadovauja eksperty komisijos vadovo paskirtas vizito eksperty grupés vadovas.

e Jei del nepaprastosios padeties, ekstremaliosios situacijos ar kity nuo LMT nepriklausanciy aplinkybiy eks-
perty vizitai draudziami arba nerekomenduojami, susitikimai gali bati organizuojami elektroniniu badu. Insti-
tucija su moksliniy tyrimy infrastruktdra supazindina pateikdama vaizdine medZiaga.

Vizito trukmé ir eiga

Paprastai vizito trukmé yra 3 valandos. Trukmé gali bGti koreguojama pagal VV apréptj, mokslo sri€iy ir mokslo
krypciy skaiciy.

Sitloma standartinio vizito struktura:

e 30 min. susitikimas su vertinamojo vieneto administracija (pristatymui skiriama iki 10 min., kitas laikas — klau-
simams ir atsakymams).

e 30 min. susitikimas su vertinamojo vieneto tyréjais (pridedama papildomai iki 10 min. kiekvienai papildomai
mokslo krypciai, kurios MTEP veiklos kokybe reikia jvertinti atskirai; maksimali trukmé — 1 val.).

e 30 min. susitikimas su vertinamojo vieneto doktorantais (pridedama papildomai iki 5 min. kiekvienai papildo-
mai mokslo kryp¢iai, kurios MTEP veiklos kokybe reikia jvertinti atskirai; maksimali trukme — 45 min.).

e Moksliniy tyrimy infrastruktiiros apziara gali trukti nuo 30 min. iki 1 val.
Jei, vertinamojo vieneto atstovy nuomone, reikalingas kitoks apzitros laiko intervalas, praSoma susisiekti su
LMT MoVDAS darbuotojais. Pagal galimybes bus atsiZvelgta j individualius poreikius.

Rekomendacijos ir siulymai vizito organizavimui

e Pageidautina, kad ekspertai turéty privacia erdve darbiniam aptarimui po vizito ir tarp interviu su vertinamojo
vieneto grupémis.

e Jeidélnenumatyty ir nuo LMT nepriklausian€iy aplinkybiy kai kurie ekspertai negaléty dalyvauti gyvai, butina
pasirtpinti, kad susitikimas vykty hibridiniu bldu. Apie tai institucija turi bati informuota kuo anksciau.
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Grjztamasis rysys apie vizitus
Vertinamuyjy vienety atsiliepimai

Vertinamieji vienetai pozityviai vertina vizitus. Tik 6 iS 75 sutinka arba visiSkai sutinka su teiginiu, kad Siam
vertinimui vizitai nebatini. Su Siuo teiginiu nesutinka arba visiSkai nesutinka 56 VV.

VisiZkai sutinkame

Sutinkame
Negalime jvertinti

Duomeny $altinis: VV griztamojo rysio apklausos duomenys, 2023 m.

Nei sutinkame, nei nesutinkame

6 pav. Apklausoje dalyvavusiy vertinamuyjy vienety teiginio ,,Tokio tipo vertinimui eksperty vizitai j
vertinamajj vieneta néra batini“ jvertinimo pasiskirstymas

Rasytiniuose atsakymuose figiiravo du esminiai komentarai. 1) skirti daugiau laiko vizitui, ypa¢ susitikimui su
administracija (Siuo metu skiriama 30 min.); ir 2) tai, kad ekspertai nesusipaZine su Lietuvos mokslo situacija. Dalis
kai kuriy susitikimy laiko buvo skiriama ne VV aptarti, o Lietuvos mokslo sistemai pristatyti, tai ne visiSkai saZininga
VV, kurie vertinami pirmieji.

Taip pat sulaukta keliy komentary apie tai, kad buvo véluojama j vizito pradzig, dél to kai kurie VV, suprantama,
buvo nepatenkinti. TaCiau su teiginiu ,vizitai buvo organizuoti sklandziai“ nesutiko tik 2 i$ 75 VV.

Vertinusiy eksperty grjiztamasis rysys

Nemazai eksperty, griztamojo rySio formoje paklausti apie didZiausias PEV stiprybes, jvardijo gyvus vizitus ir
vizitg j Lietuva. Jie nurodé svarbg aplankyti VV ir taip pat laika, skirtg susipazinti su kitais komisijy nariais, kelti klau-
simus gyvai LMT darbuotojams apie Lietuvos konteksta. Paklausti apie didziausias vizity silpnybes, ekspertai minéjo
laiko trukuma interakcijoms vizito metu. Kai kurie noréjo daugiau laiko kalbétis su administracija ir vyresniaisiais
tyréjais. Kiti siulé neformalaus bendravimo arba individualiy interviu su doktorantais ar jaunaisiais tyréjais galimybe.
Taip pat ekspertai i§ SH komisijy, kuriy tvarkara$tis buvo intensyvesnis, minéjo laiko trikuma tarp vizity ir per inten-
syvy tvarkara$tj.

Eksperty analizé dél vizity organizavimo
Ar iSlaikyti gyvus vizitus?

Ekspertams buvo uzduoti Sie klausimai: kokie yra gyvy ir virtualiy vizity privalumai ir trtkumai? Kokig pridétine
verte gyvi vizitai suteikia, palyginti su virtualiais? Dauguma eksperty siulo iSlaikyti gyvus vizitus kaip pagrindinj vertini-
mo metoda, nes gaunama iSsamesnes ir kontekstualesnés informacijos apie mokslo aplinka. Kaip pabrezia eksper-
tai, kontaktiniai vizitai sukuria gilesnj tarpasmeninj ry§j, kuris stiprina vertintojy ir vertinamuyjy pasitikéjima, suteikia
galimybe tiesiogiai apzitreti laboratorijas ir moksliniy tyrimy infrastrukttirg. Kitas gyvy vizity privalumas — galimybe
eksperty komisijai natdraliai formuoti komandine dinamika ir dalytis spontaniSkomis jzvalgomis, kurios, kaip pastebi
ekspertas Stefan Penders, bitinos objektyviam ir saZziningam vertinimui, bet sunkiai pasiekiamos vien tik virtualiuo-
se susitikimuose, kaip pastebi Stefan Penders: ,,What is underestimated, perhaps, is the potential importance of an
on-site visit for the expert panel itself. Good group dynamics are essential to a fair assessment procedure®. Pasak
daugumos eksperty, nuotoliniai vizitai turéty toliau bati tik atsarginé priemoné.
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Pailginti vizitams skirta laika

Tam, kad gyvy vizity metu buty surinkta iSsami ir objektyvi informacija apie institucijos moksliniy tyrimy aplin-
ka, tiek kritiski, tiek palaikantys §j vertinimo metoda ekspertai vieningai pritaria ilgesnei vizity trukmei. Siuo metu
vizitai trunka apie tris valandas, tiek, daugelio eksperty nuomone, nepakanka, kad komisija jsigilinty j institucija ir
palyginty su pateiktais dokumentiniais duomenimis. Eileen Harkin Jones, JK eksperté, kritiSkai vertinanti gyvy vizity
nauda, pazymi: ,This is a very short period (as noted by some of the experts in their feedback) and it is highly deba-
table that any real benefit arises from it“. O dauguma palaikanciy vizitus eksperty pabreézia, kad ilgesnis vizito laikas
leisty visaverciai iSnaudoti jy potencialg ir uztikrinty objektyvesnj, prasmingesnj vertinima. Todel rekomenduojama
pailginti vizity trukme ir perziGréti jy organizavima. Be to, ilgesnis vizito laikas subalansuoty didelius organizacinius
kastus ir baty efektyviau panaudoti investuoti resursai.

Siuloma pailginti vizitams skirta laika, kad buty maksimaliai iShaudota gyvuy vizity nauda, kompensuojanti
eksperty kelionés ir apgyvendinimo logistinius kastus.

Skirti laiko laisvai sgveikai

Siuloma suteikti daugiau laiko prasmingai saveikai vizity metu, ypac€ uztikrinant, kad eksperty komisija laisvai
bendrauty su doktorantais ir tyréjais nedalyvaujant vadovams ar vadybos komandos nariams. Rekomenduojama
skirti bent 2 valandas laisvai kiekvieno vertinimo vieneto saveikai, kad ekspertai geriau suprasty moksliniy tyrimy
aplinka ir organizacine kultlra. Kitas panasus sitlymas yra sukurti galimybe ekspertams vertinimo metu atlikti indivi-
dualius interviu su doktorantais ir tyréjais.

Vienas i$ galimy sprendimuy, teikiamy paciy vertintojy iniciatyva, galéty bati tiesioginis dialogas su doktoran-
tais. Vertinimo vienete — VDU Informatikos ir gamtos moksly fakultete — buvo vertinamos jvairios mokslo kryptys:
NO001 Matematika, NOO4 Biochemija, NOO9 Informatika, NO10 Biologija, NO11 Biofizika ir NO12 Ekologija ir aplinkoty-
ra. Atvyke ekspertai pastebéjo, kad su doktorantais bendrauti buvo sudétinga deél skirtingy mokslo krypciy, ypac tarp
matematikos ir informatikos bei gyvybés moksly sri¢iy (biochemijos, biologijos, biofizikos, ekologijos ir aplinkoty-
ros). Todél ekspertai pasidlé susiskirstyti j mazesnes grupes pagal mokslo kryptis. Toks suskirstymas ir pokalbiai prie
vieno stalo sumazino formaly atstuma tarp eksperty ir doktoranty (dazniausiai per vizitus ekspertai sédi vienoje stalo
puseje, o vertinamo vieneto atstovai — auditorijos ar ,,studenty“ pozicijoje). Taigi pasiskirs€ius j mazesnes grupes
sukurtas ne toks formalus vertintojy ir vertinamuyjy santykis, be to, susikoncentruota j kryp&iy ypatumus.

Ekspertai, atlike vertinima grjztamojo rySio apklausoje ir analize, sillo j vizity gaires jtraukti rekomendacijg su-
daryti individualiy ir neformaliy pokalbiy galimybes. Gairése buty naudinga numatyti, esant poreikiui, pasiskirstyti j
mazesnes temines grupes arba rengti individualius pokalbius, kad buaty uztikrinti konstruktyvus dialogas ir efektyvus
vertinimas.

Siuloma suteikti daugiau ne tokios formalios sgveikos ir prasmingesnio bendravimo galimybiy:

e Gairese numatyti rekomendacija, esant poreikiui, pasiskirstyti j mazesnes temines grupes arba rengti indivi-
dualius pokalbius, taip uztikrinant konstruktyvy dialoga ir efektyvy vertinima.

e Skirti laiko laisvai eksperty ir doktoranty saveikai be vadovy ar administracijos atstovy (pvz., 2 valandas).

Vizity pridétiné verté

Vienas i$ pasillymy, pateikty Jungtinés Karalystés eksperty, kurie kritikavo gyvus vizitus, — atlikti analize, ar
reikSmingai skiriasi vertinimai po vizity. Kaip teigia Nick Hardiker, ,,Conduct an analysis that goes beyond the feed-
back from units of the added value provided by the site visits e.g. review final reports for evidence of findings from the
visits or compare initial pre-visit scores with final post-visit scores to determine any positive or negative movement.
Take a balance approach to costs and benefits.”

Palyginus jvercius, skirtus per pirmajj komisijos posedj prie$ vizitus j institucijas, ir galutinius jvercius po vizity,
paaiskejo, kad 42 proc. galutiniy jverciy skyrési nuo pirminiy: 44 proc. MTEP veiklos kokybés, 35 proc. ekonominio ir
socialinio poveikio ir 44 proc. perspektyvumo jverciy buvo pakeisti po vizity.
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Pirminiai ir galutiniai jvertinimai reikSmingai skyresi tarp skirtingy eksperty komisijy: pavyzdziui, T komisija
pakeité 16 proc. savo pradiniy jverciy, o H1 komisija — 61 proc. Jverciy skirtumo procentiné iSraiSka pagal komisijas
pateikta Zemiau esanc¢iame grafike:

Kokia dalis pirminiy jverciy pasikeite povizito j VV
70.00%
60.00%
50.00%
40.00%
30.00%
20.00%
10.00% I I
0.00%
SH MM AT NT1 MNT2Z NT3

Duomeny Saltinis: ,Vieversio“ sistemoje uzregistruoti pirminiai ir galutiniai jverciai

7 pav. Pirminiy vertinimo jverciy pasikeitimas po vizito procentine iSraisSka

9 lentelé. Jverciy pokyCiy duomenys. Skaicius jvercCiy kategorijoje (komisijoje), pasikeitusiy jverCiy skaicius ir
pasikeitusiy jveréiy procentiné iSraiSka

Jvertis kategorijoje Visi jverciai Pasikeite jverciai zar‘::;er:::‘lnsgéi‘rlaei;él(i:
Visi jverciai 362 152 42 %
MTEP kokybé 192 85 44 %
Poveikis 85 30 35%
Perspektyvumas 85 37 44 %
Komisija Visi jverdiai Pasikeite jverciai ';?:;';e;::‘nse“f;:::k':
H1 26 16 61%
H2 33 20 61%
S1 26 6 23%
S2 34 14 41 %
S3 37 21 57 %
SH 26 12 46 %
MN 36 13 36 %
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Komisija Visi jveriai Pasikeite jver&iai ';f::;er::'::fs"r’;r:k':
AT 21 7 33%
N 33 19 58 %
NT4 17 6 35%
NT2 27 8 30%
NT3 21 6 28%
T 25 4 16 %

Duomeny Saltinis: ,Vieversio“ sistemoje uzregistruoti pirminiai ir galutiniai jverciai

Dazniausiai jverciai keitési teigiamai. Po vizity 114 jverc¢iy buvo didesni, 39 — sumazinti.

Pakeisty jvercéiy skaicius pagal jverc¢io skirtuma
250
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50 37
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Duomeny $altinis: ,Vieversio“ sistemoje uzregistruoti pirminiai ir galutiniai jverciai

8 pav. Pirminiy jverciy pakeitimo iSraiSka

Jverciai keisti dél keliy priezasc€iy. Viena i$ jy — galimybeé vizito metu gauti papildomos informacijos i$ pristaty-
my, kuriuos jprastai paruoSia VV administracija. Taip suteikiama daugiau konteksto pateiktiems duomenims. Naujos
informacijos gaunama i$ pokalbiy ir klausimy, uzduodamy VV administracijai, tyréjams, doktorantams ir kitiems VV
darbuotojams apziurint infrastruktdra.

Kita svarbi priezastis — galimybé per savaite, leidZiama Lietuvoje, kartu su kitais ekspertais aptarti vertinimus
ir skirti daugiau laiko jverCiams permastyti. Dél to net ir eksperty savo srityse skiriami jvercCiai gali bati palyginami ir
kei¢iami pagal jverCius, skiriamus jy nevertinamiems vienetams, kuriy situacija jie gali geriau suprasti kartu dalyvau-
dami vizituose.

Ar atsisakyti gyvy vizity

Trys gyvus vizitus kritikuojantys ekspertai iS Jungtinés Karalystes, kur gyvi vizitai néra nacionalinés vertinimo
sistemos (REF) dalis, atkreipia demes;j j kelis reikSmingus jy trikumus. Jie pabrézia, kad vertinimas gali bati veiksmin-
gas ir be gyvy vizity, todél batina jvertinti tokiy vizity pridétine verte.

Ekspertai kelia klausimy dél vertinimo objektyvumo, teigdami, kad gyvi vizitai gali paskatinti SaliSkuma, kai
sprendimai grindziami institucijos turto, prestiZzo ar asmeninio jspudZzio pagrindu, o ne faktiniais moksliniais laimeji-
mais. Taip pat iSrySkinama rizika, kad kontaktiniy susitikimy metu gali atsirasti vadinamasis special pleading — ban-
dymas paveikti vertintojus, tai virtualiuose, ypac jraSomuose, vizituose bty maziau tikétina. Vizity naudai pagrjsti
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siuloma atlikti analize, kuri parodyty, ar ir kaip jie turéjo jtakos galutiniams vertinimo rezultatams. TacCiau Sie eksper-
tai nepasiule, kaip tiksliai turety keistis vertinimo sistema, jei baty atsisakoma vizity i$ viso. Organizuotame susitiki-
me su analizes teikusiais ekspertais buvo keltas klausimas, kaip turety keistis sistema, jei blty atsisakyta vizity. Trys
Jungtinés Karalystés ekspertai nuosekliai argumentavo, kad gyvi vizitai nebGtini, bet alternatyvy nepateike.

Skirtingi sitlymai vertinimo vizitams
1. ISlaikyti gyvus vizitus vietoje prioritetine forma dél jy teikiamos papildomos vertés vertinimo procesui,

1.1. Pailginti vizitams skirta laika, kad buty maksimaliai iSnaudota gyvy vizity nauda ir kompensuoti eks-
perty kelionés ir apgyvendinimo logistiniai kastai.

1.2. Gairése numatyti galimybe, esant poreikiui, pasiskirstyti j mazesnes temines grupes arba rengti indivi-
dualius pokalbius, konstruktyviam dialogui ir efektyviam vertinimui uztikrinti.

1.3. Skirti laiko laisvai eksperty ir doktoranty saveikai nedalyvaujant vadovams ar vadybos komandos at-
stovams (pvz., 2 valandas) arba suteikti individualiy interviu galimybes.

1.4. Nuosekliau informuoti ekspertus apie Lietuvos mokslo sistema, uztikrinti, kad vizity metu (ypac pirmy
komisijos vizity metu) baty diskutuojama apie VV veikla, o ne apie sistemos ypatumus.

2. Gyvus vizitus pakeisti virtualiais ir nuspresti, ar tokiy poky€iy atveju keisti vertinimg, nes sumazéja laiko
eksperty tarpusavio saveikai ir papildoma nasta, uzdéta VV savo infrastruktdrai pristatyti.

3. Atsisakytivizity ir svarstyti, kaip vertinimas turéty buti pakeistas, kad buty kompensuotas jy trikumas (ko-
kie ir kaip duomenys turéty bati teikiami ir perziarimi, kaip, pavyzdziui, vizity neturiniame REF kiekvienas
teikiamas straipsnis perzitrimas ir jvertinamas ir teikiamos naratyvu grjstos poveikio atvejo studijos).

Kriterijy taikymo nuoseklumas

Kriterijy taikymas

Vertinimo pradZioje ekspertams pateikiama ekspertinio vertinimo atmintiné'® ir Lietuvos mokslo ir studijy sis-
temos apzvalga. Atmintinéje nurodoma vertinimo strukttra, kriterijy paaiSkinimai, vertinimo objektai, institucijy sg-
raSas, eksperty vaidmenys, vertinimo etapai ir pateiktiny rezultaty formos. Apzvalga pateikia bendra konteksta apie
Lietuvos mokslo ir studijy sistema ir prieinama visoms eksperty komisijoms.

Remdamiesi Siais dokumentais, ekspertai atlieka individualius jiems priskirty vertinamuyjy vienety vertinimus.
Kiekvienas VV vertinamas pagal tris kriterijus: MTEP veiklos kokybe, ekonominj ir socialinj poveikj ir veiklos perspek-
tyvuma. IndividualUs vertinimai pateikiami sistemos ,Vieversys“ vertinimo formose su balais ir pagrindimais. Prie$
vizita j Lietuvag koordinatorius parengia individualiy vertinimy suvestine, su kuria supazindinami visi komisijos nariai.

Atvyke j Lietuva ekspertai dalyvauja pirmame bendrame posedyje, kurio metu aptariami pirminiai jverciai. Po
Sio susitikimo vyksta vizitai j vertinamuosius vienetus, kuriy metu renkama papildoma informacija. Po vizity eksperty
komisija susitinka antrame posédyje, kuriame priimami galutiniai jverciai.

' Nuoroda j atmintine, parengta 2023 m. palyginamajam ekspertiniam vertinimui https://Imt.lrv.lt/public/canoni-
cal/1696845646/128/
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Internetiniy seminary serija

Eksperty analizé parodé, kad nors PEV metu buvo surengtas vienas pristatymuy susitikimas, jo nepakanka
ekspertams efektyviai pasirengti. Lenkijos vertinimo sistemos patirtis rodo, kad keliy internetiniy seminary organi-
zavimas padeda ekspertams susipazinti su sistemos specifika, su kiekvienos mokslo krypties ekspertais atliekami
du-trys seminarai. Pirmas seminaras supazindina ekspertus su vertinimo reglamentavimu ir praktine informacija, o
antras skirtas diskusijai, atsakyti j eksperty klausimus. ISkilus poreikiui organizuojami papildomi susitikimai sudétin-
giems atvejams aptarti. Interaktyvas mokymo renginiai suteikia galimybe ekspertams uzduoti klausimus, iSsiaiskinti
neaiSkumus ir aptarti realius atvejus, tai uztikrina, kad vertinimo kriterijus vienodai supras visi ekspertai.

2023 m. vertinime buvo atvejy, kuomet del skirtingy mokslo sriciy (krypciy), sujungty j viena VV, nebuvo gali-
mybeés sudaryti komisijy, kurios vertinty visas vienos mokslo krypties grupes. Pavyzdziui, vertinamasis vienetas VMU
Informatics and Natural Sciences buvo sudarytas i§ mokslo kryp€iy: N 001 Matematika; N 004 Biochemija; N 009 In-
formatika; N 010 Biologija; N 011 Biofizika; N 012 Ekologija ir aplinkotyra. Kadangi daugelis vertinamy mokslo krypc&iy
buvo susijusios su N komisijai priskirtomis mokslo kryptimis, vienetas buvo N komisijoje. ] komisija buvo paskirtas
ekspertas, kuris galéjo jvertinti Matematikos ir Informatikos kryptis Siame VV, tacCiau Sis ekspertas nebuvo supazin-
dintas su kitais Sias sritis vertinanciais ekspertais ar duomenimis apie VV vykdanciais MTEP veikla Siose kryptyse.

Remiantis Lenkijos pavyzdZiu bty galima atlikti papildomus nuotolinius seminarus ekspertams, kurie vertina
vieng kryptj ar kryptis, kurios néra vienoje komisijoje, ir taip uztikrinti vienoda kriterijy taikyma.

Sidloma jdiegti internetiniy seminary serijg ekspertams supazindinti su vertinimo sistema ir kartu specifi-
niams atvejams aptarti.

Reguliariy tarpkomisiniy susitikimy organizavimas

Ekspertai identifikavo problema — tikrinimo pratimy trakuma skirtingose vertinimo komisijose. Jungtinés Ka-
ralystés REF modelis, kuriame pagrindinés komisijos uztikrina nuosekluma tarp discipliny ir koordinuoja vertinimo
procesa, gali buti sekmingai pritaikytas PEV sistemoje. Reguliariuose tarpkomisiniai susitikimai leisty atlikti kalibra-
vimo pratimus vertinimo pradzioje, uztikrinty nuosekluma vertinimo metu ir suderinty galutiniy vertinimy balus pro-
ceso pabaigoje. Tai spresty komisijy tarpusavio nuoseklumo problemg ir visuose vertinimo vienetuose buty taikomi
vienodi kriterijai.

Siuloma organizuoti tarpkomisinius susitikimus, kad vienodi kriterijai buty taikomi vertinimo pradzioje, vidu-
ryje ir pabaigoje.

Vertinimo komisijy skai¢iaus mazinimas

Laurens Kargerman pateiké konkrety sitlyma, kuris palengvinty jgyvendinima, — mazinti vertinimo komisijy
skaiciy, pavyzdziui, iki SeSiy (po viena kiekvienai pagrindinei mokslo sriciai), tai uztikrinty patogesnj tarpusavio tikri-
nima.

Tokia struktira atitikty pagrindiniy mokslo sri€iy padalijima ir nebtty per didelés fragmentacijos.

Siuloma mazinti vertinimo komisijy skaic€iy iki 6, po viena kiekvienai pagrindinei mokslo sriciai, del patogesnio
tarpusavio tikrinimo.

MazZzumos nuomoniy jtraukimas j ataskaitas

Ekspertai pastebéjo, kad mazumos nuomonés nedokumentuojamos galutinése ataskaitose, nors tokia proce-
ddra yra numatyta. Kaip pazymejo ekspertas Michael Ochsner: ,What is important is that minority opinion is respec-
ted, and the procedure foresees that such minority opinions be documented. However, | have not come across such
a minority statement in the reports — | might have missed them, but | think they should be clearly pointed out. | doubt
that they did not appear, no panel | have participated in was unanimously for the conclusions.”

Pagal Reglamento 60 punkta: ,VV vertinimo jverciai, dél kuriy eksperty komisija susitaria, yra jraSomi j VV gru-
pes VV jvertinimo baly suvestine (Reglamento 6 priedas). Jei eksperty komisijos narys turi atskirgja nuomone del VV
jvertinimo, jo argumentai bus pateikiami vertinimo ataskaitoje prie VV vertinimo iSvady.”
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Reglamente apraSytas atskiry nuomoniy teikimas, sistema ,Vieversys“ buvo pritaikyta skirtingoms nuomo-
néms dokumentuoti, bet i procedira nebuvo né karto panaudota 2023 m. PEV. Si procediira taip pat apradyta ben-
droje Atmintinéje'" ekspertams, taciau nejtraukta j jvadinio pristatymo skaidres ir j ataskaitos ruosimo atmintine.

Sitloma ekspertus supazindinti su atskiry nuomoniy teikimu skirtingose proceso stadijose.
Grjztamasis rysys ir eksperty komisijy ataskaitos

Grjztamojo rysio ir ataskaitos rengimas

Uz galutinés vertinimo ataskaitos rengima atsakingas eksperty komisijos vadovas, kuris koordinuoja darby
paskirstyma komisijos nariams. Kiekvienas ekspertas, remdamasis savo ir kolegy vertinimais, vizity informacija ir
komisijos sutartais jverciais, parengia argumentuotg VV jvertinimo pagrindima su rekomendacijomis.

Parengtas vertinimo ataskaitos projektas teikiamas eksperty komisijos nariams ir koordinatoriui. Jei reikia,
LMT gali prasyti projekta patikslinti ar papildyti, o eksperty komisijos vadovas gali inicijuoti papildoma nuotolinj po-
sedj. LMT supazindina institucijg su VV jvertinimo pagrindimu, per 3 darbo dienas institucija gali pateikti pastabas
del faktiniy klaidy. Eksperty komisija j jas reaguoja, prireikus koreguoja vertinimo pagrindima ir parengia atsakyma,
kuris pateikiamas kartu su galutiniais VV jvertinimo rezultatais. Galutine ataskaita laikoma patvirtinta, kai visi komi-
sijos nariai rastu jai pritaria.

Grjztamojo rySio procese institucijos turi galimybe reaguotij VV jvertinima dviem etapais. Pirmiausia pateikda-
mos pastabas dél faktiniy klaidy paskelbus vertinimo pagrindimag. Véliau, jei institucija mano, kad vertinimo pagrin-
dime padaryta faktiniy klaidy ar paZeistos proceduros, ji per 5 darbo dienas nuo rezultaty gavimo gali teikti argumen-
tuotg apeliacijg. Apeliacijas nagrinéja LMT sudaryta Apeliaciné komisija. Patvirtinus klaidy ar pazeidimy fakta, gali
bati perzitrimi vertinimo rezultatai arba kartojamas vertinimas. Apeliacijos paprastai turi bati iSnagrinéjamos per 20
darbo dieny, o sprendimai institucijoms pateikiami per 3 darbo dienas nuo jy priemimo.

Institucijy atsiliepimy ir apeliacijy laikotarpio ilginimas

Ekspertai pastebéjo, kad dabar nustatyto 3-5 darbo dieny termino nepakanka kruopsc¢iai perzitréti institucijy
ataskaitoms, kurios paveiks jy veiklg ateinancius penkerius metus. Ekspertas Stefan Penders pazymejo: ,,Three wor-
king days is, however, a very short time for an institution to draft a response to a report that will considerably impact
their continued existence.“ Kadangi ataskaita svarbi institucijos ateiciai, batinas ilgesnis laikotarpis, kad institucijos
tinkamai jvertinty vertinimus ir parengty motyvuotus atsiliepimus ar apeliacijas.

Siuo metu pagal Reglamento 64 punktg ,Institucija ne véliau kaip per 3 darbo dienas nuo VV jvertinimo pa-
grindimo paskelbimo gali teikti pastabas deél pastebety faktiniy klaidy.“ Pagal Reglamento 69 punkta: ,Institucijos
turi teise pateikti Tarybai argumentuotg apeliacijg del VV jvertinimo pagrindime galimai padaryty faktiniy klaidy ir (ar)
vertinimo procedury pazeidimo, galéjusio turéti jtakos vertinamojo vieneto jvertinimo pagrindimui, ne véliau kaip per
5 darbo dienas nuo Institucijos VV jvertinimo rezultaty iSsiuntimo dienos.”

Sialoma ilginti institucijy atsiliepimuy ir apeliacijy pateikimo laikotarpj nuo 3-5 iki 10 darbo dieny.

Pastaby teikimo etapas

Dabartinis pastaby teikimo procesas orientuotas tik j faktiniy klaidy taisyma, bet nesuteikia galimybés insti-
tucijoms i$ esmés aptarti vertinimy interpretacijas ar pateikti papildoma konteksta. Analizave ekspertai, remdamiesi
griztamuoju rysiu, teigia, kad Sis etapas galety buti pagerintas:

»From UoA feedback it appears that only 30% of respondents agreed or strongly agreed that the panel took
into account the provided comments and only 28% agreed or strongly agreed that the panel had provided

" Nuoroda j atmintine, parengta 2023 m. palyginamajam ekspertiniam vertinimui https://Imt.lrv.lt/public/canoni-
cal/1696845646/128/
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clear responses to the submitted comments. These are quite low scores and would indicate that institutional
feedback is not being effectively considered by panels®, - Eileen Harkin-Jones

»Furthermore, there seems to be some disagreement among the UoAs in how seriously such objections are
taken, see CEA Presentation 20240116, slide 29. Some of this is perhaps understandable (few institutions will
happily take criticism), but it suggests that expert panels can do more to persuasively argue against the sup-
posed errors brought up by the UoAs“, — Stefan Penders.

Pasak eksperto Emanuel Kulczycki,

»While this process is effective in preventing errors and maintaining credibility, it remains largely focused on
factual accuracy rather than substantive dialogue. Institutions do not have the opportunity to challenge inter-
pretations or provide additional context that might affect the assessment’s nuance.In practice, this means
that while the reports are factually correct, they might not always fully capture the complexities of a given
institution’s research environment.

To improve this aspect of the process, the scope of institutional feedback could be expanded to allow
institutions to comment not just on factual discrepancies but also on how their research activities and
impact have been characterized. A structured feedback system, where institutions can briefly elaborate on
aspects they believe require reconsideration, could enrich the final report.”

Pagal Reglamento 65 punkta ,,eksperty komisija, jvertinusi Institucijos pateiktas pastabas dél pastebéty fak-
tiniy klaidy, jei reikia, tikslina savo anksc€iau parengta VV jvertinimo pagrindima ir dél savo sprendimo Institucijai
parengia atsakyma, kuris bus pateikiamas Institucijai drauge su VV jvertinimo rezultatais.”

Grjztamojo rySio apklausoje mazuma VV sutiko su teiginiu ,,Eksperty komisija atsizvelge j pateiktas pastabas ir
patikslino vertinimo pagrindimus®, tai rodo, kad vertintojy ir vertinamuyjy dialogas galéty buti patobulintas.

Visiskai sutinkame

Sutinkame

Nei sutinkame, nei nesutinkame

Nesutinkame

Visigkai nesutinkame

Duomeny $altinis: VV grjiztamojo rysio apklausos duomenys, 2023 m.

9 pav. Apklausoje dalyvavusiy vertinamuyjy vienety teiginio ,,Eksperty komisija atsiZvelgeé j pateiktas
pastabas ir patikslino vertinimo pagrindimus® jvertinimas

Vertinima analizaves Michael Ochsner taip pat rekomenduoja iSplésti §j etapa j platesnj vertinusiyjy ir verti-
nanciyjy dialoga: ,,Let the UoA react to the report and the panel respond, beyond factual error correction and appeal,
but rather as an exchange and with the goal of increasing the value for the UoA.*

ISpléstas institucijy grjZtamojo rySio procesas:
e komentuoty faktinius neatitikimus ir charakterizuoty moksline veiklg;
e pateikty papildoma konteksta, kuris gali paveikti vertinimo niuansus;
e sudaryty galimybes institucijy ir eksperty dialogui.

Siuloma plésti pastaby teikimo etapa, kurio metu institucijos ne tik taisyty faktines klaidas, bet ir aptarty ver-
tinimus su ekspertais.
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Papildomy istekliy skyrimas ataskaity kokybés kontrolei

Eksperty analize atskleide kokybés kontrolés problema — 37 proc. (28 i§ 75) vertinimo vienety komentavo fak-
tines klaidas savo ataskaitose. Tai rodo poreikj papildomai ataskaity kokybés kontrolei pries$ iSsiunciant jas institu-
cijoms. Be to, ekspertai pastebéjo neatitikimus tarp suteikty baly ir jy aprasymuy, kai kuriais atvejais naratyvas buvo
daug kritiSkesnis nei jvertis ir atvirkS¢iai. Sitiloma aktyviai jtraukti visus komisijos narius j redagavima ir perziQra ir
skirti papildomy iStekliy kokybés kontrolei.

Reglamente taip apraSomas ataskaitos ruoSimo procesas:

»61. UZ vertinimo ataskaitos parengima atsakingas eksperty komisijos vadovas. Rengiant vertinimo ataskaita
jis koordinuoja eksperty komisijos nariy darba ir jy kravj. Vertinimo ataskaitg sudaro: jvadiné informacija, VV jverti-
nimo rezultatai (jvertinimo pagrindimas ir jverciai) bei rekomendacijos dél VV veiklos testinumo ir (ar) pagerinimo.

62. Ekspertas, remdamasis savo ir kity eksperty uzpildytomis VV individualaus ekspertinio vertinimo formo-
mis, kity eksperty pateiktais pastebéjimais apie VV MTEP veikla, vizity j VV metu surinkta informacija bei antrojo ben-
dro posédzio Lietuvoje metu eksperty komisijos sutartais VV jvertinimo jverciais, parengia VV jvertinimo pagrindima
surekomendacijomis delVV veiklos testinumo ir (ar) pagerinimo, uzpildydamas Reglamento 7 priede pateiktg forma.
VV vertinimo pagrindimas turi bati argumentuotas, pagrjstas vertinimui pateiktos informacijos duomenimis, vizito
metu surinkta informacija, eksperty komisijos praSymu Tarybos pateikta informacija. Uzpildytas formas ekspertai
pateikia eksperty komisijos vadovui ir Koordinatoriui.

63. Pradinj vertinimo ataskaitos projektg eksperty komisijos vadovas turi pateikti eksperty komisijos nariams
ir Koordinatoriui. Taryba gali prasyti eksperty komisijos vadovo patikslinti ir (ar) papildyti parengtg pirminj vertinimo
ataskaitos projekta. Esant poreikiui eksperty komisijos vadovas gali organizuoti nuotolinj eksperty komisijos posed;
VV jvertinimo pagrindimui, jverCiams bei rekomendacijoms aptarti ir (ar) pataisyti.“

Sidloma skirti papildomy istekliy ataskaity kokybés kontrolei pries iSsiunciant jas vertinimo vienetams.

Rekomendacijy konstruktyvumas

Ekspertai kritikavo, kad dabartinés rekomendacijos daugiausia orientuotos j vertinimo vienety trikumus, daz-
nai nepateikia konkreciy pasitlymy, kaip situacijg pagerinti, ir apsiriboja tuo, kas turéty bati pasiekta. Ataskaito-
se buvo rekomenduojama daugiau publikuoti aukS¢iausiuose tarptautiniuose Zurnaluose ir dalyvauti tarptautinése
konferencijose.

»Provide additional guidance to experts to ensure that recommendations take precedence and are actiona-
ble, guiding units towards ,how‘ in addition to ,what". If one of the goals of the national exercise is to elevate
the quality and impact of research nationally, then a mechanism should be put in place to determine common
areas for improvement, to share good practice, and for units to learn from each other®, — Nick Hardiker.

»The feedback of the panel for the UoA should largely focus on recommendations. E.g. what actions are re-
quired to be done to convert a 4 rating into a 5 rating; what are key issues for the next years; how to ensure
continuity of research and funding. This requires a good strategic plan with measurable deliverables and mile-
stones. In summary less emphasis on shortcomings of the UoA, but recommendations on how to improve
performance in years to come*, — Laurens Katgerman.

Sitloma nurodyti eksperty atmintinéje, ataskaitos ruoSimo gairése ir kituose dokumentuose, kad rekomenda-
cijos baty konstruktyvios, kaip VV turéty pasiekti auksta jvertinima.
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Rekomendacijy atsisakymas

Ekspertai iSreiSké abejoniy dél to, ar vertinimo ekspertai turéty sitlyti rekomendacijas. Ekspertas David Swe-
eney, remdamasis Jungtinés Karalystés REF patirtimi, pastebéjo:

»The exercise (referring to REF in the UK) is not intended to suggest research directions. The Lithuania process
is much more ambitious and poses consideration over whether the choice of experts can result in proposals
for research directions that they favour. With a relatively small number of experts for each discipline there it
may be that deciding on ‘global trends in their respective research fields and peculiarities to the Lithuanian
research system within the next five years)’ is down to a handful of people®.

Nedaug kiekvienos srities eksperty reiskia, kad specifinés rekomendacijos gali bati netikslios, SaliSkos ir Za-
lingos.

Sitloma atsizvelgti j eksperty komentarus ir svarstyti, ar reikéty atsisakyti rekomendacijy.

. Sisteminiai sitlymai 2028 m. PEV modeliui

Vertinimo tiksly perzidra

Ekspertai atkreipé démes;j j tai, kad dabartinis PEV siekia vienu metu jgyvendinti kelis ambicingus tikslus, ku-
riems pasiekti reikéty skirtingy vertinimo metody. Ekspertas Michael Ochsner pazyméjo: ,,The very goal of the eva-
luation exercise is much too broad and far-reaching. An evaluation can never give general information of the state of
research of a country... be informative to attribute funding and to serve as an accreditation exercise for PhD programs
(and even more) at the same time.“

MOSTA (dabar STRATA), kuri organizavo 2018 m. PEV, savo ataskaitoje uzdavinj apibrézti vertinimo tikslg iSsky-
ré 2019 m. kaip vienag i$ svarbiausiy trijy darby ruoSiantis kitam vertinimui:

»Reikéty atkreipti démesj, jog toliau svarstant apie kiekviena i$ vertinimo elementy (VV sudarymas, kriterijai
ir pateikiami duomenys, vizitai j institucijas, eksperty atranka) ir priimant sprendimus del jy koregavimo, pir-
miausia turi bati nuspresta koks bus vertinimo tikslas ir kur jis bus panaudotas - ar jis skirtas tik paskirstyti
bazinj finansavima institucijoms, ar bus jtraukti ir kiti tikslai, pavyzdZiui, stebeti institucijy pazanga, sudaryti
institucijy reitingg, padéti institucijoms jvardyti ne tik probleminius dalykus, bet ir pateikti specifines reko-
mendacijas, kaip tobulinti savo veiklg, naudojamas priimant sprendimus dél doktoranttros viety skyrimo ar
kitais tikslais. Vertinimo tikslo (-y) ir panaudojimo budy jvardinimas padés iSspresti problemines Reglamento
vietas“'2,

Siuloma perzilréti, ar vertinimo uzdaviniai néra pernelyg platus ir skirtingi, kad bty pasiekti vieno vertinimo
metu, ir galimai atsisakyti tam tikry tiksly arba apibrézti esminj vertinimo tiksla.

Studijy programy ir doktorantiros vykdymo sgsaja su MTEP veiklos kokybés vertinimo rezultatais

2028 m. ekspertinio vertinimo rezultatai nulems studijy programy vykdymo galimybes Lietuvos universitetuo-
se. 2022 m. birzelio 30 d. priimtas Mokslo ir studijy jstatymo (MS]) 52 str. pakeitimas reglamentuoja aukstyjy mokykly
moksliniy tyrimy ir eksperimentinés pléetros kokybés reikalavimus. Pagal Sias nuostatas pirmosios pakopos univer-
sitetinés studijos turi buti ,,grindZiamos ne Zzemesnio kaip patenkinamo lygio tam tikros (tam tikry) mokslo (meno)
krypties (kryp¢iy) moksliniais tyrimais ir eksperimentine plétra“'s. Tai reiskia, kad universitetai, kuriuose atitinkamos
mokslo krypties vertinimas nepasieks bent 2 baly i$ galimy 5 baly (patenkinamo lygio), negalés toliau vykdyti baka-
lauro studijy programy susijusiose studijy kryptyse. O antrosios pakopos studijoms keliami aukstesni reikalavimai —

2 https://strata.gov.lt/Tarptautinio-MTEP-bendradarbiavimo-zemelapis/priedai/1.3.Palyginamojo-ekspertinio-MTEP-vei-
klos-vertinimo-metodikos-keitimu-siulymai2019.pdf

3 https://e-seimasx.lrs.lt/portal/legalAct/lt/TAD/TAIS.343430/NSranrPJTk?jfwid=mw3a6vvi6
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tiek kolegiju, tiek universitety magistro studijos privalo buti ,,grindZziamos ne Zemesnio kaip gero lygio tam tikros (tam
tikry) mokslo (meno) krypties (krypc€iy) moksliniais tyrimais®, tai reiSkia ne mazesnio kaip 3 baly reikalavima.

AukscCiausiam studijy lygmeniui — treCiosios pakopos studijoms (doktoranturai) — reikia ,,ne Zemesnio kaip la-
bai gero lygio tam tikros mokslo (meno) krypties moksliniy tyrimy ir eksperimentinés pletros®, t. y. ne maziau kaip
4 baly jvertinimo. Moksliniai tyrimai vertinami pagal penkiy baly skale kas penkerius metus.

|statymas numato iSimtis situacijoms, kai ,néra né vienos aukstosios mokyklos, kurioje jvertintos mokslo
(meno) krypties moksliniai tyrimai ir eksperimentiné plétra ir (arba) meno veikla atitikty Sio straipsnio 5 ir 8 dalyse nu-
statytus reikalavimus®. Tokiais atvejais Svietimo, mokslo ir sporto ministras gali ,,nustatyti vienoje ar keliose mokslo
ir studijy institucijose tos mokslo (meno) krypties moksliniy tyrimy ir eksperimentinés plétros ir (arba) meno veiklos
stiprinimo priemones*“ ir leisti laikinai testi studijas pagal specialigsias sutartis. TaCiau jeigu po sutarties pabaigos
»atlikus pakartotinj mokslo (meno) krypties moksliniy tyrimy ir eksperimentinés plétros ir (arba) meno veiklos verti-
nima paaiskeja, kad aukstosios mokyklos moksliniy tyrimy ir eksperimentinés plétros ir (arba) meno veikla neatitinka
Sio straipsnio 5 ir 8 dalyse nustatyty reikalavimy, aukstoji mokykla nebegali vykdyti studenty priémimo j aukstaja
mokykla studijuoti pagal tos krypties ir pakopos studijy programa*.

Svarbu paminéti, kad Siuo metu teise akredituoti studijas Lietuvoje turi dvi institucijos, priklausomai nuo stu-
dijy pakopos. Pirmoji ir antroji studijy pakopos akredituojamos Studijy kokybés vertinimo centro (SKVC), o treciosios
pakopos — doktoranturos — vertinima atlieka LMT. Ekspertinio vertinimo rezultaty siejimas su studijomis kelia klausi-
my dél suderinamumo su jau egzistuojanciais ir taikomais vertinimo modeliais.

Studijy programy ir doktoranttros teisiy apribojimy prognozés pagal 2023 m. PEV rezultatus

Remiantis 2023 m. PEV rezultatais galima modeliuoti, kiek studijy programy galéty neatitikti 2029 m. slenks-
tinio jvercCio reikalavimo. Jstatymo pakeitimas palieka neaiSkumo, ar uztenkama, kad studijas grjsty tik uztenkamo
lygio mokslo kryptys ir studijos baty grindziamos viena pakankamo lygio mokslo kryptimi, kol likusios galéty bati
Zemesnio lygio.

Pirmosios pakopos studijos interpretuojant MS) pozityviau VV atzvilgiu neturéty bati paveiktos. Taciau, jei MS])
bty interpretuojamas griez€iau, VU Reabilitacijos, Slaugos ir akuSerijos programos neatitikty slenkstinio reikalavi-
mo, nes mokslo kryptys Slauga, Farmacija gavo Zemag MTEP veiklos jvertinima, nors studijos siejamos su labai gero
lygio Medicinos mokslo kryptimi.

10 pav. Studijy ir mokslo krypcCiy sasajos su jverciais

Mokslo MTEP
Institucijos SKP (nuo Programuy Mokslo kryptis Pozymis- .
. - . kokybes Pakopa
santrumpa 2017 m) sk. metai (iS sgsajy mk;mkg . .
- jvertis
sgraso)
5 2023-2024 | S'2uga, mkg 1 Pirmosios pakopos studijos
S Farmacija
Reabilitacija
Medicina mk 4
VU
. 1 2023-2024 | S'auga, mkg 1 Pirmosios pakopos studijos
Slauga ir Farmacija
akusSerija
Medicina mk 4

Duomeny $altinis: Svietimo valdymo informaciné sistema ir 2023 m. PEV duomenys modeliavimui

Antrosios pakopos studijose, jei ekspertinio vertinimo rezultatai nesikeisty ir uztekty studijas grjsti viena uz-
tenkama kryptimi, baty panaikinta 14 studijy programy. ProblematiSkiausia baty antrosios pakopos Vadybos progra-
moms — naikinamos 6 studijy programos. GrieZtesniu jstatymo interpretavimu 25 antrosios pakopos studijy progra-
mos neatitikty reikalavimo bati paremtomis uztenkamo lygio MTEP veikla.
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Trecioji studijy pakopa (doktorantlra) bty labiausiai paveikta Sio reikalavimo, nes studijos turi bati grindzia-
mos labai geru MTEP veiklos jvertinimu — 4 jveréiu penkiy baly skaléje. Siuo metu Lietuvoje suteikta teisé vykdyti
88 mokslo doktorantiras (skaiciuojant kiekviena jungtine doktorantira kaip vieng). Yra 146 institucijos, kurios vyk-
do mokslo doktorantirag (skaiCiuojant kiekvieng institucijg, vykdancia jungtines doktorantlras atskirai). Jei pagal
2023 m. PEV jvercius buty jgyvendintas doktoranturos teisés reguliavimas, likty 56 institucijos, vykdancios mokslo
doktoranturas. Taip pat likty 7 institucijos, vykdziusios jungtines mokslo doktoranturas, kuriy koordinuojanti institu-
cija neturéty uztenkamo jvercio doktoranttros studijoms vykdyti. IS Siy trys yra institutai (GTC, LAMMC, LSMC), kurie
kaip institutai neturi teisés vykdyti mokslo doktoranturg be universitetinio partnerio.

Pagal 2024 m. studijuojanciy duomenis ir 2023 mety PEV rezultatus, 1180 doktoranty (arba 45% visy dokto-
ranty) yra treciosios pakopos studijose, kurios Siuo metu néra grindZziamos 4 MTEP veiklos jver¢iu.

10 lentelé. Treciosios studijy pakopos studijy reglamentavimo 2029 m. modeliavimas (2023 m. PEV rezultaty ir
2024 m. doktoranttry duomenimis)

2024 m. 2029 m. 2024 m. 2029 m.
Universitety ir moksliniy tyrimy
Mokslo Dokto- instituty skaiéius kiekvienoje Doktoranty skaiéius
sritis rantary doktorantiroje
(jungtiniy
Ir pa\{lve%nlq) Vykdo Institucijos tenkinty 4 L Instltucupse, k.urlos . . . R
skai¢ius | doktoran- . . Studijuoja | tenkinty reikalavima dél | Likusiose institucijose
_ baly reikalavima
tara 4 baly
N 22 37 11 30 % 705 362 51 % 343 49 %
T 18 28 10 36 % 477 202 42 % 275 58 %
M 8 8 3 38 % 330 268 81 % 62 19%
A 4 6 4 67 % 124 98 79 % 26 21%
S 22 40 16 40 % 689 333 48 % 356 52 %
H 14 27 12 44 % 295 177 60 % 118 40 %
IS viso 88 146 56 38 % 2620 1440 55 % 1180 45 %

Duomeny $altinis: Svietimo valdymo informaciné sistema ir 2023 m. PEV duomenys modeliavimui

Mokslo ir studijy jstatymo 52 str. reglamentuoja iSimtis sudaryti specialigsias sutartis:

»Jeigu néra né vienos aukstosios mokyklos, kurioje jvertintos mokslo (meno) krypties moksliniai tyrimai ir eks-
perimentiné plétra ir (arba) meno veikla atitikty Sio straipsnio 5 ir 8 dalyse nustatytus reikalavimus, Svietimo,
mokslo ir sporto ministras Vyriausybes ar jos jgaliotos institucijos nustatyta tvarka gali nustatyti vienoje ar
keliose mokslo ir studijy institucijose tos mokslo (meno) krypties moksliniy tyrimy ir eksperimentinés pletros
ir (arba) meno veiklos stiprinimo priemones®.

Dabartinis reglamentavimas neapraso, kaip bus priimamas sprendimas pasirinkti, kurioms studijoms bus
sudaromos specialiosios sutartys. Taip pat sutartis pagal jstatyma galima sudaryti, tik jei mokslo srityje néra né
vienos institucijos, turin€ios uztenkama jvertinima, nors ministras gali sudaryti kelias specialigsias sutartis, todel
imanoma, kad blogesnis bendras krypties jvertinimas leisty sudaryti daugiau specialiyjy sutarciy, o jei bent viena
institucija mokslo kryptyje surinkty uztenkama jvertinima vykdyti studijas, negaléty sudaryti specialiyjy sutarc¢iy su
likusiomis institucijomis.
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Jver€iy variacija pagal komisija

Jverciai, suteikti 2023 m. vertinime, varijuoja tarp komisijy amplitude ir vidurkiu, del to kvestionuotina, ar jie
gali bati slenkstinis matas nustatyti, ar vertinamasis vienetas gali vykdyti studijas. Skirtingos jveriy amplitudes gali
bati susijusios MTEP kokybeés skirtumais tarp skirtingy vertinamujy vienety grupiu, taCiau taip pat gali bati susije ir su
komisijy skirtingai interpretuojama vertinimo skale. Reikalingas 4 baly jvertinimas, kuris apibréZziamas kaip buvimas
stipriu tarptautiniu mastu, gali bati skirtingai interpretuojamas skirtingy mokslo sric¢iy, krypc€iy ar discipliny, skirtingy
regiony ar skirtingy kompetencijy eksperty. Egzistuoja 5 komisijos, kuriose aukScCiausias suteiktas MTEP kokybés
jvertinimas buvo 4 balai, kurie 2028 m. taps slenkstiniu balu doktoranttros studijoms testi.

MTEP kokybés jverciy vidurkiai pagal komisija
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Duomeny $altinis: PEV 2023 m. rezultatai

11 pav. MTEP kokybeés jverciy vidurkiai pagal komisija

2023 m. vertinimo MTEP kokybés jverciy vidurkiai tarp komisijy svyruoja nuo 2,75 (SH komisijoje) iki 3,93
(NT_1 komisijoje). O visy vertinimo MTEP kokybeés jverCiy vidurkis yra 3,42, taigi né vienoje komisijoje jvertinimo vidur-
kis nesieke slenkstinés 4 baly ribos, reikalingos doktoranturos studijoms testi. Matant 2023 m. vertinimo rezultatus
galima svarstyti, ar 2022 m. priimtas MS) pakeitimas tinkamu jverc€iu grindzia studijas.
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MTEP kokybeés jverciy pasiskirstymas pagal komisija
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Duomeny $altinis: PEV 2023 m. rezultatai

12 pav. MTEP kokybés jverciai pagal komisija

Galimy riziky identifikavimas MTEP veiklos kokybés vertinimo rezultatams

Mokslo ir studijy jstatymo pakeitimu jtvirtintas reikalavimas, kad studijy programos turi bati grindZziamos ati-
tinkamo lygio MTEP veikla, suponuoja, kad ekspertinis vertinimas taps lemiamu instrumentu, nustatanciu studijy
testinumo galimybes. TaCiau kyla rizika, kad vertinimo rezultatai bus paveikti to, jog ekspertai MTEP kokybés skale
interpretuos ne kaip savarankiSka kriterijy, o kaip priemone pagrjsti ar paneigti institucijos teise vykdyti studijas,
ypac doktorantura.

JverCiy susiejimas su doktoranturos teise gali paveikti ne tik teise vykdyti studijas, bet ir pacius jverciy skyrimo
principus. Ekspertai gali buti labiau linke skirti 4 baly jvertinima institucijoms, kurios jau turi doktoranturos teise, ir
Zemesnj nei 4 toms, kurios Sios teises neturi, nes jy vertinimas gali bati grindziamas jau vykdomuy studijy etalonu.
Kadangi pagal 2023 m. rezultatus net 62 proc. doktoranturos studijy programy néra grindziamos pakankamu MTEP
kokybés jvertinimu, leidZianciu testi studijas, tokia praktika reik§mingai iSkreipty vertinimo rezultatus.

Kol kas neaisku, kaip ekspertai reaguos j vertinimo rezultaty siejima su studijomis. Jei ekspertai toliau remsis
vertinimo skale ir skirdami jvercius ir ignoruos studijy ir vertinimo rezultaty sasaja, skirtingos komisijos skirs skirtin-
gus jvercius ir galimai reikés uzdaryti daug doktorantlros programuy.

O jei ekspertai vertinimo metu atsizvelgs j studijy teisés slenkstj kaip svarby veiksnj, kils vertinimo objektyvu-
mo rizika — taps sunku nustatyti tikrgja mokslo kokybe Salyje ir paskirstyti finansavimag pagal realius rezultatus.

Galiausiai, jei skirtingos eksperty komisijos skirtingai prioretizuos atitikimg vertinimo skalei ir jos sgsajg su
studijomis, taip pat gali reikSmingai iSkreipti bendrus vertinimo rezultatus, nebus vienodo institucijy vertinimo ir sta-
bilaus slenkstinio studijy matavimo visoje sistemoje.

Siuloma svarstyti ekspertinio vertinimo sasajas su studijomis, ar:
e vertinimo rezultaty sasaja su studijomis ir jy nutraukimas tinkamai ir aiSkiai reglamentuotas;
e vertinimo rezultaty sgsaja su studijomis nekelia rizikos vertinimo paveikti vertimo patikimumui;

e galimas studijy naikinimas yra naudingas Lietuvos aukstojo mokslo sistemai.
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Keiciamas MVDDA skaic¢iavimas

Iki Siol skai¢iuojant déstytojy, turin€¢iy mokslo daktaro laipsnj, indélj j mokslinius tyrimus finansavimo tikslais
buvo atsiZzvelgiama tik j tre¢dal;j jy darbo kravio. Naujas reguliavimas keicia Sj koeficienta nuo vieno tre¢dalio (1/3) j
puse (1/2), t.y. ,padalijus iS 2“ vietoje ankstesnio ,,padalijus i$ 3“. Mokslo ir studijy jstatymo pakeitimas:

MS] nuo 2023-12-15 [Nr. X/V-2309, 2023-12-05]:

,75° straipsnis. Valstybés biudZeto bazinio ir skatinamojo finansavimo &8y moksliniams tyrimams ir eksperi-
mentinei plétrai, meno veiklai plétoti skirstymas mokslo ir studijy institucijoms

2. ... LéSos kiekvienos mokslo srities moksliniams tyrimams ir eksperimentinei plétrai skiriamos universite-
tams ir moksliniy tyrimy institutams proporcingai ju vertinamujy vienety moksliniy tyrimuy ir eksperimentinés plétros
ekspertinio vertinimo suminiy jverciy ir Siy vertinamuyjy vienety dydZziy, iSreiksty jy mokslininky visos darbo dienos
atitikmenimis, sandaugoms. Mokslininky visos darbo dienos atitikmuo skaiCiuojamas kaip tam tikros mokslo srities
ar krypties visy institucijos déstytojy, turin¢iy mokslo daktaro laipsnj, visos darbo dienos atitikmens, padalyto i$ 2,
ir visy Sios mokslo srities ar krypties mokslo darbuotojy, turin€iy mokslo daktaro laipsnj, visos darbo dienos atiti-
kmens suma.”

Nurodytas mokslininky ir menininky visos darbo dienos atitikmens skai¢iavimas pirma karta bus taikomas
2028 m. atliekant ekspertinj universitety ir moksliniy tyrimy instituty moksliniy tyrimy ir eksperimentinés plétros ir
meno veiklos vertinima.

Sis pakeitimas tiesiogiai paveiks universitety ir moksliniy tyrimy instituty finansavima. Kadangi déstytojy,
turinCiy mokslo daktaro laipsnj, darbo kravis bus vertinamas kaip 50 proc. (ne 33,3 proc.) jy darbo laiko, skiriamo
mokslinei veiklai, tai pakels institucijy vertinamyjuy vienety dydzius skai¢iuojant finansavima.

Didesni vertinamuyjy VV dydziai galimai padidins finansavima institucijoms, kuriose dirba daugiau déstytoju,
turin€iy mokslo daktaro laipsnj, jy indélis | mokslinés veiklos skai¢iavimus bus didesnis. Taiau institucijos, turin-
¢ios mazesnj déstytojy krlvj ar personala, galimai gaus maziau &Sy, nes yra proporcingai maziau déstytojy, turinciy
mokslo daktaro laipsnj.

Didesnis MVDDA skaicius dél déstancio personalo tam tikrais atvejais gali lemti ir maZesnj jvertinima, nes
pakeistas kravio skaiCiavimas nebutinai uztikrins uztenkamai gerus rezultatus didesniam vertinimo vienetui, o verti-
nanciy eksperty gali bati keliami didesni reikalavimai del didesnio MVDDA. Nors naujas MVDDA skaiciavimas skirty
daugiau lésy institucijoms, kuriose didesnis déstytojy personalas, dél to taip pat galimai kilty didesne rizika nesu-
rinkti jvertinimo, reikiamo studijoms testi.

Didesnis MVDDA skaicius tures jtakos VV skaicCiui — reikes Tarybos pritarimo vienetams, kuriy dydis virSija
75 MVDDA, sudaryti. Pagal Aprasa:

Institucijos padaliniai, didesni nei 75 MVDDA, skaidomi j keleta vertinamuyjy vienety. Siekdama sudaryti verti-
namajj vieneta, kuriame yra nuo 75 MVDDA iki 160 MVDDA, arba vertinamajj vieneta, kuris veikia trijose moks-
lo srityse, institucija turi pateikti argumentus dél tokio vertinamojo vieneto sudarymo tikslingumo ir gauti Ta-
rybos pritarimg. Rekomenduojama institucijos padaliniy, kurie yra kity institucijos padaliniy sudétyje ir yra
mazesni nei 75 MVDDA, neskaidyti j skirtingus vertinamuosius vienetus.

Apskaiciavus VV apréptis pagal patikslintg 2023 m. vertinimo MVDDA informacijg apie déstytojy ir tyréjy eta-
tus, matyti, kad papildomi 8 VV virS8ys 75 MVDDA riba.

Nr. VV pavadinimas MVDDA pedagogai/3 VV>75 MVDDA pedagogai/2
1 LI_LI 77 77

2 VilniusTech_MEC 60 81

3 VU_EV 66 82

4 KTU_Elektr(onik)a 73 82
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I

Nr. VV pavadinimas MVDDA pedagogai/3 VV>75 MVDDA pedagogai/2
5 VilniusTech_CE 71 84
6 VDU_IGM 73 86
7 VDU_TAS 76 88
8 |LAMMC_ZI 92 92
9 GTC-Aplinka 92 92
10 |LSMC_LSMC 93 93
11 LEl_energ 95 95
12 |FTMC_DarChem 96 96
13 |VU_O4H 74 99
14 |VU_04P 102 103
15 VilniusTech_El 72 104
16 |VU_MIF 91 106
17 |VU_BIO 101 109
18 |KTU_Chemin 105 117
19 |VU_02P+08P 115 121
20 |VU_medicina 111 139
21 FTMC_FTF 221 221
22 |LSMU_BioMed 199 245

. ISvados ir siulymai

Siuloma svarstyti, ar MVDDA skai¢iavimo pakeitimas tinka dabartinei mokslo finansavimo sistemai su galimo-
mis rizikomis ir ar reikéty atsisakyti Sio pakeitimo.

Lietuvos universitety ir moksliniy tyrimy instituty MTEP veiklos palyginamojo ekspertinio vertinimo sistema

yra svarbus mokslo politikos instrumentas, kuriuo remiamasi paskirstant MTEP finansinius iSteklius, stiprinant ins-
titucijy atsakomybe ir kokybeés kultara. TaCiau Si sistema turi bati periodiSkai perziarima, kad geriau atliepty Siuo-
laikinio mokslo raidos tendencijas, kintancias vertinimo praktikas ir institucijy lGkesc¢ius. Tarptautiniai judéjimai,
skatinantys atsakingg moksliniy tyrimy vertinima, vis dazniau pabrézia butinybe atsisakyti siauro, vien kiekybiniais
rodikliais grindziamo poziurio, jtraukti tarpdiscipliniSkuma, vertinti mokslinés veiklos poveikj visuomenei, uztikrinti
vertinimo skaidruma ir kontekstinj jautruma. Siame kontekste Lietuvos vertinimo sistema turi bati tobulinama, kad

iSlaikyty aktualuma ir prisidéty prie reikSmingo mokslo pazangos vertinimo.
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Vertinamuyjy vienety sudarymo taisykliy perziara

Vertinamuyjy vienety sudarymo nuostaty analizé parode, kad nors 2023 m. PEV metu buvo jgyvendinti reiks-
mingi pokyciai (atsisakyta reikalavimo VV veikti tik vienoje mokslo srityje, o mokslo krypc€iy vertinimas susietas tik su
doktoranttros vykdymu, o ne studijomis), iSliko keli esminiai iSSukiai. Jie susije su VV dydzio riby taikymo lankstumu,
neaiSkumais apskai¢iuojant MVDDA ir sunkumais uZtikrinant MTEP veiklos bendruma, kai VV sudaromas i$ keliy
mokslo krypc€iy. Atsizvelgiant j MS] jtvirtintus MVDDA skaiCiavimo pakeitimus, institucijy ir eksperty grjztamajj rysj,
sitloma perziareti VV sudarymo reglamentavima: apsvarstyti galimybe netaikyti virSutines MVDDA ribos natUraliems
strukturiniams vienetams, aiSkiau apibrézti VV sudéties pagrjstumo reikalavimus, reglamentuoti tarpdiscipliniSku-
mo vertinima, uztikrinti duomeny atsekamuma, jei VV sudarytas i$ daugiau nei vieno strukturinio padalinio arba yra
visa institucija. Sios priemonés uztikrinty tikslesnj, skaidresnj ir institucinio konteksto at?vilgiu jautresnj vertinima.

Kriterijy aiSkumo ir taikymo nuoseklumo stiprinimas

Ekspertinio vertinimo ApraSe pateikiamos baly skalés ir vertinimo struktira, taiau neapibréZiamas esminis
vertinamuy savoky (pvz., ,MTEP kokybé*, ,poveikis“) turinys. Tai neigiamai atsiliepia eksperty komisijy vertinimo nuo-
seklumui ir rezultaty interpretavimui. SiGloma svarstyti Apraso papildyma vertinimo kriterijy apibrézimais ir (arba)
parengti bendrasias vertinimo gaires, kuriose bty konkretizuoti pozymiai, aprasytos situacijos, leidziancios eksper-
tams taikyti kriterijus vienodziau.

Be to, gerinant ekspertinio vertinimo kokybe ir nuosekluma, siiloma organizuoti daugiau internetiniy semina-
ry ekspertams pasirengti, reguliarius tarpkomisinius susitikimus tikrinimui ir nuoseklumui uztikrinti, mazinti vertini-
mo komisijy skai€iy iki SeSiy pagal pagrindines mokslo sritis, kad bUty patogesnis tarpusavio tikrinimas, uZztikrinti
mazumos nuomoniy dokumentavima galutinese ataskaitose ir supazindinti ekspertus su atskiry nuomoniy teikimo
procedlromis visuose vertinimo proceso etapuose.

Duomeny strukturos ir kriterijy atitikimo perzitira

Analizeé parode, kad dabartiné duomeny struktira ne visais atvejais uztikrina sklandy kriterijy taikyma ir tinka-
ma VV konteksto atskleidima. Apibrézus vertinimo kriterijy savokas, tikslinga perzitreti ir ApraSe nustatytus duome-
ny reikalavimus, jy priskyrima konkretiems kriterijams, kad bty proporcingi, logiSkai susieti ir veiksmingai pritaikomi
eksperty darbo metu. Sialoma:

e perziaréti Aprase nustatytus duomeny pagal kriterijus sgrasus, atsiZzvelgtij Sioje studijoje teikiamus sitilymus,
jtraukti ekspertus, mokslo institucijy atstovus ir tarptautinius partnerius;

* parengti metodines kriterijy interpretacijos ir duomenuy pateikimo gaires;

e numatyti lankstesnés VV pateikty duomeny savirefleksijos (pvz., kontekstiniai naratyvai prie pateikty MTEP
kokybeés rezultaty) galimybes.

Ekspertiniam vertinimui teikiami duomenys galéty buti labiau apibendrinti, susisteminti pagal vertinimo kri-
terijy logika, o ne pateikiami kaip detalus sgrasas. Kai kurie rodikliai, ypa¢ susije su MTEP socialiniu ir ekonominiu
poveikiu, dubliuojasi arba yra pertekliniai, todél sitiloma jy apimtj racionalizuoti ir aiSkiau kategorizuoti. Vertinamuyjy
vienety veiklos turiniui ir kontekstui iSsamiau atskleisti rekomenduojama papildomai pateikti apibendrintus visos
MTEP veiklos rezultatus ir informacijg apie valdomus finansinius iSteklius.

MTEP veiklos socialinio ir ekonominio poveikio vertinimo perziara

Eksperty nuomoneés rodo bitinybe iS esmés perzilréti socialinio ir ekonominio poveikio kriterijaus samprata,
aiSkiau apibrézti, kas laikytina poveikiu. Dabartiniai vertinimui teikiami duomenys daznai atspindi veiklas ar jsitrauki-
mo formas, taCiau neparodo faktiniy poveikio rezultaty. Siiloma atsisakyti pertekliniy ar netinkamai priskirty rodikliy
(pvz., redakcinés veiklos), stiprinti jrodymuy apie poveikio rezultatus reikalavimus, jtraukti galimybe pateikti poveikio
atvejo analizes (angl. impact cases), kurios atskleisty mokslinés veiklos poveikj naratyvine forma.
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MTEP perspektyvumo kriterijaus paskirties perzitira

Nors MTEP perspektyvumo kriterijus formaliai skirtas institucijos gebé&jimui uztikrinti ilgalaike mokslinés vei-
klos plétra vertinti, dabartiniame vertinimo modelyje jis faktiSkai funkcionuoja kaip iSvestinis, apibendrinantis kity
dviejy kriteriju (MTEP kokybés; socialinio ir ekonominio poveikio) rezultatus, ir orientuojamas j prognoze, ar VV atei-
tyje pasieks auksty rezultaty. Sidloma persvarstyti Sio kriterijaus paskirtj, kad ekspertinis vertinimas baty funkcio-
nalesnis: labiau orientuotis ne j rezultaty vertinima, o j formuojamaja, strategine funkcija, kuomet vertinama, kaip
institucija organizuoja, vykdo ir palaiko moksline veikla pagal savo misijg, iSteklius ir valdymo gebejimus. Taip krite-
rijus padety institucijoms jvertinti pazanga, planuoti veikla, identifikuoti tobulinimo sritis ir plétros galimybes. Re-
komenduojama svarstyti, kad Sis kriterijus bty atsietas nuo tiesioginiy finansiniy pasekmiy, skatinty konstruktyvia
refleksijg, o ne formalius atitikimus.

Eksperty atranka

Gerinant eksperty atrankos proceso kokybe ir skaidruma, sitiloma jvesti aiSkius eksperty ir komisijy vadovy
atrankos kriterijus, uztikrinti eksperty kompetencijas specifinése srityse, didinti komisijy sudéties jvairove lyCiy ir ge-
ografiniu pozidriais. Proceso patikimuma sitGloma stiprinti iSplétus interesy konflikto apibrézima, suteikus vertinimo
vienetams platesnes teises dalyvauti eksperty atrankoje ir vieSai skelbiant eksperty kvalifikacijy informacijag. Taip pat
rekomenduojama naudoti daugiau tarptautiniy eksperty paiesSkos platformy ir pailginti terming eksperty sudéties
perziurai, tai uztikrinty aukStesne vertinimo proceso kokybe, o rezultatai bty patikimesni.

Vizitai
Atsizvelgiant j vizity pridetine verte vertinimo procesui, sitiloma iSlaikyti gyvus vizitus kaip prioriteting forma,
tacCiau pailginti jy trukme, kad buty maksimaliai iSnaudota eksperty dalyvavimo nauda ir kompensuoti logistiniai

ka$tai. Tuo pat metu kai kurie ekspertai, turéje patirties su vertinimo modeliais be vizity, sitlé svarstyti virtualiy vizity
taikyma arba net visiSka vizity atsisakyma, pritaikant vertinimo metodika prie tokio modelio.

Grjztamasis rysSys

Tobulinant grjiztamojo rySio ir ataskaitos rengimo procesa sitiloma: ilginti institucijy atsiliepimuy ir apeliacijy
teikimo laikotarpj iki deSimties darbo dienuy; jvesti papildoma vertinimo etapa, kurio metu institucijos ne tik taisyty
faktines klaidas, bet ir aptarty vertinimus su ekspertais; nustatyti formaly baly persvarstymo mechanizma po institu-
cijy atsako; skirti papildomy istekliy ataskaity kokybés kontrolei; uztikrinti konstruktyvesniy rekomendacijy teikima
arba visiSkai atsisakyti rekomendacijy atsizvelgiant j eksperty skaiCiaus apribojimus ir galima SaliSkuma.

Sisteminiai keitimai

Tobulinant sisteminius sprendimus sitdloma perzitreéti, ar vertinimo uzdaviniai néra pernelyg platas ir skirtingi
vienu metu pasiekti, galimai atsisakyti tam tikry tiksly arba apibrézti esminj vertinimo tiksla, svarstyti ekspertinio
vertinimo sgsajos su studijomis reglamentavimo aiSkuma ir galima poveikj vertinimo patikimumui atsizvelgiant j stu-
dijy nutraukimo rizika, jvertinti, ar MVDDA skai¢iavimo pakeitimas tinka dabartinei mokslo finansavimo sistemai su
galimomis rizikomis ir ar reikety atsisakyti Sio pakeitimo.
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1. Palyginamojo ekspertinio vertinimo vizito vertinamajame vienete eiga

Vizito tikslas ir bendros nuostatos
Eksperty komisija vizito metu surinkta informacija naudoja vertindama vertinamajj vieneta.

Vizito j vertinamojo vieneto organizavimo procesg ir eigg nustato Palyginamojo ekspertinio universitety ir

moksliniy tyrimy instituty moksliniy tyrimy ir eksperimentinés plétros vertinimo apraso, patvirtintame LR Svietimo,
mokslo ir sporto ministro 2021 m. rugsejo 2 d. jsakymu Nr. V-1593 ,,Dél Lietuvos Respublikos Vyriausybés 2017 m.
kovo 1 d. nutarimo Nr. 149 ,Dél Lietuvos Respublikos mokslo ir studijy jstatymo jgyvendinimo“ 2.2-2.6 papunkciy
igyvendinimo“ 18 ir 19 punktai ir Palyginamojo ekspertinio universitety ir moksliniy tyrimy instituty moksliniy tyrimy
ir eksperimentinés plétros vertinimo procedury reglamento, patvirtinto Lietuvos mokslo tarybos pirmininko 2022 m.
rugpjacio 8 d. jsakymu Nr. V-486, 38 ir 50 — 55 punktai. Esminés vizito eigos nuostatos yra Sios:

1.

Vizito metu ekspertai susitinka su vertinamojo vieneto administracija, tyréjais ir doktorantais - ir susipazjsta
su vertinamojo vieneto moksliniy tyrimy infrastrukttra;

Vienas vertinamojo vieneto darbuotojas (grupés atstovas) dalyvauja tik viename susitikime su ekspertais;
Vizito j VV metu pokalbiams vadovauja eksperty komisijos vadovo paskirtas vizito eksperty grupés vadovas;

Jei del Lietuvos Respublikoje jvestos nepaprastosios padeties ar ekstremaliosios situacijos ar kity nuo Tary-
bos nepriklausanciy aplinkybiy eksperty vizitai j VV buvimo vietg yra draudziami arba nerekomenduojami,
susitikimai gali bati organizuojami pasitelkiant elektronines rySio priemones, Institucija su moksliniy tyrimy
infrastruktdra supazindina pateikdama vaizdine medziaga.

Vizito trukmeé ir eiga

Paprastai vizito trukmé yra 3 valandos, trukmé gali biti koreguojama atsizvelgiant j VV apreptj ir mokslo sriciy

ir mokslo krypciy skaiciy;

Sitloma standartinio vizito struktdra:

. 30 min susitikimas su vertinamojo vieneto administracija (vertinamojo vieneto pristatymui skiriama iki 10 min.,

kitas laikas skirtas klausimams ir atsakymams);

. 30 min susitikimas su vertinamojo vieneto tyréjais (pridedamos papildomai iki 10 min kiekvienai papildomai

mokslo krypciai, kurios MTEP veiklos kokybe reikia jvertinti atskirai, taCiau maksimali susitikimo trukme neturi
virsyti 1 val.);

. 30 min susitikimas su vertinamojo vieneto doktorantais (pridedamos papildomai iki 5 min kiekvienai papildo-

mai mokslo kryp¢iai, kurios MTEP veiklos kokybe reikia jvertinti atskirai, taCiau maksimali susitikimo trukme
neturi virSyti 45 min);

. vertinamojo vieneto moksliniy tyrimy infrastrukttros apzitra gali trukti nuo 30 min iki 1 val. Jei, vertinamojo

vieneto atstovy nuomone, reikalingas kitoks infrastruktliros apZiaros laiko intervalas, praSome susisiekti su
Lietuvos mokslo tarybos MoVDAS darbuotojais. Pagal galimybes bus atsiZzvelgiama j individualaus vertinamo-
jo vieneto poreikj.

Rekomendacijos ir siillymai vizito organizavimui:
Pageidautina, kad ekspertai turéty privacia erdve darbiniam apsitarimui po vizito ir tarp interviu su vertinamo-

jovieneto grupemis;

Jei, dél nenumatyty ir nuo Lietuvos mokslo tarybos nepriklausian¢iy aplinkybiy, dalis eksperty negaléty da-
lyvauti susitikime gyvai, pasirtpinti, kad susitikimas galéty vykti hibridiniu badu. Apie tai insitucija bus infor-
muota, kiek jmanoma anksciau. PRIEDAS NR. 1
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} 2. Example Guidelines for preparation final expert panel report

THE STRUCTURE OF THE FINAL REPORT:

Panel Chair will be responsible for coordination of preparation of the Panel Report. He/she shall coordinate
the work of the members of the Panel and their workload in the preparation of the Panel Report.

The Panel Report will consist of:
1. introductory information (prepared by RCL)
2. report for each UoA (prepared by assigned experts)
3. outlook/general conclusions of AT Panel (prepared by Panel Chair).
Report for UoA consist of:
e Scores for each of the criterion with explanatory text for each
— Quality of R&D activities
— Economic and social impact of R&D activities
— Development potential of R&D activities

¢ Recommendations for the continuation and/or improvement of the UoA

Content:
RCL WILL PREPARE THE INTRODUCTORY PART AND WILL INCLUDE THESE PARTS:

e Purpose, Scope, and Goals of the CEA; Assessment Organization and Assessment Criteria; Expert Panel for AT
Group of UoA; Assessment Organization for AT Group of UoA.

REPORTS FOR EACH UNIT OF ASSESSMENT SHALL INCLUDE:
e Scores for each of the criterion, with explanatory text for each
— Quality of R&D activities
— Economic and social impact of R&D activities
— Development potential of R&D activities
e Recommendations for the continuation and/or improvement of the UoA:
- Recommendations could be made on how to improve research quality and socio-economic impact.

— Recommendations for strengthening the UoA and its future potential, including (but not limiting to) its re-
search environment and infrastructure, strategic management and operational issues and the compositi-
on of research staff.

— Recommendations should be formulated for a five-year period considering the context of the global trends
in their respective research fields taking into the account the peculiarities of the Lithuanian research sys-
tem.

FINDINGS OF THE PANEL:

Panel Chair writes the Findings (Outlook) of the AT Panel, which would be a general overview and re-
commendations for the research fields covered by the Panel in Lithuania. If you wish, you elaborate on:

e The overall quality of research (research fields of your Panel) and its level of internationalisation

74



2023 m. palyginamojo ekspertinio universitety ir moksliniy tyrimy instituty MTEP veiklos vertinimo perzitra
S

e Knowledge transfer: socio-economic impact of research activities

e [nfrastructure, funding, management, human resources (including career development and human re-
source management)

e Recommendations for the covered research fields/for the national science system

Panel Chair is free to add anything she/he thinks is important. As well, if Panel Chair wish, he could ask Pane-
llists to contribute.

Volume:

Explanatory text of each criterion should be from 400 words.

Deadlines:
The deadline for submitting the Final Panel Report for the AT Panel is Monday, the 26™ of June 2023.
The suggested timeline of the preparation of the report for UoA:

Till2023/05/22: The draft of report for UoA should be prepared within 2 weeks after the visit to Lithuania. After
the approvement of the Panel Chair the reports should be submitted in the online assessment system “Vieversys”.

The draft final reports will be reviewed by RCL representatives. RCL representative can ask to clarify the provi-
ded text, might draw your attention to any factual discrepancies.

2023/06/05: the Panel Chair should confirm that the final reports for UoA are ready to be shared with Insti-
tutions. Only written justification of the scores (without the scores and recommendations) will be sent to the unit of
assessment. The unit of assessment has a right within 3 working days provide comments regarding factual errors.

From 2023/06/15: The revision and finalisation of the report for UoA after the feedback of units of assess-
ment should be done in approx. one week. If the UoA provides any comments regarding factual errors, the Expert
Panel shall prepare a response to the UoA on its decision, which will be submitted to the Institution together with the
results of the UoA assessment (after 26™ of June).

Till 2023/06/26: The members of the Panel must send written approval of the Panel Report to the Chair and
the Panel Coordinator.

Guidelines for explanatory text:

The justification for the assessment of the UoA shall be reasoned and based on the information provided for
the assessment, the information gathered during the visit and the information provided by the RCL at the request of
the Panel.

By completing the report for UoA (accessible at the online assessment system “Vieversys” and as document
template), the expert refers to the preliminary assessment forms of his / her own and other experts, the information
collected during the visits to the UoA, and the final evaluation results (scores) of the UoA agreed by the Panel.

To justify the given score, it is necessary to refer to the scales of criteria and the specific information for
each criterion provided in Table 1, Table 2 and Tabel 3.

Scales for the assessment criteria and the data to inform the scoring of the criteria.
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Table 1. Scores and definitions of the criterion: the quality of R&D activities

SCORE DEFINTION DESCRIPTION INFORMATION TO CONSIDER FOR SCORING THE CRITERION
The unit of assessment is among top international players (in a research field or | The following information will be provided for the R&D quality assessment purposes:
5 Excellent group of research fields of a research area). 1. by the UoA’s research field and/or group/groups of research fields within research
R&D activities are of the highest international standard. area:
1.1. the data on doctoral studies of the unit of assessment for each past 5-year
The unit of assessment is strong at the international level (in a research field or | period (as of 31 December):
4 Very good group of research fields of a research area. 1.1.1. the list of theses defended;
R&D carried out is of high level and internationally recognised. 1.1.2. the numbers of PhD students in the 1-4 years’ full-time department and in the
1-6 years’ part-time studies department, with foreign students separated out;
The unit of assessment is strong with limited international recognition (in a|1.2. the list of teaching staff with a scientific degree of the unit of assessment as
3 Good research field or group of research fields of a research area. at 31 December of the last year of the assessment period and the list of research
R&D carried out is of high level and nationally recognised. workers and other researchers with a scientific degree, with links to their scientific
profiles;
The unit of assessment is assessed satisfactorily at the national level (in a 1.3. the fol.lowinginformation on the unit of assessment for the past five years:
2 Satisfactory |research field or group of research fields of a research area. 1.3.1. the list of best research outputs;
R&D carried out is satisfactory. 1.3.2. the list of best reports delivered at conferences abroad;
1.3.3. the list of main national and international awards for R&D activities;
The unit of a ment is a d as poor at the national level (|n a research 1.3.4. the details of the participation in the Competition-based R&D projects.
1 Poor field or group of research fields of a research area. 2. The information available to the RCL, for the period under assessment, on
R&D activities carried out are of low level. research results dissemination units (research outputs) of the assessment of the
Institution and the participation in the international R&D programmes in research
0 No R&D The unit of assessment does not carry out R&D. areas obtained after summarising the annual results of R&D activities of universities

and research institutes.
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Table 2. Scores and definitions of the criterion: the economic and social impact of R&D activities

SCORE DEFINTION DESCRIPTION INFORMATION TO CONSIDER FOR SCORING THE CRITERION
The unit of assessment carries out scientific research of exceptional importance
and is an extremely important partner in R&D outside academia.

5 Excellent The unit of assessment has a positive influence on the development of society and
is a highly valued partner in R&D matters not only within the academic community | The following information will be provided for the economic and social impact of
but also outside it. Employees of the Institution are regarded as experts in public and | R&D activities assessment purposes:
private sectors. for the past five years:

the list of research outputs, R&D orders of economic entities (Lithuanian and
The unit of assessment carries out very important scientific research and is a | toreign), and | projects (national and international) that had the greatest economic
very important partner in R&D beyond the academic community. and social impact;

4 Very good The research carried out is important for society. The unit of assessment is closely | 1 2. thelists ofthe main cases of participation of researchers of the unit of assessment
related not only with academic community but also with business, decision-makers, | jn working groups, panels or committees formed by administrative authorities, state
and society. and municipal enterprises and organisations;

3 . . . . 1.3. the lists of the main consultations provided by the unit of assessment to the
The unlt' of assesst:nent carries Ol:lt |mportar3t research and is an important public or economic entities;
partner in R&D out.5|de the.ac.ademlc commum.ty. . . . . 1.4. the lists of the main scientific conferences and events organised by the unit of

3 Good The research carried out is important for society. Relationship with business, assessment;
deC|S|on.-mak.er.s.and society is appropriate to a recognised institution carrying out 1.5. the lists of the main cases of participation of the researchers of the unit of
academic activities. assessment in editorial boards of scientific journals;

Unit of Assessment carries out important scientific research, but little interacts 16 the l'S_tS oflthe ?am membersh|p§ o_f the reSt.earchers of the unit of assessment

2 Satisfactory with private sector, decislon-makers, soclety. ;n;ntt(fw:ensgltc;nci‘ tvl'\llg rmlgﬁ'l%:)sﬁtss ifs 22:22:::2 sp(citpirla risation activities;

The research carried out is important for society, but interaction of the unit of | " . b .

assessment with business, decision-makers and society is weak. 1.8. thg data on cooperation agreements between resgarch and economic entities.
2.Theinformation for the period under assessment available to the Councilon orders

The research carried out by the unit of assessment is not important, there is no | ©f €conomic entities carried out by the Institution, obtained having summarised the

] Poor interaction with business decision-makers and society. results of annual assessment of R&D activities of universities and research institutes.
The research carried out is not important for society. The unit of assessment does
not interact with business, decision-makers and society.

0 No R&D The unit of assessment does not carry out R&D.
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Table 3. Scores and definitions of the criterion: the development potential of R&D activities

SCORE DEFINTION DESCRIPTION INFORMATION TO CONSIDER FOR SCORING THE CRITERION
The unit of assessment has potential to achieve excellent ratings.
Having regard to current performance, the human resources, strategy, organisation
5 Excellent o . . . "
of activities and infrastructure of the unit of assessment will ensure conditions for
excellent ratings in the next 5 years. The following information will be provided for the development potential of R&D
activities assessment purposes:
The unit of assessment has potential to achieve very good ratings. | 1. the description of the current R&D infrastructure and the lines of its planned
a Very good Having regard to current performance the human resources, strategy, organisation | gevelopment in terms of its use, available access to other R&D infrastructure,
of activities and infrastructure of the unit of assessment will ensure conditions for participation in national and international research infrastructures, participation in
very good ratings in the next 5 years. other international R&D organisations;
i ) X ) 2. human resources structure and dynamics:
The.unlt of assessment has potential to achieve good ratings. 2.1. numbers of research workers (teaching staff and research workers, other
3 Good Havmg rggard to .c'u'rrent pgrformance, the humgn resources, straFegy, and researchers), PhD students, other employees (hereinafter collectively - the
orgar1'|§at|on of aCtIVItI.eS ar.1d infrastructure of the unit of assessment will ensure, employees) for the last year of the period under assessment;
conditions for goad ratings in the next 5 years. 2.2. the distribution of the employees by age and gender (as at 31 December of the
The unit of assessment has potential to operate only satisfactorily. last year of the period under assessme.nt)_; )
2 Satisfactory Having regard to current performance, the human resources, strategy, and g‘?;.hzusrtl::tnerg?:cc))l::rii:;agl?aieg;f:; I:::lct;?;esss’essment or the Institution;
organisation of activities and infrastructure of the unit of assessment will ensureto | ~° o cer T R ’
achieve only satisfactory ratings in the next 5 years. 4. the f:iescrlpn.on and Justlflgatlon of.th_e R&D subjects.to be developed;
5. the information on the policy of training new generation of researchers;
The unit of assessment has no potential to operate at least satisfactorily. 6. the information on the UoA's strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats
1 Poor Having regard to current performance, the human resources, strategy, organisation (SWOT).
of activities and infrastructure of the unit of assessment will lead to poor ratings in
the next 5 years.
0 No R&D The unit of assessment does not carry out R&D.
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} 3. Vertinimo rezultaty apibendrinimas

2023 m. Palyginamojo ekspertinio universitety ir moksliniy tyrimy instituty moksliniy tyrimy
ir eksperimentinés plétros vertinimo rezultatai

Palyginamojo ekspertinio vertinimo metu vertinamieji vienetai buvo vertinami pagal tris vertinimo kriterijus:
1. MTEP veiklos kokybé mokslo kryptyje arba mokslo krypties grupéje;

2. MTEP veiklos socialinis ir ekonominis poveikis;

3. MTEP veiklos perspektyvumas.

IS viso buvo jvertinti 85 vertinamieji vienetai ir 192 mokslo kryptys ar mokslo krypciy grupés mokslo srityje,
kuriose vertinamieji vienetai vykdé MTEP veikla.

63 mokslo kryptys (ar mokslo krypcCiy grupés) is 192 (33 proc.) buvo jvertintos kaip stiprios tarptautiniu mastu
arba yra tarptautinio masto lyderés.

60
50
40
30
20
10

Mokslo krypc&iy (ar grupiy)
skai€ius

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

Jvertis

1 pav. MTEP kokybes jvertis

58 iS 85 arba du trecdaliai (68 proc.) institucijy vertinamuyjy vienety yra jvertinti kaip labai (ar ypac) svarbus
partneriai uz akademinés bendruomenés riby — visuomeneje, versle.

S
o

) 35
55 35
2 30
(%]
_g 25 20 21
c 20
@
> 15
_3"
g 10 2
3
5 5 2 0 0 0
£ 0
()
> 5 4,5 4 3,5 3 2,5 2 1,5 1
Jvertis
2 pav. MTEP veiklos ekonominio ir socialinio poveikio jvertis
I
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53§ 85 arba (62,4 proc.) institucijy vertinamuyjy vienety potencialas veikti jvertintas labai gerai arba puikiai.

Vertinamuyjy vienety skaicius
- - N N w w 5
()] o (&) o (6] o (6] o

o

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

Jvertis

3 pav. MTEP veiklos perspektyvumo jvertis
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PEV: Eksperty komisija H1: Humanitariniai mokslai

T Eksperty komisijos vadovas — Jan Palmowski
. - Eksperty i$ mokslinius Lenkija 3
L :IaI-Styb!m:tmtOI-(Shmq tyrimus vykdanciy Austrija 1
Valstybiniai universitetai yrimy institutai institucijy 8 Cekijos Respublika 1
skirtingose uzsienio Suomija 1 ‘
¢ . Vengrija 1
; tariine net Salyse:
Klaipédos universitetas (KU) Lietuvos istorijos institutas (L) Nyderlandai 1
Viytautas DidZiojo universitetas (VDU) Lietuviy kalbos institutas (LKI) Jungtiné Karalysteé 1
Vilniaus universitetas (VU) Lietuviy literatGros ir tautosakos institutas (LLTI) Peru 1

Rezultatai

VV vertinimo kriterijy jverciai

LI_LIl
LKI
VDU_H LLTI_LL
UM Tl
= Kokybé ==—Poveikis == Perspektyvumas

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

2,0

MTEP veiklos kokybés jverciai mokslo kryptyse

VU_04H Li_Ln . ®

VDU_HUM
' ‘ ‘ VU_O5H
VDU_HUM VDU_HUM KU_IST ‘ ‘

‘ ‘ VDU_HUM . LLTI_LLTI

LI_Ll
LKl LLTLLLTI

Filosofija Filologija Istorija ir archeologija Etnologija

Apskritimo dydis iSreikStas MVDDA. Maziausias MVDDA mokslo kryptyje— 3,6; didZiausias — 73,6
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Valstybinis moksliniy tyrimy institutas

. . Lietuvos kultliros tyrimy institutas (LKTI
Dalyviai VT (kT

Nevalstybinis

PEV: Eksperty komisija H2: Humanitariniai mokslai
Eksperty komisijos vadové — Ivana Diaz Fernandez

universitetas Eksperty is mokslinius e«US.t.rIJa . 1
Europos humanitarinis Valstybiniai tcyrlr.nus“\/ykdar.]CI.q EEEEnCJ;aReSpubllka ;
universitetas (EHU) universitetai institucijy 9 skirtingose .J_
uzsienio 3alyse: Vengrija 1
Kaunas Kauno technologijos universitetas (KTU) Airija 1
Lietuvos muzikos ir teatro akademija (LMTA) Italija 1 .
Vilniaus dailés akademija(VDA) Peru 1
Vilniaus Gedimino technikos universitetas (VILNIUS TECH) .
Lenkija 3
1

: Vytauto DidZiojo universitetas (VDU) .
Rezultatai Ispanija

MTEP veiklos kokybés jverciai mokslo kryptyse

VV vertinimo kriterijy jverciai

EHU_H
5,0 5,0
VU_FET 4,5 KT::;T”
4,0 4,5
4,0
VilniusTe
ch_HTA LKTI_LKTI
3,5
3,0
VD UETEO e LVTA
2,5
VDU_M VDA_VA
N AH 2,0
—Kokybé =——Poveikis Perspektyvumas

VU_FET VDU_MEN VU_FET

‘ LMTA
‘ VDU_TEOL

KTU_Human
. LKTI_LKTI LKTI_LKTI VDA_VAAH
EHU_H

VilniusTech_HTA

LKTI_LKTI
Teologija Etnologija

Filosofija Menotyra

Apskritimo dydis iSreikstas MVDDA. Maziausias MVDDA mokslo kryptyje— 2,9; didzZiausias — 25,5
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Nevalstybinis moksliniy PEV: Eksperty komisija S1: Socialiniai mokslai
. . tyrimy institutas = . . .o e
\ Ekspertai Eksperty komisijos vadovas— Nicolaas Stijn Groenendijk
PPMI Group Eks.pertai is molslinius Kroatija 1
Valstybiniai _tyrlrnus”vykdanuq Cekijos Respublika 1 ”
universitetai institucijy 9 Danija 1
E:i\\lla‘:::i\::ltra"ss fklr‘nngose uzsienio Estija 1
salyse: Suomija 1 v 3
Mykolo Romerio universitetas(MRU) Europos humanitarinis universitetas (EHU) Izraelis 1
Vytauto DidZiojo universitetas (VDU) Norvegija 1 e
Vilniaus universitetas (VU) Rumunija 1 &~ Q@
Ispanija 1 .
Rezultatai
VV vertinimo kriterijy jverciai MTEP veiklos kokybés jverciai mokslo kryptyse
EHU_S
5,0 5,0
4,5 MRU_TM-

vu-oss 4,0 VSA
35 4,5
4,0 ‘ VU_02S
PPMI

VU_02S

Group VDU_POL_KOM
3,5 VU 015  VDU_POL_KOM
3,0 VDU_TEIS VU 08S
VU_01S VDU_POL_ ® MRU_TM-VSA -
Kom EHU_S
2,5
VDU_TEIS
Teisé Politikos mokslai Komunikacija ir

2,0 informacija

—Kokybé ——Poveikis =——Perspektyvumas Apskritimo dydis isreikstas MVDDA. Maziausias MVDDA mokslo kryptyje— 2,5; didZiausias — 35
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PEV: Eksperty komisija S2: Socialiniai mokslai
Valstybinis moksliniy Eksperty komisijos vadovas— Soumodip Sarkar

tyrimy institutas

CTEE  am,

Lietuvos energetikos institutas (LEI) Eksperty iS mokslinius Ispanija 3
Valstvbiniai tyrimus vykdanciy Cekijos Respublika 2
alstybinial institucijy 9 o
universitetai Nevalstybiniai - I o Lenkija 2
universitetai f Irtingose uzsienio Estija 1
Mykolo Romerio universitetas (MRU) ISM Vadybos ir ekonomikos universitetas (1ISM) salys: Danija 1
Kauno technologijos universitetas (KTU) Kazimiero Simonaviciaus universitetas (KSU) Nyderlandai 1 &
Vilniaus Gedimino technikos universitetas (Vilnius TECH) Portugalija 1
V.yta?uto D|(#Z|0](_) universitetas (VDU) Rumunija 1
Vilniaus universitetas (VU) . = e
Svedija 1
Rezultatai
VV vertinimo kriterijy jveréiai MTEP veiklos kokybés jverciai mokslo kryptyse

5,0
ISM_ISM

5,0 4,5 .
4,5
VU_EV y KSU
/ 4,0 ISM_ISM ‘ KTU_Ekon-vadyb VU EV

3,5 VU_EV
‘ LEI_EE VDU_EV
VilniusTe KTU_Eko 3,0 KTU Ekon-vadyb‘ “ ISM_ISM - - ‘
ch_MEC n-vadyb - Ini h
25 MRU_VV\\//FDU VE'\;“USTEC —-MEC MRU_VVVF VilniusTech_MEC
. . - VilniusTech_MEC
—_— 2,0
KSU .y Komunikacija ir
VDU_EV LEI_EE 1,5 Teise Vadyba informacija
MRU_VV " e v . e
VF Apskritimo dydisiSreikStas MVDDA. Maziausias MVDDA mokslo kryptyje—2,42; didziausias — 39,98
e Kokybé == Poveikis Perspektyvumas
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PEV: Eksperty komisija S3: Socialiniai mokslai

Dalyviai .. . P e
\ Valstybinis moksliniy Eksperty komisijos vadovée— Andrea Karpati

tyrimy institutas

Lietuvos socialiniy moksly centras (LSMC) Ispanija 3
Estija 3
Valstybiniai Vengrija 2
Ekspertai Nyderlandai 2
Kauno technologijos universitetas (KTU) Eks.pertq s mOkEIInIUS Kroatija 28
Klaipédos universitetas (KU) 'tyrlr'nus' _Vykdam_:'q_ Suomija 2
Lietuvos sporto universitetas (LSU) institucijy 11 skirtingy Svedija 1
Vytauto DidZiojo universitetas (VDU) uzsienio Saliy: Lenkija 1
Vilniaus universitetas (VU) Cekijos Respublik *1
ezultatai Izraelis 1
VV vertinimo kriterijy jverciai MTEP veiklos kokybés jverciai mokslo kryptyse
KTU_So
cio 5,0
5,0
4,5
VU sp KU_Svs 45 .
40 KTU_Socio
4,0 VDU_EDU
3,5 LSMCLSMC LSMC_LSMC VU_sP ‘ VU_SP VU Ed
VU_Edu LSSI\'/\I/ICC_L 0 o - VDU_SOC_PSI bU SoC psi KTU_Socio -
3,0 .LSMC_LSMC_ OCIO. Economics ' ‘ - ~ KU_SvSOC SMLsuU
KU_SvsOC SMLSU KU SvSOC KU_SvSOC
2,5 Teis¢  Vadyba =V
VDU_SO Sociologija Edukologija
p P_SI SM LSU Visuomenés Psichologija
- 2,0 sveikata
VD%—ED Apskritimo dydis isreikstas MVDDA. Maziausias MVDDA mokslo kryptyje— 3,89; didZiausias — 46,58
e Kokybé Poveikis == Perspektyvumas
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PEV: Eksperty komisija SH: Socialiniai ir Humanitariniai mokslai
Eksperty komisijos vadovai — Beno Csapo; Wojciech Sowa

Nevalstybinis universitetas

LCC Tarptautinis

universitetas (LCC) uzsienio 3aliy:
Valstybiniai universitetai

Eksperty i$ mokslinius Cekijos Respublika

tyrimus vykdanciy Estija

institucijy 9 skirtingy Suomija

Generolo Jono Zemaicio Lietuvos karo akademija (LKA)

Klaipédos universitetas (KU)

Mykolo Romerio universitetas (MRU)

Rezultatai

VV vertinimo kriterijy jverciai

KU_SOC
HUM
5,0

45
4,0
3,5

0

MRU_Z
et a Lce-m

LKA-

NTMAS
——Kokybé =——Poveikis =—=—Perspektyvumas

5,0

4,5

4,0

3,5

3,0

2,5

2,0

Vengrija

3

3

4

2
Italija 1
Latvija 1 '
Nyderlandai 2 L

3

1

Lenkija
Ispanija

MTEP veiklos kokybés jverciai mokslo kryptyse

KU_SOCHUM KU_SOCHUM
MRU_ZVSF
i . Etnologija
Filologija

Apskritimo dydis isreikStas MVDDA

MRU_ZVSF

‘ ‘ MRU_ZVSF
KU_SOCHUM ‘ KU_SOCHUM
LKA-NTMAS Psichologija

Vadyba
Ekonomika Edukologija

. Maziausias MVDDA mokslo kryptyje— 2,3; didZiausias — 12,2
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PEV: Eksperty komisija N: Gamtos mokslai

DEWVET Ekspertai Eksperty komisijos vadovas — Matti Lepparanta
Valstybinis Eksperty iS mokslinius Cekijos Respublika 2
moksliniy tyrimy tyrimus vykdanéiy Danija 1
institutas instituciiu 8 .
Valstybiniai 'T(S uchy Suomija 1
iversitetai skirtingose uZsienio TeT
Gamtos tyrimy centras (GTC) universitetal talvse: Gra"'k”a 1 .
Klaipédos universitetas (KU) yse: Italija 1 4
Vilniaus universitetas (VU) Lenkija 1
Vytauto DidZiojo universitetas (VDU) Ispanija 1 «®
Rezultatai Jungtiné Karalysté 2
VV vertinimo kriterijy jverciai MTEP veiklos kokybés jverciai mokslo kryptyse
GTC-
Aplinka
5,0 5,0
4,5 ic
4,0 ’
VU_GEO 35 GTC-Bio
: o
’ VU_BIO
25 VU_BIO KU_GAMT VDU_IGM .
2,0 35 o GTC-Aplinka GTCBio
VU_GEO
[ 0 @@ Y XX BK) o0
KU_GAM VDU IGM KU_GAMT VDU_IGM VU_BIO
Vu-Bio T 2,5 ~GTC-Aplinka GTC-Aplinka ~ VU_GEO  greplo=*"VBu_igm  VPU-IGM GTC-Bio Vu_BIO
Geologija Informatika Biofizika Zoologija
2,0  Biochemija Fiziné geografija Biologija Ekologija ir aplinkotyra Botanika
VDU_IG
v Apskriti dydisiSreikstas MVDDA. Mazi ias MVDDA kslo kryptyje—4,9; didzi i 70,1
Kokybé Poveikis Perspektyvumas pskritimo dydis iSreikstas . Matziausias mokslo kryptyje— 4,9; didZiausias ,
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PEV: Eksperty komisija NT1: Gamtos ir Technologijos mokslai

Ekspertai Eksperty komisijos vadové— Ursula Liebl
Ekspertai iS mokslinius  Jungtiné Karalysté
Valstybiniai o tyrimus vykdanciy Prancuzija ;
universitetai Valstybinis institucijy 5 Lenkija

moksliniy tyrimy skirtingose uZsienio Austrija
institutas . )
Salyse: Airija
Kauno technologijos universitetas (KTU) Fiziniy ir technologijos moksly centras (FTMC)
Vilniaus universitetas (VU)
Rezultatai
VV vertinimo kriterijy jveréiai MTEP veiklos kokybés jverciai mokslo kryptyse
FTMC_D
arChem
5,0 5,0
4,5
4,5
VU_04P
KTU_Ch
VU_CHF emin 4,0 ‘ . ‘
Biochemija KT hemi
3,5 KTU_Chemin ‘ Y-Chemin VU_05T
VU CHE Aplinkos inZinerija
3,0 FTMC_DarChem - KTU_Chemin
VU_05T VU_04P 2,5 Chemija
Chemijos inZinerija
2,0
= Kokybé =——Poveikis Perspektyvumas

Apskritimo dydis isreikstas MVDDA. Maziausias MVDDA mokslo kryptyje— 11,8; didzZiausias — 102,4
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Valstybiniai universitetai

Kauno technologijos universitetas (KTU)
Klaipédos universitetas (KU)

Vilniaus Gedimino technikos universitetas (VILNIUS TECH)

Vilniaus universitetas (VU)

Rezultatai

VV vertinimo kriterijy jverciai

KTU_EI
ektr(oni
k)a
5,0
4,5
KTU_IT-
VU_MIF math
VilniusT KU_ITG
ech_El M
e Kokybé == Poveikis Perspektyvumas

PEV: Eksperty komisija NT2: Gamtos ir Technologijos mokslai

5,0

4,5

4,0

3,5

3,0

2,5

2,0

Eksperty iS mokslinius
tyrimus vykdanciy
institucijy 8
skirtingose uZsienio
Salyse:

MTEP veiklos kokybés jverciai mokslo kryptyse

VU_MIF VU_MIF .

KU_JTGM

KTU_IT-math ~ KTU_IT-math  VilniusTech_El
Informatika Chemijos inZinerija

. Elektros ir elektronikos
Matematika

Jungtiné Karalysteé
Cekijos Respublika

KU_JTGM ‘

inzinerija Transporto inZinerija

Eksperty komisijos vadovas — Erkki lkonen

1
1
3
1
1
T
2
1

KTU_IT-math

| ViIniusTec!_EI ‘

KTU_Elektr(onik)a

KU_JTGM VU_MIF

Matavimy inZinerija

Informatikos inZinerija

Apskritimo dydis iSreikstas MVDDA. Maziausias MVDDA mokslo kryptyje—5,6; didZiausias — 52
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Valstybiniai universitetai

Kauno technologijos universitetas (KTU)

Klaipédos universitetas (KU)

Vilniaus Gedimino technikos universitetas (VILNIUS TECH)

Vilniaus universitetas (VU)

Rezultatai

VV vertinimo kriterijy jverciai

KTU_EI
ektr(oni
k)a
5,0
4,5
KTU_IT-
VU_MIF math
VilniusT KU_ITG
ech_El M
K0 kybhé == Poveikis Perspektyvumas

PEV: Eksperty komisija NT2: Gamtos ir Technologijos mokslai

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

2,0

Eksperty i$ mokslinius
tyrimus vykdanciy
institucijy 8
skirtingose uZsienio
Salyse:

MTEP veiklos kokybés jverciai mokslo kryptyse

VU_MIF VU_MIF .
KU_JTGM
KTU_IT-math ~ KTU_IT-math  VilniusTech_EI
Informatika
N Elektros ir elektronikos
Matematika

inZinerija

KU_JTGM .

Jungtiné Karalysteé
Cekijos Respublika

Suomija
Vokietija
Airija
Italija
Lenkija
Slovénija

KU_JTGM

Chemijos inZinerija

Transporto inZinerija

Eksperty komisijos vadovas — Erkki Ikonen

1
1
3
1
1
T
2
1

KTU_IT-math

I ViIniusTec!EI

‘ KTU_Elektr(onik)a

KU_JTGM VU_MIF

Matavimy inZinerija

Informatikos inZinerija

Apskritimo dydis iSreikstas MVDDA. Maziausias MVDDA mokslo kryptyje— 5,6; didZiausias — 52
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PEV: Eksperty komisija NT3: Gamtos ir Technologijos mokslai
Eksperty komisijos vadovas — Olaf Scholten

Valstybinis moksliniy
tyrimy institutas . .
Ekspertai iS mokslinius Cekijos Respublika 2
Fiziniy ir technologijos tvrimus vvkdandi .
moksly centras (FTMC) izsﬁtuciqu7 Y i-ah-”a 1
irija
Valstybiniai universitetai skirtingose uzsienio ltalija 1
Nevalstybinis moksliniy Salyse: .
tyrimy institutas Nyderlandai L
Kauno technologijos universitetas (KTU) Lenkija ! “
Perspektyviniy technologijy Vilniaus universitetas (VU) Ispanija 1

taikomuyjy tyrimy institutas (PTTTI)

Rezultatai

VV vertinimo kriterijy jveréiai MTEP veiklos kokybés jverciai mokslo kryptyse
FTMC_ 5,0
FTF
5,0
4,5
=
VU_eei KZE;_M ‘ .
mi fizilc 2 s VU_02P+08P . VU_eeimi
! VU_02P+08P
30 FTMC_FTF  KTU_Medz-fizik
' FTMC_FTF
25 ®
VU_02 PROTE KTU_Medz-fizik Astronomija .. e
Medziagy inZinerija
P+08P CH 2,0 Fizika
Kokybe Poveikis Perspektyvumas Apskritimo dydis iSreikstas MVDDA. Maziausias MVDDA mokslo kryptyje— 8,4; didZiausias — 126
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PEV: Eksperty komisija MN: Medicinos ir sveikatos ir Gamtos mokslai

DEIVE] Ekspertai Eksperty komisijos vadovas — Roman Perez Antonanzas
s Prancuzija 5
Valstybiniai o Eksperty i$ mokslinius | el 5
moksliniy tyrimy Valstybiniai tyrimus vykdanciy cpanie
institutai universitetai instituciiu 6 Italija 1
L 4 v Belgija 1
skirtingose uZsienio .
. i Portugalija 1
Lietuvos sporto universitetas (LSU) Salyse : S i 1
Nacionalinis véZio institutas (NVI) uomija
) o Lietuvos sveikatos moksly universitetas (LSMU)
Inovatyvios medicinos centras (IMC) '
Vilniaus universitetas (VU)
Rezultatai
VV vertinimo kriterijy jverciai MTEP veiklos kokybés jverciai mokslo kryptyse
IMC_Ga
mtos M 5,0
edicinos
5,0
VU_med 45 LSMU_ 45
BioMed ’
40  LSMU_BioMed @ LSMU_ BioMed (@) ®
LSMU_N NVI. NVI. NVI.
® 000
VU_medicina .
30 O LSMU_PubHealth galSMU_Nurs MC_Gamtos_Medicinos ‘
! GMSM_LSU
LS(’;Ac’Lr:;O 25 LSMU_Odont VU_medicina LSMU_ BioMed
IMC_Gamtos_Medicinos Odonto\lléjgijr:Edlcma Visuomenés sveikata Biologija
L P
ubHeal BSMU_P 2,0 Medicina Slauga Biofizika
h harm
——Kokybé =——Poveikis =——Perspektyvumas Apskritimo dydis isreikstas MVDDA. Maziausias MVDDA mokslo kryptyje— 3; didZiausias — 91
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PEV: Eksperty komisija AT: Zemés iikio ir Technologijos mokslai

e Eksperty komisijos vadovas— Kaare Magne Nielsen
Valstvbiniai mokslini Ekspertai iS mokslinius
alstybinial moksfiniy tyrimus vykdanéiy Bulgarija
tyrimy institutai institucijy 7 Cekijos Respublika
Valstybiniai

1
1
Lietuvos agrariniy ir misky universitetai skirtingose uZsienio Italija ) 3
moksly centras (LAMMCQ) Salyse : Norvegija 1
Lietuvos sveikatos moksly universitetas(LSMU) Lenkija 1
Vytauto DidZiojo universitetas (VDU) Portugalija 1
Ispanija 1
. |
Rezultatai -
VV vertinimo kriterijy jverciai MTEP veiklos kokybés jverciai mokslo kryptyse
LAMMC_MI
> 5,0
4,5
4 4,5
35
VDU_TAS 3 LAMMC_SDI 4,0 ‘ ‘ . .
2,5
. .
2 3,5 LAMMC_SDI 5 ‘ LsMU_Agricuit - Ereut ‘ VDU_TAS VDU_TAS
LAMMC_2I Environmental Engineering
3,0 VDU_TAS LAMMC_MI ®
VDU_TAS
2,5 VDU_TAS @
LSMle’tAgnc LAMMC_ZI Veterinarija Miskotyra
2,0 Agronomija Gyviny mokslai TransportoinZinerija ~ Mechanikos inZinerija
—Kokybé ——Poveikis Perspektyvumas Apskritimo dydis ireikstas MVDDA. Maziausias MVDDA mokslo kryptyje— 3,3; didZiausias — 89
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Valstybiniai
universitetai

Valstybinis

institutas

Lietuvos energetikos institutas (LEI)

Kauno Technologijos Universitetas (KTU)
Vilniaus Gedimino technikos universitetas (Vilnius TECH)

Rezultatai

VV vertinimo kriterijy jverciai

KTU_Mech-
transp-energ

VilniusTech_EE

VilniusTech_CE

KTU_Statyba

LEI_energ

VilniusTech_AMT

E

—Kokybé ——Poveikis

—Perspektyvumas

5,0

4,5

4,0

3,5

3,0

2,5

2,0

PEV: Eksperty komisija T: Technologijos mokslai

Eksperty komisijos vadovas —Leonid Dubrovinsky

Eksperty i mokslinius Graikija 2

tyrimus vykdanciy Lenkija 2

institucijy 8 Austrija 1

skirtingose uZsienio Kipras 1

Salyse: Danija 1 .
Prancuzija 1
Vokietija 1
Portugalija 1

c

MTEP veiklos kokybés jverciai mokslo kryptyse

KTU_Mech-transp-energ

’ KTU_Mech-transp-energ '
VilniusTech_CE
LEI_energ
LEl_energ

KTU_Statyba ® VilniusTech_AMTE VilniusTech_EE VilniusTech_CE VilniusTech_AMTE

KTU_Mech-transp-energ
Energetika ir termoinZinerija

Transporto inZinerija Mechanikos inZinerija
Statybos inZinerija Aplinkos inZinerija Medziagy inZinerija

Apskritimo dydis iSreikStas MVDDA. Maziausias MVDDA mokslo kryptyje—4,5; didZiausias — 77,5
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} 4. Feedback from Experts who participated in the CEA

After the 2023 Comparative Expert Assessment of R&D Activities (hereinafter — CEA), a survey with five
open-ended questions was sent to experts who evaluated the Units of Assessment (hereinafter UoA). Atotal of 47 ex-
perts (out of 113) responded. The survey asked them to identify the strengths and weaknesses of the CEA process,
provide an overall evaluation of their satisfaction, and offer suggestions regarding the format of data submission and
the organization of the assessment.

Strengths of the CEA Process
Experts identified the following strengths of the CEA process:

e Impartiality in evaluation by involving international experts and assigning at least two representatives from
each research field.

e nsparency of the evaluation process and effective conflict-of-interest management.

e A qualitative rather than quantitative assessment approach.

e The opportunity for direct communication with the UoA’s administration, researchers, and doctoral students.
e Coordination and planning of the assessment process.

¢ Professionalism of the organizers in promptly addressing emerging issues.

Formation of Units of Assessment

Although the vast majority of experts reported being satisfied or very satisfied with the CEA process, certain
concerns and criticisms were raised. Issues related to the formation of UoA varied, with some experts noting that
UoAs were of vastly different sizes, artificially assembled from non-collaborating research groups, or artificially di-
vided when groups were closely related or already collaborating. Ideally, all UoAs should be homogeneous in terms
of structure and collaboration while also being of similar size. However, there were few concrete expert suggestions
on how to implement this with the current research groups. A couple of proposals included adjusting the minimum
and maximum size of UoA or forming UoAs based on a single department or faculty.

Evaluation of R&D Activities Based on Three Criteria and Data form

Experts had widely differing opinions on potential changes to the data submission form. Some found the data
to extensive and suggested a more focused analysis of fewer submitted works. Others believed that all UoA publica-
tions and bibliometric analyses should be available for review. It is important to note, that these differing views could
also stem not only from varying opinions on how R&D activities should be assessed but also from the significant
differences in the volume of data submitted by UoAs of different sizes and the differing workload assigned to experts.

A more unified dissatisfaction was expressed regarding the inclusion of awards (especially local ones), which
experts felt were not very useful for evaluation. As a result, experts suggested that awards—or at least local awards—
should not be included in the data submission format.

Another important issue noted was the data forms inability to reflect how a UoA is managed, how researchers
are supported, or what its R&D strategy is, as these aspects were described very differently across UoAs. The lack of
structured information on salaries, support, and incentive systems made it difficult to assess the criterion of devel-
opment potential.

Similar concerns were raised regarding the assessment of economic and social impact. Experts found it not
only difficult to evaluate based on the submitted data but also challenging to determine what constitutes valid ev-
idence of impact. It is worth mentioning that, in relation to the future potential criterion, experts more frequently
mentioned a lack of data or its structure, whereas for the impact criterion, the main concern was its lack of clear
definition.
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Organizational process of the CEA

Some experts felt there was insufficient time for discussions during site visits. To address this, and to mitigate
the formal nature of the evaluation process, several experts suggested allowing individual interviews, extending the
duration of visits to laboratories and institutional facilities (where informal conversations could take place), or con-
ducting a UoA staff survey to gather responses from all personnel.

Concerns about expert competence and the selection process were raised by two out of seven experts from
the humanities panels. Some experts were considered by their colleagues to be insufficiently qualified to assess
institutions’ R&D activities in an international context. In two cases, the panel leadership was criticized for causing
conflicts.

Quotes from the two humanities panels experts about the issue:
* “One of the chairs was absolutely unprepared and impolite.”

e “The choice of the Panel’s Chairs — as this is a delicate matter, the LMT cannot allow situations where a Chair
insults the experts and does not allow them to speak. Some of the experts in this group were highly influential
in European science policy, involved in creating research policy and evaluation criteria at the European level
(and in research assessment in many highly profiled European programs), but they were forbidden to talk by
the Chair, who was actually not an academic but working in a managerial role.”

Issues with expert selection were mentioned in only two feedback reports, and only from the humanities pan-
el, but the selection process could still be reviewed.

Five experts noted that the payment system was unclear, as the exact amount to be paid was determined only
after arriving in Lithuania and after the distribution of panel report writing tasks.

Additionally, across all panels, eight experts expressed that the process of writing reports and responding to
institutional comments was not very clear. According to them responsibilities were not well-defined, and reports had
to be revisited long after the visit to Lithuania.

Experts from the humanities and social sciences panels reported dissatisfaction with the intensive and ex-
hausting schedule, as well as the lack of time to prepare evaluations after a full day of institutional visits. This con-
cern was particularly pronounced in the humanities panels, where four out of seven experts mentioned this issue.
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} 5. 2023 PEV grjztamojo rysio apklausos rezultatai

Palyginamasis ekspertinis universitety ir moksliniy tyrimy instituty moksliniy tyrimuy ir
eksperimentinés plétros vertinimas

LR Svietimo, mokslo ir sporto ministro 2021 m. rugséjo 2 d. jsakymu Nr. V-1593 ,,Del Lietuvos Respublikos
Vyriausybés 2017 m. kovo 1 d. nutarimo Nr. 149 ,,Deél Lietuvos Respublikos mokslo ir studijy jstatymo jgyvendinimo*
2.2-2.6 papunkciy jgyvendinimo* Lietuvos mokslo tarybai (toliau — LMT) pirma kartag pavesta organizuoti palyginama-
ji ekspertinj universitety ir moksliniy tyrimy instituty moksliniy tyrimuy ir eksperimentinés plétros vertinimg (toliau —
palyginamasis ekspertinis vertinimas).

Palyginamojo ekspertinio vertinime dalyvavo 28 mokslo ir studijy institucijos (11 valstybiniy ir 4 nevalstybi-
niai universitetai bei 11 valstybiniy ir 2 nevalstybiniai moksliniy tyrimuy institutai) (toliau — Institucijos). Institucijos
suformavo 85 vertinamuosius vienetus. Vertinamieji vienetai — Institucijy suformuotos struktiros vertinimui atlikti.
Institucijos padaliniai, sudarantys vertinamajj vieneta, yra tarpusavyje susije bendra MTEP veikla ir sudaro salygas
ekspertams objektyviai jvertinti vertinamojo vieneto veikla. Vertinamasis vienetas (toliau — VV) veikia ne daugiau kaip
dviejose mokslo srityse.

2023 m. LMT sudaré 13 eksperty komisijy kuriose bendrai dirbo 151 ekspertas (113 unikaliy) i$ 26 skirtingy
uzsienio Saliy mokslo institucijy. 6 komisijos buvo skirtos jvertinti socialiniy ir humanitariniy mokslo sri¢iy apimtyje
veikian€iy VV MTEP veikla, o 7 — gamtos, technologijy, medicinos ir sveikatos moksly sri¢iy apimtyje.

Pagrindinés palyginamojo ekspertinio vertinimo dalyviy atsakomybeés pateiktos Lentele 1.

Lentelé 1. Pagrindinés palyginamojo ekspertinio vertinimo dalyviy atsakomybés

e suformuoti VV; e  susipazinti su vertinimui pateikta organizuoti palyginamajj ekspertinj

e pateiktiduomenis apie MTEP informacija ir medziaga ir vertinima, jskaitant:
veiklg vertinimui informacinéje individualiai jvertinti priskirtus VV e paruosti informacine sistema
sistemoje ,Vieversys“ pagal 3 kriterijus; wWieversys“ duomeny teikimui;

e  priimtijvertinamajj vieneta e dalyvauti bendruose eksperty o atrinkti ekspertus ir suformuoti
atvykstancius ekspertus; komisijy posédziuose ir vizituoti eskperty komisijas;

e  susipazinti su VV jvertinimo priskirtus VV; ®  organizuoti eksperty komisiju
pagrindimo projektais ir pateikti e  sutarti dél komisijai priskirty VV vizitus j Lietuva ir j VV;
pastabas dél, jy nuomone, vertinimo jverciy; e sudaryti Apeliacine komsijg;
esanciy faktiniy klaidy; e parengti VV vertinimo ataskaitas; *  parengti vertinimo suvestinius

e  susipazinti su VV jvertinimo e dalyvauti apeliacijy procese (jei rezultatus ir juos viesinti.
rezultatais ir jei reikia, pateikti reikia).
apeliacijag.

I
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2023 m. Palyginamojo ekspertinio universitety ir moksliniy tyrimy instituty moksliniy tyrimy
ir eksperimentinés plétros vertinimo grjztamojo rysio apklausa

Paskelbus palyginamojo ekspertinio vertinimo rezultatus, LMT parengé 2023 m. palyginamojo ekspertinio
universitety ir moksliniy tyrimy instituty moksliniy tyrimy ir eksperimentinés plétros veiklos vertinimo grjztamojo
rySio klausimyna institucijy vertinamiesiems vienetams, siekdama suZzinoti vertinamuyjy vienety nuomone ir patirtis
dalyvaujant Siame procese. Klausimyno struktdra atliepé palyginamojo ekspertinio vertinimo proceso etapus, kuriy
organizavima vertinamieji vienetai buvo praSomi jvertinti tiek uzdary (privalomi), tiek atviry klausimy forma.

Internetiné apklausa vykdyta 2023 m. gruodZio 4-18d.

Vertinamieji vienetai buvo kvie€iami uzpildyti klausimyna patalpinta ,,Microsoft Forms“ jrankyje 2023 m. gruo-
dZio 4 - 18 d. Klausimynag uZpildé 76 vertinamieji vienetai i$ 85 (90 proc.). Privalomy klausimy atsakymy pasiskirsty-
mas pateikiamas zemiau grafikuose.

Bendras grjztamasis rysys:

30
25
20
15
10
5 B
; —
1 10

H]l 2 W3 W4 W5 m6 H7 H8 mO W10

1 pav. Apklausoje dalyvavusiy vertinamuyjy vienety atsakymuy pasiskirstymas j klausima ,,Kaip bendrai
vertinate palyginamojo ekspertinio MTEP veiklos vertinimo organizavimo procesa 10 baly
skaléje, kai 10 reiskia maksimaly teigiama vertinima?“

30
25
20

15
10

5 L

0 I I — _

1 10

H]l N2 E3 N4 W5 H6 H7 H8 H9 W10

2 pav. Apklausoje dalyvavusiy vertinamuyjy vienety atsakymu pasiskirstymas j klausima ,,Kaip bendrai
vertinate Tarybos informacijos sklaida apie palyginamajj ekspertinj vertinima, kai 10 reiskia
maksimaly teigiama vertinimag?*
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Grjztamasis rysys apie vertinamuyjy vienety sudarymo ir grupavimo etapa:

Visitkai sutinkame 28

Su‘rinkame
Mei sutinkame, nei nesutinkams

MNesutinkame

Visitkai nesutinkame

Megalime prertint -

3 pav. Apklausoje dalyvavusiy vertinamuyjy vienety teiginio ,,Vertinamyjy vienety sudarymo etapas
buvo sklandus* jvertinimo pasiskirstymas

Mei sutinkame, nei nesutinkams
|

MNesutinkame
Visitkai nesutinkame

Megalime jrertint !

4 pav. Apklausoje dalyvavusiy vertinamuyjy vienety teiginio ,,Padaliniai, i$ kuriy sudarytas jusy
vertinamasis vienetas, yra tarpusavyje susije bendra MTEP veikla“ jvertinimo pasiskirstymas

Sutinkame 25

MNesutinkame

Mei sutinkame, nei nesutinkams H
Visizkai nesutinkame
Megalime jrertint i

5 pav. Apklausoje dalyvavusiy vertinamuyjy vienety teiginio ,,Vertinamyjy vienety grupé, kurios
sudétyje yra masy vertinamasis vienetas, yra sudaryta racionaliai“ jvertinimo pasiskirstymas
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Grjztamasis rysys apie duomeny vertinimui atrankos ir teikimo etapa:

Visitkai sutinkame

Sutinkame

Mei sutinkame, nei nesutinkams
Mesutinkame

Megalime prertint

6 pav. Apklausoje dalyvavusiy vertinamuyjy vienety teiginio ,,Sprendimai dél duomeny pateikimo
vertinimui vyko jtraukiant didZigja dalj vertinamojo vieneto bendruomenés nariy“ jvertinimo
pasiskirstymas

Sutinkame
Mei sutinkame, nei nesutinkams

MNesutinkame

Megalime jvertint

7 pav. Apklausoje dalyvavusiy vertinamuyjy vienety teiginio ,,Vertinamojo vieneto bendruomené buvo
supazindinta su vertinimui pateiktais duomenimis* jvertinimo pasiskirstymas

Visitkai sutinkame

Mei sutinkame, nei nesutinkams

Visitkai nesutinkame

Megalime jrertint

8 pav. Apklausoje dalyvavusiy vertinamuyjy vienety teiginio ,,Duomeny pateikimas vertinimui
sistemoje ,Vieversys“ buvo sklandus* jvertinimo pasiskirstymas

s
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e e e

MNesutinkame

Visitkai nesutinkame

Megalime prertint

9 pav. Apklausoje dalyvavusiy vertinamuyjy vienety teiginio ,,Buvo pakankamai laiko pateikti
i“ jvertinimo pasiskirstymas

duomenis vertinimui
VIS-IEHEI SUﬁnkamE
Surinkame
11
3

TS e e _
e

10 pav. Apklausoje dalyvavusiy vertinamuyjy vienety teiginio ,,Duomeny teikimo metu kilusius
klausimus Taryba sprendé operatyviai“ jvertinimo pasiskirstymas

Mesutinkame

Grjztamasis rysys apie eksperty atrankos ir eksperty komisijos sudarymo etapa:

14

1
1
17

Mesutinkams I
Visitkai nesutinkame I
s e _

11 pav. Apklausoje dalyvavusiy vertinamyjy vienety teiginio ,,Eksperty komisijy sudarymo procesas
buvo skaidrus* jvertinimo pasiskirstymas
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Nesutinkame _
Vizitkai nesutinkame _

Megalime jrertint

12 pav. Apklausoje dalyvavusiy vertinamuyjy vienety teiginio ,,Vertinamieji vienetai buvo pakankamai
jtraukti j eksperty komisijos nariy atranka, uztikrinant nesaliSkuma vertinamyjy vienety
atzvilgiu* jvertinimo pasiskirstymas

Mei sutinkame, nei nesutinkams
Vizitkai nesutinkame
Megzlime jrertint

13 pav. Apklausoje dalyvavusiy vertinamuyjy vienety teiginio ,,Jusy vertinamajj vieneta vertino
kompetentinga eksperty komisija“ jvertinimo pasiskirstymas

Grjztamasis rysys apie eksperty vizita j vertinamajj vieneta:

Visitkai sutinkame

Mei sutinkame, nei nesutinkams -

Mesutinkame

Visitkai nesutinkame

14 pav. Apklausoje dalyvavusiy vertinamuyjy vienetuy teiginio ,Vizitas j vertinamgajj vieneta buvo
organizuotas sklandzZiai“ jvertinimo pasiskirstymas
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Sutinkame

Mei sutinkame, nei nesutinkams

Mesutinkams

Megalime jvertinti 1

15 pav. Apklausoje dalyvavusiy vertinamuyjy vienety teiginio ,,Tarybos koordinatoriai pateikeé aiSkia

informacija kaip pasirengti vizitui“ jvertinimo pasiskirstymas

Visitkai sutinkame

Sutinkame

Mei sutinkame, nei nesutinkams

Mesutinkams

Visitkai nesutinkame

Megalime jvertint

16 pav. Apklausoje dalyvavusiy vertinamuyjy vienety teiginio ,,Vizitui skirto laiko pakako* jvertinimo
pasiskirstymas

Visitkai sutinkame

Mei sutinkame, nei nesutinkams
MNesutinkame

Visitkai nesutinkame

Megalime jvertint '

17 pav. Apklausoje dalyvavusiy vertinamuyjy vienety teiginio ,,J vizita atvyke ekspertai savo darba
atliko kompetentingai“ jvertinimo pasiskirstymas
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Visitkai sutinkame

Sutinkame

Mei sutinkame, nei nesutinkams

MNesutinkame

Visitkai nesutinkame

Megalime jvertint

18 pav. Apklausoje dalyvavusiy vertinamuyjy vienety teiginio ,,Tokio tipo vertinimui eksperty vizitai j
vertinamajj vienetg néra batini“ jvertinimo pasiskirstymas

Grjztamasis rysys apie eksperty komisijos jvertinima ir ataskaita:

Visitkai sutinkame

Sutinkame

Mei sutinkame, nei nesutinkams
Mesutinkams

Megalime jrertint

19 pav. Apklausoje dalyvavusiy vertinamuyjy vienety teiginio ,,Sutinkame su eksperty komisijos
skirtais jvertinimais (balais)“ jvertinimo pasiskirstymas

Visizkai sutinkamse

Sutinkame

Mei sutinkame, nei nesutinkams

MNesutinkame

Megalime jvertint

20 pav. Apklausoje dalyvavusiy vertinamuyjy vienetuy teiginio ,,Eksperty komisija kompetentingai
pagrindé vertinamojo vieneto jvertinimus“ jvertinimo pasiskirstymas
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Visitkai sutinkame

Sutinkame

Mei sutinkame, nei nesutinkams

MNesutinkame

Vizitkai nesutinkame

21 pav. Apklausoje dalyvavusiy vertinamyjy vienety teiginio ,,Eksperty pateiktos rekomendacijos yra
vertingos tobulinant vertinamojo vieneto veikla* jvertinimo pasiskirstymas

Grjztamasis rysys apie pastaby dél vertinimo pagrindimo ir apeliacijy etapus:

Ne

= Taip

22 pav. Apklausoje dalyvavusiy vertinamuyjy vienety atsakymu pasiskirstymas j klausima ,,Ar teikéte
pastabas dél, Jusy nuomone, buvusiy faktiniy klaidy?“

Visitkai sutinkame

Sutinkame

Mei sutinkame, nei nesutinkams

MNesutinkame

Visizkai nesutinkame

23 pav. Apklausoje dalyvavusiy ir pastabas teikusiy vertinamuyjy vienety teiginio ,,Buvo pakankamai
laiko pateikti pastabas* jvertinimo pasiskirstymas
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Visitkai sutinkame
VisiZkai nesutinkame

24 pav. Apklausoje dalyvavusiy ir pastabas teikusiy vertinamuyjy vienetuy teiginio ,,Eksperty komisija
atsiZvelgé j pateiktas pastabas ir patikslino vertinimo pagrindimus* jvertinimo pasiskirstymas
Visikai sutinkame
Mei sutinkame, nei nesutinkame
Visitkai nesutinkame

Megalime jvertinti

25 pav. Apklausoje dalyvavusiy ir pastabas teikusiy vertinamyjy vienety teiginio ,,Eksperty komisija
pateiké aiskius atsakymus j pateiktas pastabas“ jvertinimo pasiskirstymas

Ne

u Taip

26 pav. Apklausoje dalyvavusiy vertinamyjy vienety atsakymuy pasiskirstymas j klausima ,,Ar teikéte
apeliacijg?“
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ViziZkai sutinkame

Mei sutinkame nei nesutinkame

Nesutinkame

27 pav. Apklausoje dalyvavusiy vertinamyjy vienety teiginio ,,Apeliacijos teikimo ir nagrinéjimo
proceddra buvo aiski“ jvertinimo pasiskirstymas

5
4

Sutinkame

e r—— _

Visizkai mesutinkame 1

Megalime ppertint

28 pav. Apklausoje dalyvavusiy vertinamujy vienetuy teiginio ,,Apeliacijos procesas buvo skaidrus*
Jjvertinimo pasiskirstymas

Visizkai sutinkame

Sutinkame

Mei sutinkame nei nesutinkams

Mesutinkame

VisiZkai nesutinkame

29 pav. Apklausoje dalyvavusiy vertinamyjy vienety teiginio ,,Buvo pakankamai laiko pateikti
apeliacija“ jvertinimo pasiskirstymas
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Visizkai sutinkame

Sutinkame

Mei sutinkame nei nesutinkams

Mesutinkame

Visizkai nesutinkame

Megalime peertint

30 pav. Apklausoje dalyvavusiy vertinamuyjy vienety teiginio ,,Apeliacinés komisijos sudarymo
principai sudareé salygas objektyviam apeliacijy iSnagrinéjimui* jvertinimo pasiskirstymas
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} 6. Terms of Reference for International Experts

PROCESS AND IMPLEMENTATION EVALUATION
of the Comparative Expert Assessment of R&D activities conducted by Lithuanian universities and
research institutes

Abbreviations

CEA - Comparative Expert Assessment of R&D activities conducted by Lithuanian universities and research
institutes

R&D -research and development

ToR - Terms of Reference

DORA - The San Francisco Declaration on Research Assessment
CoARA - Coalition for Advancing Research Assessment

UoA; Unit-Unit of Assessment. Units of assessment are structures formed by the Institutions for assessment
purposes (it could be the whole institution of its part).

FTE - full-time equivalent

FTE(SD) - the sum of the FTE of teaching staff members with a science degree divided by 3, and the FTE of
research workers and other researchers with a scientific degree

. Sources (accessible in the online shared folder)

Legal Acts regulating CEA
Ministry of Education, Science and Sports of the Republic of Lithuania:

1. Description of the Comparative Expert Evaluation of R&D Activities of Universities and Research Institutes
(link)

2. Submission Form of Data on Results of Research and Development Activities Carried out by Universities
and Research Institutes for the Comparative Expert Assessment (link)
(both approved by the Order of the Minister of Education, Science and Sports of the Republic of Lithuania
on September 2, 2021).

3. Regulation on the Procedure for the Comparative Expert Assessment of Research and Development Acti-
vities Carried out by Universities and Research Institutes (link)
(approved by the Order of the Chair of Research Council of Lithuania on August 8, 2022).

Complementary, supporting documents:

4. Guidelines for 2023 comparative expert assessment (CEA) of R&D activities carried out by universities and
research institutes (link)

Feedback and results of CEA in pptx (presented during final dissemination event of CEA on January 16, 2024)
Expert selection description (link)

Guidelines for visit organization (link)

© N o o

An introductory presentation delivered to the expert panels (link)
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9. Guidelines for preparation of expert panel report (link)
10.13 Expert panel reports of the 2023 CEA (link)

11.Example data submission form (link)

Introduction

The purpose of this Terms of Reference (ToR) is to engage experienced scientists & scholars and/or practitio-
ners from the international community to be part of a Process and implementation evaluation of the Comparative
Expert Assessment of R&D activities conducted by Lithuanian universities and research institutes. This initiative aims
to critically review and improve the methodologies, procedures, and overall execution of the Comparative Expert
Assessment of R&D activities conducted by Lithuanian universities and research institutes (hereinafter referred to as
CEA). The evaluation will provide insights into the effectiveness and efficiency of the assessment process, ensuring
it aligns with international standards and supports the overarching goals of enhancing the quality, impact and viabi-
lity of research and development (R&D) activities in Lithuania. The findings will serve as a foundation for refining and
preparing the next round of the CEA, scheduled for 2028.

About the Comparative Expert Assessment of R&D activities (CEA)

The overall objective of CEA is to assess the quality level of R&D activities carried out by Lithuanian universities
and research institutes within an international context, as well as to determine the economic and social impact of
these activities, as well as their future potential. Each of these criteria is assessed on a five-point scale, with half-
points allowed.

This assessment, conducted by engaging researchers from the international scientific community, was offi-
cially launched in 2018 and was conducted for the second time in 2023. During the 2023 evaluation, R&D activities,
their outcomes, and the implementation environment of institutions for the period of 20718-2022 were assessed.

Based on the results of the 2023 CEA, 70% of the state budget’s basic funding allocated to the development
of R&D among Lithuanian universities and research institutes for the next five years. The remaining share (30%) of
institutional R&D funding is distributed according to the results of the formal (implemented annually) assessment of
R&D and artistic activities conducted by universities and research institutes.

To ensure the quality of the expert assessment process, the Research Council of Lithuania is carrying out an
evaluation of the process and implementation of the 2023 Comparative Expert Assessment of R&D activities con-
ducted by Lithuanian universities and research institutes.

More about CEA [link].

Objectives
The objectives of the process and implementation evaluation of CEA are:

1. To evaluate whether the data, descriptions of assessment criteria and assessment criteria scales provided
for the CEA of Lithuanian universities and research institutions are sufficient and suitable for ensuring a
comprehensive and reliable information base for assessment and recommend steps for enhancement.

2. Topropose measures or adjustments necessary to improve the organization of the expert assessment process.



https://lmtlt.sharepoint.com/:w:/s/CEAReview/EUR25DwQ4TpLs8yWlYNYDHEBkGWCU1_DbwzoazdcacuC3Q?e=iwOmlj
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The scheme of the objectives:

Object of assessment

Legal regulatory framework:

Methodology for Expert
Assessment in Legal Acts

Outcomes assessment

Enhance the regulation of expert
assessment in the following areas:
® assessment criteria;

¢ description of the criteria scales;

e data submitted for peer review.

Enhance the condition for impartial,
fair and competent assessment and
the quality of the written justifications
of the scores.

Process level:
Organization of expert
assessment

Expected Outputs

The analysis outputs are expected to support the enhancement and further development of the CEA and are
intended for potential inclusion in the published study. The expected outputs are organized into two analysis blocks:

Analysis Block 1: Assessment Criteria, Data for assessment, Descriptions of scores. This analysis block
is further divided into two major analysis topics.

Analysis Block 2: Organization of the Expert Assessment Process. This analysis block s further divided into
four analysis topics.

Each analysis topic should include two main sections addressing the relevant questions:

1. Analysis: This section should examine the CEA based on the provided questions, evaluating the suggested
material and determining whether the current process effectively achieves its goals.

2. Recommendations and Suggestions: This section should offer actionable advice grounded in the preced-
ing analysis and incorporate relevant insights, ideas, and suggestions from external sources.

The length of each analysis block is expected to be no less than 2,000 words. Experts will be provided with the
input form (please see the Appendix 1).

The analysis of the CEA is expected to draw on, but is not limited to, the following sources:
e Examples from other research performance evaluation systems;

¢ Recommendations from research assessment manifestos and organizations, such as DORA, the Leiden Ma-
nifesto, and CoARA;

e Research papers on research performance assessment;

e Experience in participating in and/or creating research performance evaluation systems.
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Each analysis topic includes its analysis questions with provided guidelines to how to approach it and with
sources relevant for the topics analysis, for example the relevant chapters of a legal document. Upon request you
may be provided with additional information, data.

The following list of essential documents is provided to facilitate a comprehensive understanding of the CEA:

Legal Acts regulating CEA
Ministry of Education, Science and Sports of the Republic of Lithuania:

1. Description of the Comparative Expert Evaluation of R&D Activities of Universities and Research Institutes
(link)

2. Submission Form of Data on Results of Research and Development Activities Carried out by Universities
and Research Institutes for the Comparative Expert Assessment (link)

(both approved by the Order of the Minister of Education, Science and Sports of the Republic of Lithuania
on September 2, 2021).

Research Council of Lithuania:

1. Regulation on the Procedure for the Comparative Expert Assessment of Research and Development Acti-
vities Carried out by Universities and Research Institutes (link)

(approved by the Order of the Chairman of the Lithuanian Research Council on August 8, 2022).

Complementary, supporting documents:

2. Guidelines for 2023 comparative expert assessment (CEA) of R&D activities carried out by universities and
research institutes. (link)

3. Feedback and results of CEA in pptx (presented during final dissemination event of CEA on January 16,
2024).

Requirements for Experts

Experts should possess competencies and experience in national research evaluation systems, whether thro-
ugh their development or active engagement in these processes. Their expertise will be essential for providing insi-
ghts and recommendations across two key analysis blocks.

Analysis Blocks, Topics and Tasks

Analysis Block 1: Assessment Criteria, Data for Assessment, Descriptions of Scores
Analysis topic 1.1: Assessment Criteria and Data Relevance

Task:

Evaluate whether the provided data set for expert assessment effectively operationalizes the assessment cri-
teria: quality within research field (or group of research fields), economic and social impact and development poten-
tial of R&D activities. The criterion of the socio-economic impact of R&D activities has sparked significant discussi-
ons among expert panel members and warrants a thorough review. This is particularly important given the growing
expectations for its role in enhancing science-based policy development and contributing to the competitiveness of
the Lithuanian economy.
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Analysis Questions:

1. Towhat extent does the provided data support the assessment of each criterion? What further information
might be necessary? Are there any unnecessary or redundant data?

Are certain outputs or pieces of information elements better suited to a different criterion?
Identify the data that should take priority for decision-making within each assessment criterion.

Is the same data set suitable across different-sized units'?

o b

Should the data submission structure be more flexible? Should the data submission structure be open
and ungrouped by criteria? Please provide examples, list advantages and disadvantages of the flexible
approach. As well, please consider how to balance two goals: (1) allowing greater flexibility for units to
provide additional data at their discretion, ensuring that expert assessment is not overly focused on quan-
titative indicators, and (2) preventing the submission of excessive or unnecessary information?

Data to Review:

- Chapters Il, IV, VI of Description of the Comparative Expert Evaluation of R&D Activities of Universities and
Research Institutes (link);

- Example data submission form (link)

- Guidelines for 2023 comparative expert assessment (CEA) of R&D activities carried out by universities and
research institutes (link)

- see Annex 1 (The List of the Units of Assessment groups) for information on unit sizes across disci-
plines (2023);

- see Annex 4 (Scales for the evaluation criteria and the data to inform the scoring of the criteria) for infor-
mation on data assigned to be evaluated according to each criterion.

Context data

13 Expert panel reports of the 2023 CEA [link]

Guidelines:

Review the legal and supporting documents related to the expert assessment process and provide compre-
hensive answers to each analysis question. Include actionable suggestions on how to enhance the data submission
process to ensure it aligns with the assessment’s objectives and criteria. Additional information or data may be pro-
vided upon request to support your analysis

Analysis topic 1.2: Descriptions of Scores

Task:

To evaluate the design and interpretation of score descriptions for assessment criteria used in the expert as-
sessment process, ensuring they foster consistency, fairness, and clarity across diverse disciplines, unit sizes, and
contexts.

' Currently, the size of a unit influences the required number of outputs for certain data (info about which data might be
found in Submission Form of Data) that units must provide for the assessment. The number of outputs equals the units
full- time equivalent staff with scientific degree (FTE(SD)) divided by two; if UoA is smaller than five FTE(SD)s, then five
outputs should be provided.
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Analysis Questions:

1. Is it appropriate to use the same descriptions of scores for different scientific disciplines and units of va-
rying sizes (regardless of their financial capacities, human resources, or stated missions)?

2. The scales of each assessment criterion are from 0 to 5 (half point scores may be given). Currently the
description for whole-number scores is provided, or should detailed descriptions also be provided for half-
point scores? Evaluate whether the absence of descriptions for half-point scores creates ambiguity or in-
consistency.

3. Inthe scale of the quality of R&D activities there is reference to “the unit is among international leaders” or
“strong internationally”, is the description of the quality scores of 4 and 5 need further refinement accor-
ding to your experience?

Data to Review:

- Assessment criteria scales and their description might be found in on Chapter VI, Section 29: Description of
the Comparative Expert Evaluation of R&D Activities of Universities and Research Institutes (link)

- Annex 4: Scales for the assessment criteria and the data to inform the scoring of the criteria in Guideli-
nes for 2023 comparative expert assessment (CEA) of R&D activities carried out by universities and research
institutes. (link)

Guidelines:

Review the provided documentation on scores, their descriptions for assessment criteria, suggest best practi-
ces for designing and applying assessment scales in research evaluation and provide actionable recommendations
to enhance the design and application of assessment scales.

Analysis Block 2: Organisation of Expert Assessment Process

Analysis topic 2.1: Expert Selection Process

Task:

Review the current expert selection process for transparency and impartiality.

Analysis Questions:

1. Is the current expert selection and appointment process transparent enough to ensure impartiality? What
steps could enhance transparency and impartiality in the expert selection process?

2. Were the experts appropriately selected to evaluate the assigned units? How could the expert selection
process be improved to better match expertise with assessment needs?

Data to Review:

- Chapter Il of Description of the Comparative Expert Evaluation of R&D Activities of Universities and Rese-
arch Institutes (link);

- Chapter V of Regulation on the Procedure for the Comparative Expert Assessment of Research and Develop-
ment Activities Carried out by Universities and Research Institutes (link)

- Expert selection description (link)

- PowerPoint presentation with info graphs of each Panels composition and competence in research fields (link)



https://lmtlt.sharepoint.com/:w:/s/CEAReview/EeCrBtQM92JEtyqWwfwKie8Bvx8YoV52rePLZ34-A7Zx4w?e=LqeEsQ
https://lmtlt.sharepoint.com/:w:/s/CEAReview/EZrIkjxc2YtIk53QkdMhK7oBHt6H3W5ub_a6iou84vWzOw?e=YCWZoD
https://lmtlt.sharepoint.com/:w:/s/CEAReview/EeCrBtQM92JEtyqWwfwKie8Bvx8YoV52rePLZ34-A7Zx4w?e=LqeEsQ
https://lmtlt.sharepoint.com/:w:/s/CEAReview/EZ5ztPM_b7pOvpJ3o5bifOEBsYXLkspjUlR3QsWXQeJyFQ?e=3MPfk3
https://lmtlt.sharepoint.com/:w:/s/CEAReview/EZo7SYahOhFIkQ4SzEu16lUBY-32GlbRn_cd5GN4gnRULQ?e=hhrvdb
https://lmtlt.sharepoint.com/:p:/s/CEAReview/Ecs4aTSR2pRBp6EpGcX2DBsBtPR0oc3-qY7kHIPsEJz6VQ?e=0IwWtl
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Guidelines:

Examine the selection process for any biases or gaps in transparency. Provide examples from other research
performance evaluation systems and suggest improvements for identified challenges within expert selection pro-
cess in Lithuania.

Analysis topic 2.2: On-Site vs. Virtual Visits
Task:

Evaluate the pros and cons of on-site versus virtual visits.

Analysis Questions:
1. What are the advantages and disadvantages of on-site versus virtual visits?

2. What added value do on-site visits provide over virtual visits?

Data to Review:

- Chapter V of Description of the Comparative Expert Evaluation of R&D Activities of Universities and Research
Institutes (link);

- Guidelines for visit organization (link)

Guidelines:

An institutional visit is a component of the assessment process, during which an expert committee gathers
information about the assessment unit. The visit involves meetings with the unit’s administration, researchers, and
doctoral students, as well as a review of its research infrastructure. Typically lasting about three hours, the visit in-
cludes structured sessions for presentations, Q&A, and infrastructure tours.

According to the CEA methodology a visit may be conducted virtually if in-person visits are not feasible. A
virtual visit is described as including sessions with the evaluated unit’s administration, researchers, and doctoral
students, supplemented by visual materials or live virtual tours of the research infrastructure to ensure comprehen-
sive assessment.

Provide the differences between on-site and virtual visits based on international practices. Summarize the
benefits and limitations of each approach to recommend an optimal visitation strategy.

Analysis topic 2.3: Consistency in Applying Assessment Criteria
Task:

Assess the process used to ensure the consistent application of assessment criteria both within individual
expert committees and across multiple committees.

Analysis Questions:
1. According to the documentation provided, is the consistency in applying assessment criteria ensured?

2. What measures could be implemented to enhance consistency?



https://lmtlt.sharepoint.com/:w:/s/CEAReview/EeCrBtQM92JEtyqWwfwKie8Bvx8YoV52rePLZ34-A7Zx4w?e=LqeEsQ
https://lmtlt.sharepoint.com/:w:/s/CEAReview/ESAEZ8T-Q1xGn9OUudTwy0wBosFEZYUf2Ktvj5X6-p_UGg?e=O867zD
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Data to Review:

- Section 4 and 5 from Guidelines for 2023 comparative expert assessment (CEA) of R&D activities carried out
by universities and research institutes. (link)

- An introductory presentation delivered to the expert panels (link)

Guidelines:

Examine the existing consistency mechanisms and suggest enhancements. Provide recommendations for
standardizing criteria application across committees to promote reliability.

Analysis topic 2.4: Reporting and Feedback Process
Task:

Evaluate the report preparation process and the incorporation of institutional feedback.

Analysis Questions:
1. How is the current report preparation process structured to ensure high quality and reliability?

2. How effectively is institutional feedback integrated into the reporting process, and what refinements could
better support this integration?

3. What improvements could enhance both the reporting process and the quality of the final report outco-
mes?

Data to Review:

- Chapter VIl of Description of the Comparative Expert Evaluation of R&D Activities of Universities and Rese-
arch Institutes (link);

- Chapter 4.3 of Guidelines for 2023 comparative expert assessment (CEA) of R&D activities carried out by
universities and research institutes (link);

- Guidelines for preparation of expert panel report (Link);

- 13 Expert panel reports of the 2023 CEA (link)

Guidelines:

Review current report preparation process to identify potential enhancements that ensure outputs are relia-
ble, strategically relevant, and of high quality. Emphasize adaptable reporting practices that meet the strategic intel-
ligence needs of stakeholders and integrate best practices from international systems where applicable.



https://lmtlt.sharepoint.com/:w:/s/CEAReview/EZrIkjxc2YtIk53QkdMhK7oBHt6H3W5ub_a6iou84vWzOw?e=YCWZoD
https://lmtlt.sharepoint.com/:p:/s/CEAReview/EZos5uvkfo1AqLUDF2XmP64BkkZzXkhc4jNBC1sWD3L6HA?e=UdkkvK
https://lmtlt.sharepoint.com/:w:/s/CEAReview/EeCrBtQM92JEtyqWwfwKie8Bvx8YoV52rePLZ34-A7Zx4w?e=LqeEsQ
https://lmtlt.sharepoint.com/:w:/s/CEAReview/EZrIkjxc2YtIk53QkdMhK7oBHt6H3W5ub_a6iou84vWzOw?e=YCWZoD
https://lmt.lrv.lt/media/viesa/saugykla/2024/2/fyEknnN_oXk.pdf
https://lmtlt.sharepoint.com/:w:/s/CEAReview/EUR25DwQ4TpLs8yWlYNYDHEBkGWCU1_DbwzoazdcacuC3Q?e=iwOmlj
https://lmtlt.sharepoint.com/:f:/s/CEAReview/EgS_GsRkAR9LiV6Fx6X_SxYBjdBCIaZnJGjDkRuRWHc6pg?e=tqUpuk
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Appendix 1 Input form

Thank you for participating in the process and implementation evaluation of the Comparative Expert Assess-
ment (CEA). To support this evaluation, we kindly ask you to provide your input and recommendations based on the
questions below, organized by analysis blocks and topics.

Your input should include two main sections:

- Analysis: Evaluate provided questions, review the material, and determine whether the current process
effectively meets its objectives.

- Recommendations and Suggestions: Offer actionable advice based on your analysis, incorporating relevant
insights and suggestions.

Please provide your input into the spaces provided and include any additional comments or suggestions
where applicable. We appreciate your valuable contributions.

Block 1: Assessment Criteria, Data for Assessment, Descriptions of Scores

Analysis topic 1.1: Assessment Criteria and Data Relevance

1.

o M o b

To what extent does the provided data support the assessment of each criterion? What further information
might be necessary? Are there any unnecessary or redundant data?

Are certain outputs or pieces of information elements better suited to a different criterion?
Identify the data that should take priority for decision-making within each assessment criterion.
Is the same data set suitable across different-sized units??

Should the data submission structure be more flexible? Should the data submission structure be open and
ungrouped by criteria? Please provide examples, list advantages and disadvantages of the flexible appro-
ach. As well, please consider how to balance two goals: (1) allowing greater flexibility for units to provide
additional data at their discretion, ensuring that expert assessment is not overly focused on quantitative
indicators, and (2) preventing the submission of excessive or unnecessary information?

Your input:

Analysis topic 1.2: Descriptions of Scores

1.

2.

Is it appropriate to use the same descriptions of scores for different scientific disciplines and units of va-
rying sizes (regardless of their financial capacities, human resources, or stated missions)?

The scales of each assessment criterion are from 0 to 5 (half point scores may be given). Currently the
description for whole-number scores is provided, or should detailed descriptions also be provided for half-
point scores? Evaluate whether the absence of descriptions for half-point scores creates ambiguity or in-
consistency.

In the scale of the quality of R&D activities there is reference to “the unitis among international leaders” or
“strong internationally”, is the description of the quality scores of 4 and 5 need further refinement accor-
ding to your experience?

Your input:

2 Currently, the size of a unit influences the required number of outputs for certain data (info about which data might be

found in Submission Form of Data) that units must provide for the assessment. The number of outputs equals the units
full- time equivalent staff with scientific degree (FTE(SD)) divided by two; if UoA is smaller than five FTE(SD)s, then five
outputs should be provided.
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Block 2: Organization of Expert Assessment Process
Analysis topic 2.1: Expert Selection Process

1. Is the current expert selection and appointment process transparent enough to ensure impartiality? What
steps could enhance transparency and impartiality in the expert selection process?

2. Were the experts appropriately selected to evaluate the assigned units? How could the expert selection
process be improved to better match expertise with assessment needs?

Your input:

Analysis topic: 2.2 On-Site vs. Virtual Visits
1. What are the advantages and disadvantages of on-site versus virtual visits?

2. What added value do on-site visits provide over virtual visits?

Your input:

Analysis topic 2.3: Consistency in Applying Assessment Criteria
1. According to the documentation provided, is the consistency in applying assessment criteria ensured?

2. What measures could be implemented to enhance consistency?

Your input:

Analysis topic 2.4: Reporting and Feedback Process
1. How is the current report preparation process structured to ensure high quality and reliability?

2. How effectively is institutional feedback integrated into the reporting process, and what refinements could
better support this integration?

3. What improvements could enhance both the reporting process and the quality of the final report outco-
mes?

Your input:
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} 7. SUMMARY OF EXPERT ANALYSIS

The objectives of the process and implementation evaluation of CEA were:

1. To evaluate whether the data, descriptions of assessment criteria and assessment criteria scales provided
for the CEA of Lithuanian universities and research institutions are sufficient and suitable for ensuring a
comprehensive and reliable information base for assessment and recommend steps for enhancement.

2. To propose measures or adjustments necessary to improve the organization of the expert assessment pro-

cess.

The scheme of the objectives:

Object of assessment

Outcomes assessment

Methodology for Expert
Assessment in Legal Acts

Legal regulatory framework:

Enhance the regulation of expert
assessment in the following areas:
* assessment criteria;

e description of the criteria scales;
e data submitted for peer review.

) 4

Process level:
Organization of expert
assessment

Expected Outputs

Enhance the condition for impartial,
fair and competent assessment and
the quality of the written justifications
of the scores.

The analysis outputs are expected to support the enhancement and further development of the CEA and are
intended for potential inclusion in the published study. The expected outputs are organized into two analysis blocks:

Analysis Block 1: Assessment Criteria, Data for assessment, Descriptions of scores. This analysis block

is further divided into two major analysis topics.

Analysis Block 2: Organization of the Expert Assessment Process. This analysis block s further divided into

four analysis topics.

Below is a summary of expert feedback regarding the Assessment Criteria, Data for assessment, and

Descriptions of scores.
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Description of R&D quality criterion

The legal framework does not provide an explicit definition of what constitutes R&D quality. Although the data
required for the evaluation of the R&D quality criterion is outlined, and a scale with the description of scores is pro-
vided, the conceptual definition of research quality remains unspecified.

One alternative: The current formulation of R&D quality grants expert panels the flexibility to interpret
quality in line with disciplinary standards and established norms, with definitions emerging through delibera-
tion during the evaluation process.

Suggestions on refinement of this alternative:
1.To be more explicit and transparent about this alternative:

Expert 6: “..it is for the Research Council to decide whether to delegate decisions on weighting and interpre-
tation to the panels or whether to seek some degree of conformity, but | do think there should be transparency about
what the decision is.”

2.1. To explicitly define how international benchmarks are selected and ensure transparency in the pro-
cess:

Expert 9: “Instead of attempting to refine the definitions of scores 4 and 5, | suggest focusing on clarifying
how experts establish the list of “top international players” that serve as Benchmarks in their assessment. [...] to
announce how the top international players is established as early as possible in the process.

2.2. Additionally, consider appropriate benchmarking approaches for small and nationally oriented
units [it was recommended by experts with SH background]

Expert 9: “[...] ensuring that small research units are evaluated against similarly sized international counter-
parts rather than large research centers.”

Expert 7: “On the basis of the above, the RCL may consider sketching a framework for what excellence may
entail for small or nationally oriented units.”

Expert 8: “It appears to be difficult to assess and implicitly compare units with very different sizes, and it is
important for panelists to keep this size perspective in mind, that their assessments of quality, impact and potential
should be in relation to the unit’s size.”

3. Strengthen cross-communication between panel members and chairs

Expert 3: “Consistency between the panels is certainly a big challenge. In particular where the definitions for
R&D quality can differ between Natural and Social sciences. And 13 panels as in the last review will also make it quite
complicated, as there are no planned inter-panel meetings or communications to nhormalise scores. Reduction to
less panels would certainly make this easier. E.g. 6 panels”

Another alternative: The current definition of R&D quality is overly broad and ambiguous. To ensure clar-
ity and consistency in evaluation, it is necessary to provide an explicit and operationalised explanation of what
constitutes R&D quality.

Suggestions on refinement of this alternative:

1.Provide clear R&D quality definition and subcomponents of it to ensure more consistent interpreta-
tions:

Call for a clear definition of R&D quality. Experts emphasize the lack of a clear, shared definition of what
constitutes R&D quality:

e Expert 8: “l am missing a definition or explanation of what each of the criteria are; ie. a description of what is
meant by the “quality of R&D activities”.

e Expert 7: “It could be helpful for the CEA to either include subcriteria that can be explicitly assessed by the
expert panels [...] or offer a more general, descriptive ‘framework of excellence’ that explains how the assess-
ment criteria are to be understood.”

120



2023 m. palyginamojo ekspertinio universitety ir moksliniy tyrimy instituty MTEP veiklos vertinimo perzitra

e Expert11: “Use a clearer definition of research quality.”
e Expert 2: “However, the way in which this quality is assessed and scored needs to be very well defined.”

Proposals for subcomponents to improve consistence. Experts recommend including specific subcompo-
nents of R&D quality to reduce subjectivity and improve comparability.

e Expert 11: “Two reviewers could both judge a submission as 4 on innovation, 3 on rigour and 2 on scholarship
[...]; if judged overall, one might rate it 3.5 and the other 2.5 depending on which subcomponents they prior-
itize.”

e Expert 7: “However, it could be helpful for the CEA to [...] include subcriteria that can be explicitly assessed by
the expert panels (such as commitment to Open Science, or innovativeness of R&D achievements).”

e Expert 10: Suggests four specific dimensions for scoring each publication: originality, solidity, integrity/scien-
tific value, societal value.

e Expert1: Proposes a broad list of desirable subcomponents, including novelty, originality, significance, rigour,
interdisciplinarity, gender dimension, international recognition, etc.

Reference to UK REF practice. Experts reference UK REF as a model for structuring subcomponents of qual-
ity in a transparent and systematic way.

e Expert 2: Highlights the REF’s practice of reading all submitted outputs and scoring them under subcriteria of
Rigour, Significance, Originality, without using journal impact factors.

e Expert4: Describes the UK REF’s structure for assessment:
e Qutputs: originality, significance, rigour
e |mpact: reach, significance

e Environment: vitality, sustainability

Is operationalization of quality scores of 4 and 5 sufficient?
The experts were asked:

Do the descriptions of quality scores of 4 and 5 (e.g., ‘among international leaders’ or ‘strong internationally’)
need refinement?

Account for differences between different research areas

Expert 3: “The criterion UoA is among top international players might be more relevant for Natural and Techno-
logical Sciences and less for Social Sciences and Humanities.”

Replace hierarchical language such as “top international players” with terms that emphasize scientific
excellence across contexts

Expert 10: “Researchers in all countries may strive to perform research of the highest scientific standard with-
out trying to compete with researchers in other countries. Instead, we are increasingly collaborating across countries
to perform research of the highest scientific standard. We compete for funds, but we collaborate to be good. | there-
fore suggest that wordings such as “top international players” and “international” versus “national” are replaced by
references to the degree of meeting high scientific standards...”

Expert 1: “The score descriptors are generally clear and suitable. A few small suggestions include the follow-
ing:
e “Excellent” for the quality of R&D activities: instead of “... is among top international players” rather “... has
outstandingly strong research, with world leading qualities”;

Avoid conflating internationality with research quality in the absence of defined subcategories of re-
search quality criterion
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Expert 11: “So, if you want to measure research quality, make a scale regarding research quality, not interna-
tionality. [...] define more quality criteria that specify this dimension, of which one might be international exchange.”

Address the ambiguity in how “international recognition” and “international level” should be distin-
guished and measured

Expert 8: “For research quality, it is internationalization, where the top scores range from “among top interna-
tional players” (5) to “at the international level” (4) to “with limited international recognition” (3). Perceptions of what
is needed to be among the topic international players may vary across panels. The score of 4 also requires that R&D
is “internationally recognized”. This may be seen as higher than “international level”, where international level could
be interpreted as having articles in good international journals while “recognized” could be interpreted that the group
is well known internationally. There are examples of assessments that appear to note fairly strong activity in terms of
international publication but still argue that the UoA has limited international recognition. Is it possible to be more
concrete? For example, that 5=level that corresponds to the top 25% of departments in Europe within the area; that
4= active publication in top international journals and international collaboration; that 3=some international publi-
cation but little or no international collaboration.”

Expert 6: “However different people see ‘international excellence’ in different ways and some underpinning
could prove helpful.”

Data for quality of R&D activities
Balancing the quantitative vs qualitative input from UoA for R&D quality evaluation

One alternative: Introduce short narratives or highlight sections—that allow units to contextualize their
data, reflect on their performance, and explain strategic decisions. These sections would also support expert
panels by providing a qualitative complement to the data, helping to reduce over-reliance on metrics.

Expert 2: “...in the UKREF 2021, [...]. Each submitted output was accompanied by a 100-word statement from
the authors explaining why the output was important. [...] In my view, this is the gold standard for quality assessment
of research outputs as there are so many negative aspects to the use of citations data and impact factors.”

Expert 1: “More free form text as data would be desirable (i.e., an inclusion of qualitative and described data
in addition to quantitative data), for instance, when describing the goals, ambition, novelty, originality, significance,
rigour, and interdisciplinarity of R&D. Such specifications and elaborations would make both the data collection and
interpretations by assessors more reliable and consistent. Data based on free form text can have a size limit (number
of characters) to avoid overly long reporting. “

Expert 5: “Non-parametric methods of quality assessment might be equally or even more robust in the long
term, especially if they are associated with proper contextualization.”

Another alternative: Move forward towards more mission-oriented research assessment.

1. Align assessment with UoA strategy to better account for scale and diversity of contributions. Experts
encourage to assess quality against purpose.

Expert 7: “The RCL could consider giving the strategy and mission of UoAs a more prominent role as a frame-
work within which to assess each UoA. This has a number of advantages. Firstly, it leads to a fairer assessment, with
units being assessed for the targets and goals they have set for themselves. Secondly, it allows for UoAs more room
to define their identity and added value within the academic landscape, highlighting strengths and weaknesses for
the expert panels to focus on in their assessment. Thirdly, the UoAs strategy and mission are likely to fit the research
field(s) in which they are active as well as their size, providing a better measuring tool for excellence than a one-size-
fits-all approach.”

Expert 4:“Consistency in assessment is important, but as promoted by the Leiden manifesto and mentioned
previously, research performance should be measured against purpose, and according to CoARA, it is important to
continue to acknowledge disciplinary differences and to recognise a diversity of research activities and practices,
which points to the need for a balanced approach (which may vary between panels).”
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2.Introduce more and different indicators and allow discipline-specific diversity

Expert 11: “Use a wide catalogue of criteria reflecting diverse research practices. Evaluations should be
aligned with the strategic goals and societal roles of the unit.”

Expert 7: “An additional suggestion offered by the SEP is to allow UoAs to choose indicators of quality that fit
with their mission and research field (see in this case Appendix E in the SEP, but also the quality indicators formulat-
ed with specific regard to the Humanities).”

“The self-evaluation is narrative in nature, must include case studies and reference to the above-mentioned
criteria, but research units may themselves choose which indicators of quality they choose to include, from tradition-
al output such as journal publications to datasets, patents or exhibitions.”

3. Allow narratives to showcase the achieved results that are important to R&D quality:

Expert 4: “In addition to awards, a number of elements might be better represented as part of a general con-
textual narrative rather than listed out separately e.g. cooperations, consultations, participations, memberships,
organisation of conferences, etc. While this might reduce the degree of standardisation, with appropriate guidance
it would celebrate diversity and allow different organisations to play to their own strengths, emphasising what they
consider to be important indicators of research performance.”

Recommendations on the currently used data submission for R&D Quality

If the focus of CEA is on internationalization and international collaboration, as the description of R&D
quality implies, then more comprehensive data on international activities and the unit’s position within inter-
national scientific networks should be included:

Expert 1: “To include a more explicit overview of internationalization aspects (foreign employees, short- and
long-term foreign research fellows, visiting professors, etc.).”

Expert 3: “Provided data are adequate but somewhat too extensive. Only international output should be sub-
mitted. More focus and highlights willimprove the quality. In particular more emphasis on international activities and
less on localinteractions etc. [..] e.g. International exchanges (e.g., sabbatical leaves or visits, Erasmus exchanges).”

Expert 8: “On the other hand, research collaboration is an important parameter that could be covered more in
the data (both collaboration on publications and funding grants).”

Expert 2: “Participation in competition based-based R&D could be the second most important sub-criterion
and classified as national/international with a greater weighting given to the international funding.”

Data on overall performance of the unit to inform the assessment process better:
Data on overall productivity/funding of the Units
Data on Publications:

Expert 1: “To include a more comprehensive overview of the full magnitude (quality and quantity) of research
outputs, not only of a certain limited number of best research outputs and best conference papers.”

Expert 8: “Overall number of publications (broken down by type of publication.”
Data about Funding

Expert 2: “Participation in competition based-based R&D... [...] All such funding for the period should be pre-
sented (not just FTE (SD)/2), however it should be presented per FTE (SD).”

Expert 4: “Consider standardising aspects of information about research income to make it simpler to ob-
tain an overview. By way of comparison, see paragraphs 346-358 at https://2021.ref.ac.uk/media/1447/ref-2019_01-

guidance-on-submissions.pdf.”

Expert 3: “Furthermore, e.g. data on funding apply to all 3 criteria.”
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What is misplaced and could be used for R&D quality

It was repeatedly suggested that participation in editorial boards and the organization of conferences
should be reassigned to Criterion 1 (R&D Quality).

Expert 7: “Lastly, it is noteworthy that the submission forms asks for information on many different forms of
impact, including academic impacts such as taking part in editorial boards or hosting conferences. This type of infor-
mation could also be considered under criterion |, as it is deeply tied to the R&D work of the unit.”

Expert 8: “6.4 (scientific conferences and events organized by the UoA) has in my view nothing to do with
economic and social impact, however it is relevant for research quality. Hence, | suggest that this point is moved to
research quality.”

Expert 11: “Both are not judged correctly — societal impact is biased because scientific impact is polluting the
estimate for societal impact, and scientific quality is biased because the participation in national and international
scholarly networks as well as reputation is missing in the evaluation for quality!”

Overview of data collected for R&D quality criterion
Data on PhD:
Alternative 1: Exclude doctoral studies from the R&D quality criterion

Expert 9: “ Remove the parameters related to doctoral studies (23.1.1.-23.1.1.2.), as they do not directly re-
flect research quality. [...] Optionally, move the parameter related to the number of PhD students (23.1.1.2.) to Crite-
rion 3 (the development potential of R&D activities), but without requiring such detailed annual reporting.

Expert 2: “A summary of the number of doctoral degrees awarded in the period is sufficient to give a picture of
the vitality of the doctoral training activities”

Alternative 2: Retain limited indicators, e.g. Phd thesis awarded
Alternative 3: Enhance Doctoral Data with Outcome-Oriented Indicators

Expert 2: “The number of graduated students is not a measure of output quality however, a reasonable meas-
ure might be employability and career destination of the graduated doctoral students).”

Alternative 4: Add additional information if there is a component of the quality of PhD programmes to
evaluate

Expert 1: “To include a short overview of the content of the doctoral programs and supervision arrangements.”

Expert 5 “International expertise beyond what is being studied in Lithuania itself and international collabora-
tion based on exchange of staff and data sets should be important evaluation criteria, especially to assess the quality
of PhD programmes”

Expert 7: “Should the number of PhDs (or the number of PhDs finished on schedule) be a marker of success,
without also taking into account other aspects of the UoA’s PhD programme?”

The best research outputs
The term ‘best’ lacks operational clarity (it also applies to the best reports delivered at the conferences)

Expert 9: “On the other hand, the qualifying phrase “the best” is highly imprecise. [...]... it is not operational-
ized and remains subjective. [...]...to phrase it as “The research output selected by the UoA.”

Expert 1: “Also, the meaning of “best” may vary and there may be an interest to involve works widely across
researchers, research groups and themes.”

Expert 7: “The term ‘best’ is broad and open to interpretation. No further indication is offered of what ‘best’
may entail and what aspects do (or do not) fall under ‘best’: are the expert panels expected to weigh these publi-
cations for their innovative nature? Their impact on the scientific field? The extent to which they show international
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collaboration, or involvement with Open Science principles? Criticizes the term ‘best research outputs’ for its vague-
ness and lack of operational definition.”

If research quality criterion remains unaligned with mission-oriented evaluation, limit outputs to
peer-reviewed publications only/ not limit to publications only

Limit:
Expert 3: “Publications in high-impact international journals (only publications in scientific journals should be

considered)”

Expert 10: “The assessment of individual scientific publications is a cornerstone in research quality evalua-
tion, not only when assessing individual CV’s but also in organizational-level evaluations”

Not limit:

Expert 9: “The best research outputs”is, on the one hand, a good choice, as “outputs”is not limited solely
to “publications” (or even to “scientific articles”). “

The best reports delivered at conferences abroad
To restrict this indicator to invited speeches only.
Expert 5: “only count invited keynotes™.

National and international awards

Experts generally agree that international awards can meaningfully reflect research excellence, while
national awards are seen as less reliable due to risks of inflation or strategic misuse; aligning awards with oth-
er quality indicators is recommended.

Expert 5: “National awards are often not a very relevant quality criterion, international award, however, are
indicative of individual quality of researchers.”

Expert 2: “Research awards/prizes data is also a useful measure of output quality and should be aligned as far
as possible with the presented research outputs.”

Expert 9: “This is a useful parameter. However, based on Poland’s experience, it is prone to distortion. After a
few years of implementation local journals and small scientific societies started mass-producing “awards” just to
help researchers claim them in evaluation processes.”

Competition based funding

Experts (more frequently with NTMA background) mainly agree that it is important data for research
quality and propose refinements:

Expert 1: “To show the role of the Units’ Researchers in competitive national/international research funding (a
lead partner or a participant).”

Expert 2: “Participation in competition based-based R&D could be the second most important sub-criterion
and classified as national/international with a greater weighting given to the international funding. All such funding
for the period should be presented (not just FTE (SD)/2), however it should be presented per FTE (SD). It would be
important to only consider R&D project funding and not large infrastructure or doctoral training funding here.”

While other experts do not necessarily consider it as important to quality criterion:
Expert 9: “Participation in projects is more closely linked to potential rather than actual R&D quality.

Receiving a grant means only that a researcher has convinced a panel about the promise of their project, not
that they have actually produced high-quality R&D results.

Otherwise, we risk falling into the Matthew Effect trap (“the rich get richer, and the poor get poorer”).
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Thus, it might be more appropriate to move this parameter to Criterion 3.

Expert 10: “The other items, the list of the best reports delivered at conferences abroad, the list of the main na-
tional and international awards received for R&D activities, and the details of participation in the competition-based
R&D projects, can also only serve as background information by indicating ambitions and the level of success.”

Description of social and economic impact of R&D activities
Lack of conceptual clarity in the definition of social and economic Impact

As with the R&D quality criterion, the legal framework does not provide an explicit conceptual definition
of what constitutes social and economic impact. Although the required data for its evaluation are outlined and
a scoring scale is provided, the absence of a clear definition creates room for divergent interpretations. This
ambiguity is reflected in the expert feedback, which points to inconsistencies between the expected value of
the criterion and the indicators currently used to assess it.

One expert highlighted that the criterion is insufficiently specified, resulting in confusion over the rationale
behind the selection of certain indicators:

Expert 11: “Concretely, for economic and societal impact, the UoAs are evaluated regarding how many scien-
tific conferences etc. they organised, for how many scientific boards for journals etc. they have been convocated,
in how many international working groups they participate. This obviously does not make sense. Why are scientific
events, conferences and journals societal impact? These are indicators for different aspects of research quality —
reputation, international cooperation, or similar, but they give no indication for the societal or economic impact”.

The idea that some indicators are misplaced and should be assigned to other criteria, usually R&D quality, was
also shared by other experts, e.g.:

Expert 8: “6.4 (scientific conferences and events organized by the UoA) has in my view nothing to do with
economic and social impact, however it is relevant for research quality. Hence, | suggest that this point is moved to
research quality. Same comment for 6.5 (membership in editorial boards of scientific journals).”

However, another opinion was that the existing score descriptions could be kept but there was a proposal for a
more encompassing reformulation of the criterion titte—from “Social and Economic Impact” to “Impact”—along
with a clearer specification of what types of engagement should be measured. The expert 3 recommended incorpo-
rating indicators such as:

e Participation of researchers in working groups, panels or committees formed by administrative authorities,
state and municipal enterprises and organisations

e Participation in international steering and or review committees

e Chairmanship international boards or committees

e Collaboration and participation in international projects (e.g. EU, ESF, COST etc.)
e Consultations for companies; non-executive board memberships

¢ |nternational scientific conferences and events organised

e Key note presentation at international conferences

e Direct funding from industries and companies

¢ In-kind participation of companies.

Although, “membership in editorial boards of scientific journals” — item from initial list of data to be consid-
ered under social and economic impact, was not suggested anymore and moved to R&D quality list by the expert.
Other elements of academic and scientific community leadership (e.g., Keynote presentation at international con-
ferences) and Collaboration and participation in international projects (e.g. EU, ESF, COST etc.) was introduced.
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These examples highlight the gap between the given current description of the social and economic criterion
score and provided indicators.

Therefore, as expert 11 have stated “a clear definition of societalimpact” should be introduced to CEA. The UK
and Poland could be examined as reference cases.

Additional recommendation:

Expert 9: Avoid splitting “economic impact” and “societal impact” into separate categories. In many evalua-
tion systems (e.g., the UK REF and the Polish model), economic impact is treated as part of societal impact rather
than a separate entity.

Data for social and economic impact of R&D activities
Alternatives on how to assess the social and economic impact of R&D activities criterion

When analysing the social and economic impact criterion, experts primarily concentrated on offering recom-
mendations for improving how this criterion should be measured.

1. One proposed alternative is to strengthen the assessment of societal impact by focusing more direct-
ly on demonstrated outcomes. Experts noted that current approach documents activities that may contribute to
societal impact rather than providing evidence of actual outcomes. This observation was shared mainly by experts
with NTMA background, but as well with some experts with SH background.

Expert 2: “Participation in an outreach activity is not a measure of impact..

Expert 4: “The assessment items for economic and social impact appear to be confined almost exclusively to
pathways to impacti.e. process or input, rather than including as the key component evidence of tangible benefiti.e.
outcome. “

Expert 9: “In other words, what we receive is a list of scientific publications, consultations, and conferences.
This could be described as evidence of scientific contribution.

What is missing? Evidence of actual societal impact.”

While experts agree on the challenge of capturing tangible societal impacts, they offer differing solutions.
The following section presents individual expert perspectives, each highlighting specific aspects of the problem and
proposing distinct approaches to address it:

1.1. To provide only quantified evidence of the impacts and to retain some current categories for demon-
stration of impact

Expert 2: “However, it is important to consider if the data provided is useful in providing an actual measure
or quantification of the impact of the R&D activities of the institution. For example, a list of science popularisation
activities does not provide evidence of the impact of the activities (which could have been measured, for example,
by positive feedback from attendees at the event). Participation in a research projectis not an impact; itis a pathway
to achieving impact. The data under this criterion should present a clear indication of how an impact has arisen from
the R&D activities of the institution (link the impact to the research) and to present a measure of that impact that is
clear and unambiguous [e.g. the research led to the establishment of a spin-out company that employs 20 research-
ers and has a turnover of €10m or, the advice (based on the researcher’s R & D work) provided by a researcher to go-
vernment has been integrated into a government policy document on education. This policy will beneficially impact
x million children by facilitating free access to digital learning sources.”

Expert 2: “l would retain the following sub-sections 6.1, 6.8, 6.2, 6.3, 6.6* to demonstrate impact. Subsection
6.7* should only be retained if there are measures of the actual impact presented. This would require some type of
positive feedback from audiences.”
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1.2. To keep the list of activities that demonstrate outreach and to add measures that more effectively
capture the societal and economic impact of R&D. However, it is necessary to eliminate overlaps in the existing
set of activities and indicators of social participation and engagement.

Expert 1: “However, the required data aspects for the economic and social impact are too numerous, partly
redundant[...]and 6.2, 6.3, 6.6 and 6.8" are potentially overlapping. [...]

Basically, the data should contain the following elements: what are the main activities related to the valori-
zation, dissemination and communication of research outputs in the Unit? What are the key outcomes of economic
and/or social impact activities in the Unit?”

1.3. Use Case Studies to demonstrate impact as implemented in other evaluation systems. For case
studies to work, the definition of social impact of research is needed, guidance and examples of impact for the Units
and evaluators should be prepared.

Expert 9: “Use structured impact case studies to demonstrate how research has led to measurable societal
effects.

Reduce the emphasis on merely listing activities and outputs (e.g., publications, consultations, conferences).
Instead, focus on demonstrating the actual consequences of research on society, the economy, or policymaking.

Countries such as Australia, the UK, Poland, and Norway have successfully implemented such models. They
demonstrate that this approach is not only feasible but also allows researchers to report non-obvious yet significant
societal effects of their R&D activities.”

Expert 4: ,,A shift in emphasis might precipitate a cultural shift in the sector towards verifiable measurable
benefit e.g. policy changes, changes in practice, measurable improvement, stimulation of further research, etc. This
would probably need to take the form of a narrative and might be presented as in the UK exercise as a set of impact
case studies that reveal the beneficiaries, the impact of the research on ‘products, processes, behaviours, policies,
practices, and understanding’, and the avoidance of negative impact. In the UK impact case studies are guided to-
wards identifying, with supporting independently verifiable evidence, benefits to ‘economy, society, culture, public
policy and services, health, production, environment, international development and quality of life’.

2.Flexible, inclusive and discipline sensitive approach for measuring social impact should be main-
tained and further strengthened. Therefore, mixed way (narratives, countable outputs) of presenting the impact
should be secured.

According to one expert’s referenced policy brief that was produced by the “European Network for Research
Evaluation in the Social Sciences and the Humanities” (ENRESSH), while measuring societal impact it is important
include not only countable items, but as well processes and activities:

“Cast the net wide” when defining impact include processes and activities in evaluation of societal impact:
Research impacts societies in many ways, and the more specific or narrow the criteria for evaluating impact or cate-
gories of outputs are defined, the less the system can identify different and emerging aspects of societal impact.
Societalimpact evaluation should not only include “countable” items, i.e., manifestimpacts such as products, mon-
etary return etc., but also processes and activities, such as interactions with society, actions to raise awareness
even if they are ephemeral etc. This comes with the advantage that scholars report more realistic impacts than when
evidence of impact must be reported.”

' 6.1. The list of research outputs, R&D orders of economic entities (Lithuanian and foreign), and projects (national and
international) with the largest socioeconomic impact (by impact significance).
6.2. The list of the most important cases of participation of the UoA researchers in working groups, commissions or
committees set up by public authorities, state and municipal institutions, enterprises, organisations, and economic
entities.
6.3. The list of main consultations provided by the UoA to the public or economic entities:
6.6. The list of the mostimportant cases of the UoA researchers’ membership in the international working groups, asso-
ciations, etc.
6.7. The list of the most important results of science popularisation activities.
6.8. The list of cooperation agreements between research and economic entities
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Especially for Social sciences and Humanities the role on societal and economic innovation is less quantifia-
ble, therefore it is recommended avoid privileging easily measured economic outputs and instead embrace qualita-
tive and field-appropriate forms of impact. Therefore, the mix of countable outputs and “more room for self-reflection
and narrative, detailing socio-economic impact over a longer period of time, would be welcome.” [Expert 7].

As well, it was noted by some experts that impact expectations should be alighed with societal expectations
per discipline; targets should be unit-defined:

Expert 1: “The expectations of the society concerning the contributions of science are also different for differ-
ent disciplines. The point is to assess contributions in areas that the Unit has itself designated as target areas.”

3.There was another alternative proposed. Rather than attempting to measure societal impact direct-
ly—which can be diffuse, delayed, and context-dependent—it is recommended that the assessment focus on
institutional strategies and organizational practices aimed at fostering societal engagement

Quantifying the societal impact of research is not always straightforward, as impact might be diffuse, delayed,
and context-dependent. To address this challenge, an alternative approach is to evaluate how societal impact is be-
ing pursued—Dby focusing on institutional strategies and organizational practices for social engagement. This shifts
the emphasis from attributing specific outcomes to individual outputs, toward assessing the structures and process-
es through which research institutions foster meaningful societal contributions.

Expert 8: ,,In my view, the economic and social impact of R&D activities should be something that is distinct
from the quality of R&D activities. It can potentially also cover the economic and social relevance of the research but
should in my view be primarily measured in terms of the UoA’s efforts to achieve economic and social impact and
the results of those efforts.”

Expert 10: “Since 2014, the parallel exercise in the UK, the REF, has introduced impact case studies for out-
put-based expert assessment of societal impact (Norway is an example of a country that has copied the method).
This approach is more structured than in the CEA, but it also demands a longer time perspective and much more
resources to be spent both by the institutions and the panels. On other hand, one gain is that both the funders and
the funded organizations are provided with ‘good stories’ to tell society about the value of science for society.

Still, impact case studies represent a conceptual problem that is discussed in this OA chapter: https://link.
springer.com/chapter/10.1007/978-3-031-69580-3_4:

Societal impact of research does not occur primarily as unexpected, extraordinary incidents of particularly
useful breakthroughs in science. Is it more often a result of normal everyday interactions between organisations that
need to create, exchange, and make use of new knowledge to further their goals. This chapter discusses how to as-
sess and improve the cocreation and use of research in normal research-society relations.

Contrary to the output-oriented approach of the REF, Sweden has recently performed an assessment how well
and to what degree each of its 39 universities are organized to take care of their responsibility for societal impact:

https://www.uka.se/download/18.288725¢c71931f5e269016/1731499331997/Guidelines%20for%20themat-
ic%20evaluation%200f%20collaboration.pdf

| advise to study this solution. Itis in principle easier to assess what the research organizations do to stimulate
societal interaction and take care of their specific responsibilities than it is to assess their activities and outputs in
the societal relations. The Swedish solution requires slightly different information from the institutions than the CEA
does. Most important is the self-evaluations of how they organize for societal interaction. The linked document sho-
ws which questions these self-evaluations respond to. The Swedish solution requires evaluation committees (also
with members representing different societal interests in research).”

A modification to such different approach, would be to measure societal impact though indicators and nar-
rative sections and to include the part where Unit/ Institution presents and reflects on its strategy for achieving
the impact results, because currently:

Expert 7: “There is no space reserved for a reflection by the UoA on how its’ scientific strategy and mission
connect to the achieved results of the past five years. Nor are UoA’s asked to address their broader impact strategies,
now and in the future.”
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What data is missing to assess impact
Data on innovation and commercialization activities

The information on innovation outcomes and commercialization effort was absent. This includes patents,
startup companies, new products or services developed by the Unit, and outputs relevant to public and private sec-
tors.

Expert 8: “Finally, | am missing data on innovation (or R&D) outputs and commercialization activities. This can
include patents and start-up companies. It can also include products or services that were developed by the UoA
(or with significant contribution by the UoA) and should include outputs that can be taken into use in both the public
and private sectors.”

Feedback from the stakeholders
It was noted that it is important to integrate the stakeholder perspectives into the impact evaluation process.

Expert 5: “When assessing socio-economic impact, how to value the interaction between knowledge institu-
tions and individual researchers on the one hand with stakeholders, such as farmers, processors, especially in agri-
cultural sciences on the other hand, especially where the number of stakeholders can be very large? Suggestions to
overcome this challenge include in-depth interviews with key-informants who are in close contact with the stakehol-
ders (such as representatives of farmers’ organisations) and small survey forms evaluating the level of satisfaction of
stakeholders to be filled out during large-scale meetings with stakeholders.”

Teaching and its influence on research impact

Although the primary focus of CEA is on R&D, several experts suggested that teaching and course develop-
ment should be acknowledged as contributing to societal and economic impact.

Expert 7: “Lastly, concerning the requested data, it is of note that teaching receives scant mention. Beyond
the demands of teaching on the time of academic staff and the UoA as a whole, it could also be argued that the de-
velopment of courses and the knowledge transfer through teaching are both core elements of research and impact.”

Description of Development potential of R&D activities

Expert comments on the clarity of the Development Potential of R&D activities criterion range from reco-
gnizing commendable aspects of its operationalization, highlighting that the criterion remains insufficiently defined
to raising concerns about the validity of the assessment of this criterion. As well there were proposals on how deve-
lopment potential could be defined.

Operationalization of development potential criterion is adequate:

Expert 9: “| consider this criterion to be very well operationalized. In particular, the parameters related to the
distribution of employees by age and gender and the policy for training new researchers serve as excellent indica-
tors for this criterion.”

The lack of definition clarity:

Expert 11: If the dimensions (Quality, Societal Impact, Potential) would be clearly defined and indicators assi-
gned to criteria defining those dimensions, it would become visible that some of the criteria measure another con-
ceptor dimension.

Expert 8: “I am missing a definition or explanation of what each of the criteria are; i.e., a description of what is
meant by the “quality of R&D activities”, etc. This would be good to have in all three cases and help improve unders-
tanding of the criteria”

Recommendations on how strengthen the operational clarity of the development potential criterion
1. Review and enhance the indicators for development potential:

Experts offered individual suggestions on how to improve the operationalization of the Development Potential
criterion.
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One opinion was that current description of the score could be maintained, but the list of indicators should
be reviewed:

Expert 3: “Descriptions for impact and development can remain the same for all disciplines, but the data
required to support impact and development are ambiguous”. Expert 3 has proposed the following list of indicators
for development criterion:

e Distribution of the employees by age and gender
e Career plan for permanent staff members
e Ability to attract high quality PhD students
e Strategic operating plan with measurable deliverables and milestones
e SWAOT analysis of the unit
2. Provide clearer guidance on what should be assessed:

One expert provided an example of what elements/domains in development potential should be assessed.
e.g., development potential should reflect the Unit’s future prospects, strategic goals, and operating culture, with
emphasis on the viability and sustainability of its research base—i.e., the alighment between available resources
and long-term objectives in both research and societal engagement.

Expert 1: “Development potential refers to the future prospects and operating culture of the Unit and how they
support development and renewal. The theme viability is a combination of the operating culture and the sustaina-
bility of the research base. The assessment covers the strategy that the Unit intends to pursue in X years ahead and
the extent to which it is estimated to be capable of meeting its targets in research and society during this period. The
sustainability of the research base refers to the analysis of the balance between the resources available and the
goals and strategies in the Unit.”

Another expert noted that the current indicators for Development potential are limited and fail to capture
progression toward a strategic and inclusive research culture. It was suggested to adopt a more comprehensive
framework—such as that used in the UK REF - which includes “context, structure, research and impact strategy;
people; income, infrastructure and facilities; and collaboration and contribution to the research base, economy and
society).”

Development potential criterion is too dependent on R&D quality and societal impact criteria

Some experts raised concerns that, based on the current description, the Development Potential criterion
is overly interdependent with the other two criteria—R&D Quality and Societal Impact — which may undermine its
distinct purpose in the evaluation process, which should promote forward-looking, strategic dialogue rather than
reinforce current performance through financial incentives.

Expert 8: “For the three criteria, there appears already to be a tendency to use some indicators for all three
criteria. For example, strong research performance appears to enhance scores for impact and potential. Based on
this, | would argue against using all available data to assess each individual criterion. Compartmentalizing the data
helps to make the assessment of each criterion distinct from the others.”

Expert 10: “[An. development potential] ...appear as extra assessments of what is already assessed by Tables
1 [An. Quality] and 2 [An.Social Impact] by adding a guessing about five-year prospects. | see this as a fundamental
problem. The solution is open for a practice where the panels first turn a critical assessment into low scores and then
increase them to ensure funding stability. What will be expressed then is still a summative assessment but made in
two rounds assessing exactly the same documentation with two different results.”

Recommendation on how to improve development potential assessment, so it would foster genuine,
formative evaluation: The expert 10 recommends that the development potential criterion should be:

e Removed from the funding formula — decoupling it from direct financial consequences would encourage hon-
est, forward-looking self-assessment and dialogue.
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e Informed by the background data listed for the Development Potential criterion, with the SWOT analysis serv-
ing as the primary document guiding the discussion

e Reframed to support institutional learning — the focus should shift from scoring to strategic support. There
should be a dialogue between evaluation committee and institutions based on material prepared and “the
committees should be required to reflect on the questions raised by both parties in their final report, which
can then be used for strategic development at the institutions.”

Data for development potential of R&D activities

Areas for improvement in data collection for development potential

Expert-ldentified Missing Elements for

Resers Bove epr iR o Observations/proposals by the expert(s)

Expert 5: “many comments reflected the struggle that review panel members had

Governance and operational structure of | . . - . I
P in understanding how the different units of assessment were functioning were

the Unit . »
organized and were managed”.
Currently, a Unit may submit the institutional strategic plan if it does not have its
own separate document.

Strategic plan on the Unit level Expert 5: “Make sure that in the self-evaluation, units of evaluation reflect on the

relation between their own research strategy and the research strategies of the
larger units (departments, faculties, knowledge institutions) they are part of, in such
a way that they can demonstrate the validity of a deviant route they have chosen.”

Monitoring of past strategic

. . Consider to evaluate the implementation or outcome of previous strategies.
implementation

Expert 2: “A large research grant does not actually guarantee that excellent R&D
outcomes will result so it’s also possible to argue that R&D funding should be

Fundin . . s . o
g considered under a ‘Research Environment’ criterion, as in REF, where it is a
measure of system vitality and sustainability. “
More attention for career development The data has specified the training policy for new researchers but it is just as

and career diversification within the UoAs |important to have a dynamic training programme for existing researchers and staff.

Breakdown by nationality (foreign vs loca) and diversity (Expert recommend
expanding diversity reporting on groups that might be underrepresented or treated
less favourably in the Lithuanian research environment race, disability, and other
characteristics.)

Age, gender, contract type, and staff level data are not sufficiently detailed to
evaluate human capacity.

Structured and disaggregated HR data

Expert proposes including Open Science as a distinct subcriterion, with defined

Open Science practices . . .
P P expectations and infrastructure indicators

Evaluation Scale

Experts were invited to consider whether detailed descriptions should be provided for half-point scores, and
to evaluate whether the absence of such descriptions may lead to ambiguity or inconsistency in the assessment pro-
cess. Experts expressed divergent views on whether half-point scores should be retained and whether they require
detailed descriptors.

There is no consensus among experts on whether half-point scores should be permitted or whether detailed
descriptions should be provided for them. The core issues identified include interpretation variability, scoring preci-
sion, and the risk of overcomplicating the system.
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Some see value in flexibility without added complexity, while others warn of ambiguity and inconsistency with-
out clearer guidance. A few propose alternative models such as broader scales (from 0 -10) or qualitative ratings
(rating with stars) to enhance scoring consistency and reduce reliance on numeric averaging.

And there was one important reminder that the design and use of the assessment procedure, including clarity
about what is being measured, consistency of interpretation and management of differences in evaluators’ assess-
ment behaviour, is more important than the specific format of the assessment scale itself. While some scales allow
for more precise distinctions, they can also lead to artificial variance or false precision. The focus should therefore
be on common understanding, clear conceptual definitions and mechanisms to address scoring inconsistencies,
rather than solely adjusting the scale format.

Expert 11: “ Basically, change the scale so thatitis not the definition of the dimension as it is now, this leads to
invalid measurements, low comparability, low interrater reliability and opens doors to many biases.”

1. Support for removing half-point scores

”

Expert 2: “Half points indicate a level of discrimination that the current assessment method does not support.
Expert 11: “Adding half-steps then becomes less clear. The scale is ordinal and not equidistant.”

Expert 4: “Consider disallowing partial grades, tighten grade descriptors, and consider a smaller number of
grades, providing guidance and examples to steer assessment decisions.”

2. Support for keeping half-point scores without additional descriptions

Expert 8: “In my view, it would be very difficult to formulate score descriptions for each half-point, however |
support the use of half-points. Panelists base their assessments on a number of factors and appear able to argue for
differences between for example a 3.5 and 4.0 score.”

Expert 6: “No, detailed descriptions should not be given for half-point scales or you just end up with 10 de-
tailed descriptions. Inevitably subjective judgement is subjective and half-points allow for balancing different views.”

3. Suggestions for alternative scoring approaches

Expert 9: “Another option could be to replace numerical scores with a star-rating system: “Excellent’ =5 stars”.
Expert 5: “l recommend using a 10-point scale, to make the scale very specific and precise, by adding (more) words
to each point and to use different words for fundamental, strategic, and applied research. [...] This would reduce the
need for standardization within and among review panels.”

The objectives of the process and implementation evaluation of CEA were:

3. Toevaluate whether the data, descriptions of assessment criteria and assessment criteria scales provided
for the CEA of Lithuanian universities and research institutions are sufficient and suitable for ensuring a
comprehensive and reliable information base for assessment and recommend steps for enhancement.

2. To propose measures or adjustments necessary to improve the organization of the expert assessment pro-
cess.
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The scheme of the objectives:

Object of assessment

Legal regulatory framework:

Methodology for Expert
Assessmentin Legal Acts

Outcomes assessment

Enhance the regulation of expert
assessment in the following areas:
* assessment criteria;

¢ description of the criteria scales;

e data submitted for peer review.

v

Enhance the condition for impartial,
fair and competent assessment and

the quality of the written justifications
of the scores.

Process level:
Organization of expert
assessment

Expected Outputs

The analysis outputs are expected to support the enhancement and further development of the CEA and are
intended for potential inclusion in the published study. The expected outputs are organized into two analysis blocks:

Analysis Block 1: Assessment Criteria, Data for assessment, Descriptions of scores. This analysis block
is further divided into two major analysis topics.

Analysis Block 2: Organization of the Expert Assessment Process. This analysis block s further divided into
four analysis topics.

Below is a summary of expert feedback regarding the organizational aspects of the Expert Assessment
Process.

1. Expert selection process

The experts were asked:

1. Is the current expert selection and appointment process transparent enough to ensure impartiality? What
steps could enhance transparency and impartiality in the expert selection process?

2. Were the experts appropriately selected to evaluate the assigned units? How could the expert selection
process be improved to better match expertise with assessment needs?

Transparency and Impartiality in the Expert Selection Process

The transparency of the expert selection process is generally considered adequate, but several areas for im-
provement have been identified. Expert 1 notes that while institutions have the opportunity to raise concerns about
conflicts of interest, the criteria for selecting experts and panel chairs remain unclear. As expert 9 notes: “The selec-
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tion criteria are broad and do not specify how recent an expert’s publications should be or what constitutes relevant
experience.”

“ 9

To ensure transparency expert 9 suggests defining “..relevant experience’ by specifying whether it includes
previous participation in evaluation panels, experience in research management, or involvement in science policy.”
And expert 1 suggests “Making these criteria public, along with short summaries of panel members’ qualifications,
would enhance transparency.”

Increasing Diversity

Gender and geographic representation are also noted as concerns by a few experts. The current expert pool
is reported to be predominantly male, and European experts seem to dominate the selection, potentially leading to
biases according to some assessments: Expert 6: “Diversity in panel composition ensures more robust evaluations,
as differing perspectives contribute to balanced assessments.”

Expert 7 also notes, that to solve the issue of gender imbalance the RCL should formalise their guidelines on
gender balance by giving an example from the Dutch Research Council:

“As a recommendation, | would suggest considering the development of further guidelines to assist in the
composition of the expert panels, particularly with regard to gender. If they already exist informally, | would suggest
formalising them and communicating more clearly about them. Such guidelines are, for example, standard practice
at the Dutch Research Council when forming assessment committees. Committees are expected to at least contain
45% female experts, and careful consideration is given to disciplinary differences when forming committees.”

Expert 7 as well mentions the need for accounting in disciplinary diversity which the Dutch Research Council
actively seeks to address. Expert 11 on the other hand, notes that true impartiality can’t be achieved:

“It is difficult to see how impartiality can be achieved in research evaluation without explosive costs that
would not make sense for the expected gains. Impartial evaluation goes well beyond having no conflicts of interest in
the sense of having published with persons under evaluation. It would mean that each discipline and specialisation
is having their expert, and each methodological and theoretical approach within the subdisciplines are covered. This
is basically impossible..”

Therefore, expert 11 suggests accepting the impossibility of selecting impartial experts and using tools to ad-
dress impartiality when needed:

e “If possible, use the Bayesian ranking suggested by Heyard et al. (2022).
e Be astransparent as possible how the experts were selected (selection criteria)

e Offer a possibility for appeals regarding experts for UoAs or at least offer a discussion where UoAs can place
concerns.”

Expert 7 also highlights that in the Dutch assessment it is mandatory to have a diverse range of experience.

“By way of comparison: in the Dutch SEP, it is mandatory that the committee members not only have relevant
experience in the assessment criteria, but also in one or more key domains such as Open Science, PhD Policy and
Training, Academic Culture and Human Resource Policy.”

Expert 7 also suggests as in the Dutch assessment including junior researchers, which could be use their re-
cent experience to evaluate the development potential of R&D activities:

“Expert panels are asked to assess the development potential of R&D activities on the basis of the UoA strate-
gy and personnel development, in which more junior academic staff also plays a crucial role. It is therefore strange
that at least some junior academics (such as experienced associate professors), who also often take on administra-
tive or supervision duties, are not consistently included in the expert panels.”

“For example, it is mandatory SEP assessment committees to include a PhD representative, an early career
researcher and (if relevant) a non-academic expert.”
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The experts’ suggestions leave room for deciding how much emphasis should be placed on formalising the
selection criteria and required expertise per Panel, as well as on how strongly CEA procedures should address bias
and ensure impartiality when necessary.

Expanding the Definition of Conflict of Interest

Conflict of interest procedures seemed acceptable to some experts; a few suggested broadening the scope
of conflict of interest criteria and defining them clearly: to include joint projects, committee memberships, and even
personal relationships, which may compromise impartiality:

Expert 7 “The current documents and Declaration of Interest forms explicitly mention two examples of Col:
co-publications and previous employment. There is an additional clause that the expert needs to report any potential
other Col, but this leaves much room for ambiguity.

Expert 4: “Regarding transparency, the conflict-of-interest process appears to function. It might be useful to
expand on the listing out of a wider set of interests e.g. family members, grant applications, business relationships,
etc. “

Another insight is that the current five-day period for reviewing expert panel compositions was deemed too
shortto thoroughly investigate potential conflicts and should be prolonged as expert 1 notes: “The five-day period for
objections may be too short for thorough conflict of interest investigations.”

Expert Selection Tools

One technical suggestion by expert 5 to improve the expert selection was to conduct online interviews to vali-
date candidate suitability. While this might be resource intensive to be done with all experts, this could be more fea-
sible to do with Panel Chairs, whose proper selection as a few experts have highlighted is of the highest importance:

Expert 11: Pay special attention to the selection of panel chairs, most importantly to their social competence
in arbitrating different opinion and their openness towards diverse scientific approaches — assure that they are com-
petent and active researchers.”

A couple of experts also mention expert databases beyond the one used by the RCL—such as ESF, COST, or
ORCID—which the RCL could consider for improving their expert selection process.

Expert 10: “l would perhaps add ORCID as a source of information in addition to the Research Council’s da-
tabase because it now also includes individual-level updated lists of performed reviews for the major scientific jour-
nals. This competence is also important for CEA since it is about reviewing outputs, not projects.”

2. On-Site vs. Virtual Visits
The experts were asked:
1. What are the advantages and disadvantages of on-site versus virtual visits?

2. What added value do on-site visits provide over virtual visits?

Advantages and Disadvantages of On-Site vs. Virtual Visits

On-site visits are widely valued over Virtual Visits for their depth and interpersonal quality, but they come with
logistical challenges.

As expert 11 notes the main advantage of on-site visits is its human aspect: “experts themselves can also
show themselves as humans, colleagues, researchers, rather than abstract evaluators <...> and trust is more easily
built.”
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And the most notable drawback of On-Site visits is their cost, as Expert 9 notes “Despite their benefits, on-site
visits come with significant costs related to travel, accommodation, and logistics, making them a resource-intensive
approach.” Another drawback is that it might be more difficult to ensure inclusivity and gender equality, as Expert 11
explains researchers with kids may find it harder to commit to travel-heavy assessments. Virtual visits offer flexibility,
cost-efficiency, and sustainability benefits. According to Expert 9, “Virtual visits offer a cost-effective and flexible
alternative, enabling a more diverse pool of international experts to participate without logistical barriers.”

According to experts from the UK another possible disadvantage of On-Site visits is the possibility to have the
evaluation based not on the research alone but as expert 6 notes based on ‘personal chemistry’ instead. As well as
elaborated by expert 2 the benefits of seeing facilities first hand and interviewing the researchers also have the pos-
sible drawback of basing the assessment on perceived prestige and wealth:

“One might consider that they (On-Site visits) offer an opportunity for assessors to see the research facilities
in operation and to interview researchers to get a better feel for the actual research environment. However, such
visits are not a particularly objective way to make assessments. There is the potential for bias based on the wealth or
perceived prestige of the institution rather than on actual performance.”

These experts address that On-Site visits may make it harder to get a more objective evaluation because of
the live impressions made during the visit. While expert 7 notes the advantage of having On-Site visits “found in more
ephemeral aspects of the assessment procedure” come as a “double-edged sword”, but at the same time virtual
visits don’t eliminate the biases mentioned by previous experts either:

“The surroundings of a unit, the quality of the research infrastructure, the way personnel interact with one an-
other and the expert panel: these may be very telling indicators of quality but may also create unwanted influences
on the assessment procedure that are difficult to control for. These types of unavoidable impressions are a negative
effect of on-site visits (although they cannot be fully ruled out in virtual visits either).”

Added Value of On-Site Visits

On-site evaluations provide irreplaceable opportunities for in-depth, context-sensitive assessment. Expert 9
underscores this: “One of the most significant advantages of on-site visits is the ability to inspect laboratories and
research facilities directly.” They also enhance the legitimacy of the process—Expert 8 says that on-site visits can
strengthen the legitimacy of the assessment process, giving UoA staff a chance to engage directly with panellists.

Team dynamics and spontaneous insights further elevate the value. As Expert 7 notes, “What is underesti-
mated, perhaps, is the potential importance of an on-site visit for the expert panel itself. Good group dynamics are
essential to a fair assessment procedure.” According to the expert these dynamics and discussions would be much
harder to achieve if the experts only met in online meetings and didn’t have time in between to discuss their findings.
Meanwhile, Expert 10 adds, that the informal impressions gained during site visits are invaluable for evaluating de-
velopment potential.

Recommendations for On-Site Visits

A couple of experts from the UK were more critical of the use of On-Site visits, which are not part of the UK’s
REF, illustrating that an evaluation can function without them. They recommend assessing whether the On-Site visits
provide sufficient additional value and whether potential biases during the visits allow for an objective evaluation.
Their concerns are noted bellow:

Expert 4 “Conduct an analysis that goes beyond the feedback from units of the added value provided by the
site visits e.g. review final reports for evidence of findings from the visits or compare initial pre-visit scores with final
post-visit scores to determine any positive or negative movement.”

Expert 2 “However, such visits are not a particularly objective way to make assessments. There is the potential
for bias based on the wealth or perceived prestige of the institution rather than on actual performance.”
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Expert 6 “My starting point is that on-site visits introduce an additional set of risks to the process. It allows
special pleading in a way that is more difficult to do with a virtual visit (especially if the virtual visit is recorded and
can be inspected later).”

Expert 9 acknowledges that he writes from the perspective of the Polish evaluation system, in which visits are
also not used, but emphasis that “the very fact that experts conduct a visit to the evaluated unit is a very good prac-
tice. Whether this visit takes place on-site or virtually is, of course, relevant, but the key aspect is that it happens at
all”

But most experts, recognizing practical challenges, recommend preserving on-site visits or see them as pref-
erable to virtual ones, by citing their own experiences, other evaluation systems and the added value of On-Site visits
as illustrated by the following quotes:

Expert 1 “Getting to know the research environment virtually is not likely to be as effective as on-site visits.
Thus, on-site visits are expected to lead to a more comprehensive assessment of the Unit, also ensuring a consistent
application of the assessment criteria and scores. Virtual visits should be rather used as a backup.”

Expert 3 “Personally, | think on-site visits give a much better impression of the UoA and have more opportuni-
ties to directly communicate with staff members and students”

Expert 5 “In person meetings are essential for a detailed insight and experiences can be shared among panel
members.”

Expert 7 “In the Dutch context, in-person assessment procedures are usually given preference over online
assessment procedures. The experience of the Dutch Research Council, as well as the Recognition & Rewards pro-
gramme, is that in-person dialogues lead to more extensive conversation and a higher quality assessment.”

Expert 8 “Without having hands-on knowledge of the panel visits from panellists or UoA managers, | would
view the on-site visits as very valuable.”

Expert 10 “Virtual visits cannot compensate for the value of on-site visits. It is better to have no visit at all.”

Expert 11 “Prefer on-site visits to ensure that experts experience the physical conditions and the organization-
al culture.”

Another key suggestion from multiple experts is allowing more time for meaningful interactions during site
visits as noted by expert 5: “There should be ample time and space for free interaction between PhD candidates and
the review panel without presence of supervisors or members of management teams. A slot of at least 2 hours per
unit of assessment for this free interaction is advised.”

Also, there is no support for mixed formats. Expert 11 cautions, “Mixed visits are very tiresome and create ine-
qualities between those physically present and those online.”

3. Applying criteria

The experts were asked:

1. According to the documentation provided, is the consistency in applying assessment criteria ensured?

2. What measures could be implemented to enhance consistency?

Increasing Calibration between Panels

Some experts found the existing calibration measures sufficient to ensure consistency in applying assess-
ment criteria. However, according to several others, the main issue with consistent application lay in the lack of ca-
libration exercises across review panels. A few experts also noted that more structured calibration within individual
Panels could further improve consistency.

Several experts recommended pre-assessment calibration exercises, regular inter-panel meetings, and on-
going recalibration sessions throughout the review period. Expert 6 referenced the UK REF model, where Main panels
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ensure the coherence across disciplines and help to coordinate the evaluation exercise and use “Calibration Exer-
cises: - Early in the assessment process, sub-panels undertake calibration exercises. Panel members independently
assess selected submissions, then compare and discuss ratings to align their interpretation and application of crite-
ria.” Which could possibly be used in the CEA to enhance consistency.

Another suggestion to improve calibration is to reduce the number of Panels to for example expert 3 suggest
having 6 Panels, one for each of the main research areas. This reduction could help to have a more manageable
number of Panel chairs which could have inter-Panel meetings to ensure consistency. As a couple experts have sug-
gested and as per the REF example these inter-Panel calibration meetings could take place before the assessment,
intermittently during the assessment process, and in the end to finalise the assessments scores.

A suggestion from expert 9 was to organize webinars to introduce experts beforehand to the system. While an
introductory meeting was conducted for experts of the CEA, it might be beneficial to learn from the Polish evaluation
systems multiple webinars approach:

“..we found that organizing a series of webinars helped familiarize experts with the specifics of the system.
These sessions provided a platform for experts to ask questions, clarify doubts, and discuss real-life scenarios. Such
interactive training sessions can be very effective in ensuring that all experts have a consistent understanding of the
assessment criteria.”

Consistency and Definition of Scores

Another problem with maintaining consistency between Panels is the definition of Scores. As the scoring
scale remains subjective, which carries its own pros and cons, it is difficult to maintain consistency across Panels.
One of the suggestions is to provide clear examples for each score or clear benchmarks for each of the scores for a
particular research area or Panel, as expert 9: “...to enhance consistency, one of the most important thing is to state
very explicitly which kind of benchmark should be implemented and whether the same for all UoAs.”

Most of the discussion regarding this question has been discussed in Block 1 but the questions of criteria are
also relevant here as expert 11 notes, that it is difficult to know if consistency is being ensured if it is not clear what
is being measured:

“If consistency is not achieved, comparability is also not achieved. This is what is also noted at least in some
panelreports. This is severe for CEA to be meaningful. However, besides criteria and the scoring, already the proce-
dure is set up such that comparability is at best very hard to achieve. First, the notion of what is compared to what
and why needs to be answered. Formulated in the way of this question: With regard to what do the scores need to be
consistent? There is not absolute quality. How can a rating of MacDonalds, a Michelin-Star Restaurant and a Lithua-
nian folklore restaurant be consistent and with regard to what?”

As expert 11 suggests in their recommendation, if consistency and comparability is important for the CEA,
then there should be a clear concept of what is being measured: “Adhere to social science methodology that asks to
have a clear concept of what is to be measured.”

Formalising Procedures for Panel dynamics

A couple of experts also highlighted the need to formalise the process of group dynamics in the assessment
as there are no clear procedures or ruling on how disagreements between Panel members and chairs should be re-
solved. And what is the role of RCL in the discussions:

Expert 7: “Given that the text of the evaluation scales is open to interpretation on some points, are members
encouraged to discuss the intended meaning of the evaluation scales for their field? Does the chair of the panel
watch over the uniform application of the criteria, or are the panel members encouraged to do this themselves? Does
the expert panel decide on the specific interpretation of the evaluation scale, or does the RCL have the final word?”

While experts noted that it is important to make proper selections of chairs, conflicts can occur and have as
expert 11 notes citing the CEA expert feedback which notes one case where a couple Panel members had problems
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with their chair, as per expert 11: “...competency of chairs - if they forbid some experts to speak, we have a serious
issue and comparability is certainly not achieved.”

The couple suggestions from the experts underline the need for more defined roles and procedures, but the
suggestions themselves are rather broad in interpretation:

Expert 1: “Develop a procedure for resolving disagreements between individual expert scores, such as allow-
ing more time to discuss assessment in the case of differing views and scores during the joint meeting.”

Expert 1: “Develop an appropriate process for resolving discrepancies between individual expert assessments
to produce a fair and accurate panel report.”

Expert 5: “In cases with large variation in the original scores of the individual members of the panel, the chair-
person of the review panel should report in great detail how this variation was discussed and handled in the final
evaluation and scoring.”

4. Reporting and Feedback Process
The experts were asked:
1. How is the current report preparation process structured to ensure high quality and reliability?

2. How effectively is institutional feedback integrated into the reporting process, and what refinements could
better support this integration?

3. What improvements could enhance both the reporting process and the quality of the final report outco-
mes?

Report Preparation Process

Experts mostly agree that the current report preparation process is well-structured and supports the reliability
of the reports, though they also identify areas for improvement. Expert 6 praises the staged approach, noting, “Your
staged approach sounds impressive, as is the tight timing. It is clear how the information is collected and developed
into a coherent whole.” Expert 7 emphasizes the benefits of having a UoA response stage: “The opportunity for in-
put from the UoA on factual errors is highly commendable” and the strong factual verification system, while Expert
10 finds the guidelines “suitable for a well-organized reporting and feedback process.”

Despite these strengths, several experts note procedural bottlenecks and limitations. Expert 7 warns that the
panel chair may become a “bottleneck” due to limited involvement of other experts in reviewing the full report and
recommends a more collective review approach. Expert 1 raises the question that it is not clear how “discrepancies
between individual expert assessments are resolved during report preparation.” Expert 11 questions the absence of
minority opinions in final reports which don’t seem to be documented and suggest that minority opinion should be
respected, documented and included:

“What is important is that minority opinion is respected, and the procedure foresees that such minority opin-
ions be documented. However, | have not come across such a minority statementin the reports — | might have missed
them, but | think they should be clearly pointed out. | doubt that they did not appear, no panel | have participated in
was unanimously for the conclusions.”

Evaluation Objectives and Its Content

One systematic issue identified with the CEA is that it is rather ambitious in having multiple goals at the same
time, which to achieve would require different approaches. A couple experts raised the question if for example eval-
uating experts should suggest recommendations at all, as often the recommendations in global trends come from
only a handful of people, who are not infallible. The systematic problems are very well described by these expert
statements:
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Expert 6: “The exercise (referring to REF in UK) is not intended to suggest research directions. The Lithuania
process is much more ambitious and poses consideration over whether the choice of experts can result in proposals
for research directions that they favour. With a relatively small number of experts for each discipline there it may be
that deciding on ‘global trends in their respective research fields and peculiarities to the Lithuanian research system
within the next five years)’ is down to a handful of people.”

Expert 11: “The very goal of the evaluation exercise is much too broad and far-reaching. An evaluation can
never give general information of the state of research of a country... be informative to attribute funding and to serve
as an accreditation exercise for PhD programs (and even more) at the same time.”

Report Content and Recommendations

While some experts raised concerns about the methodology of CEA not being suitable for providing recom-
mendations, other found the currently produced recommendations in the reports lacking. Some experts highlighted
that as recommendations given in the Panel report go, they seem to focus on the Units shortcomings and lacks and
do not suggest how to improve. As expert 3 notes: “In summary less emphasis on shortcomings of the UoA, but rec-
ommendations on how to improve performance in years to come.”

Some experts identified limited sharing of good practices between units recommending that instead of just
focusing in the recommendations on what should be done experts should be instructed to also note how to do so
as expert 4 notes: “Provide additional guidance to experts to ensure that recommendations take precedence and
are actionable, guiding units towards ‘how’ in addition to ‘what’.” Expert 4 as well suggests introducing a mechanism
which would help to share good practices and common areas for improvement after the evaluation: “If one of the
goals of the national exercise is to elevate the quality and impact of research nationally, then a mechanism should
be putin place to determine common areas for improvement, to share good practice, and for units to learn from each
other.” While this was done to some extent in the Findings section of the reports, the process could be improved by

formalising it in the guidelines for report preparation or by adding an additional step to the assessment.

Another possibility for improvement would be to open a dialogue between the evaluated Units and Panellists
after receiving the reports. As currently the process only focuses on fixing errors and not the evaluation. According
to this suggestion maybe the process would need to add a further formalised stage of reconsidering the score after a
response from a Unit. As expert 9 elaborates:

“While this process is effective in preventing errors and maintaining credibility, it remains largely focused on
factual accuracy rather than substantive dialogue.

Institutions do not have the opportunity to challenge interpretations or provide additional context that might
affect the assessment’s nuance.

In practice, this means that while the reports are factually correct, they might not always fully capture the
complexities of a given institution’s research environment.

To improve this aspect of the process, the scope of institutional feedback could be expanded to allow institu-
tions to comment not just on factual discrepancies but also on how their research activities and impact have been
characterized.”

Together with the concerns raised about the methodology and the content and focus of the recommenda-
tions, these findings suggest that this part of the assessment process should be reviewed. It will be important to
reflect on whether adjustments are needed to the evaluation methodology, the objectives of the exercise, or both.

Increasing time for Feedback and Appeals

Multiple experts observed that the current timeframe (3-5 working days) appears insufficient for institutions
to thoroughly review draft reports and finalised reports which will determine their future for another 5 years. Expert
7 “Three working days is, however, a very short time for an institution to draft a response to a report that will consid-
erably impact their continued existence.” It is recommended to extend the period for institutional responses and
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appeals. For example, expert 1 recommends: “The period for submitting appeals should be increased, for instance
to 10 working days, to thoroughly review the panel report.”

Increasing Quality Control

A few experts also noted that quite a large number of UoAs commented on factual errors in their reports, as
per expert 2: “37% (28 out of 75) of UoAs replied that they had commented on factual errors in their reports... [This]
points to the need for additional quality control of reports before they are issued to the institutions.” Another issue
a couple of experts noted is that they perceived a mismatch between the scores given to the UoA and their descrip-
tions. As in some cases the narrative was a lot more negative than the positive score, and vice versa:

Expert 5: “There is also another important issue: in quite a number of cases the narrative supporting a certain
score was not in line with the actual score. At least, | have read cases where the narrative was much more critical
than the score suggested or should be interpreted.”

Experts suggested improving quality control. One suggestion is to actively involve all Panel members in the ed-
iting and review process, or to allocate extra resources to quality control to avoid the the problem of a quality control
“bottleneck” of the Panel chair:

Expert 7: “It might be advisable for the RLC to encourage a full round of checks to the entirety of the expert
panel, letting members of the expert panel not directly involved with drafting an element of the final report critically
read the draft to check for veracity, clarity and persuasiveness.”

Expert 7 “Within Dutch Research Council procedures, it is standard practice that the committee in its entirety
is involved in the final drafting and checking of reports (though, admittedly, with a direct coordinating role for Re-
search Council staff).”
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} 8. Uzsienio praktiky pavyzdziai

Nyderlandai

Mokslo vertinimo sistemos (SEP) apzvalga
Vertinimo reguliavimas

Nyderlandy moksliniy tyrimy ir eksperimentinés plétros (MTEP) vertinimo sistema yra reglamentuojama
pagal Standartinj vertinimo protokolg (SEP), kurj parengeé ir patvirtino Nyderlandy universitety asociacija (VSNU),
Nyderlandy mokslo taryba (NWO) ir Nyderlandy karali§koji menuy ir moksly akademija (KNAW). Sios organizacijos
uztikrina, kad jy valdomuy institucijy moksliniai tyrimai baty vertinami bent kartg per SeSerius metus, laikantis SEP
reikalavimy 2021-2027 mety laikotarpiu. UZ Siy vertinimy organizavimag atsakinga atitinkamo universiteto vykdomoji
taryba, NWO arba KNAW valdyba (toliau - valdyba), kuri taip pat sprendzia, kurie moksliniy tyrimy vienetai (institutai,
departamentai, tyrimy grupés ar daugiadiscipliniai klasteriai su savo strategija) bus vertinami konkreciais metais.

Vertinimo tikslas

Pagrindinis SEP vertinimo tikslas yra jvertinti mokslinio tyrimy vieneto veiklg atsizvelgiant j jo paties tikslus ir
strategijg. Vertinimo metu analizuojama: tiksly tinkamumas ir pakankamumas, strategijos efektyvumas bei vieneto
gebéjimas jgyvendinti savo uzsibréztus tikslus.

Vertinimo salygy apibrézimas

Valdyba nustato vertinimo salygy aprasa (angl. Terms of Reference), kuriame turi biti pateikiama strategijos
vertinimo protokolo (SEP) esmé, kai vertinimo procesas grindZziamas tyrimy padalinio tikslais ir strategija, o padalinys
gali pasirinkti jam tinkamiausius rodiklius. Taip pat jtraukiamas galutinio vertinimo ataskaitos vieSumas, uZztikrinant
jos prieinamuma visuomenei. Sglygy aprasas apima specifing informacijg apie vertinama tyrimy padalinj arba kitus
svarbius aspektus, j kuriuos turi atsizvelgti vertinimo komisija, strategines rekomendacijas nacionaliniu mastu, jei
vertinimas apima visos disciplinos analize Salyje, bei tris pagrindinius vertinimo kriterijus ir keturis specifinius aspek-
tus. Be to, valdyba gali papildomai prasyti komisijos atsizvelgti j kitus svarbius klausimus, tokius kaip padalinio tiksly
tinkamumas ar strategijos efektyvumas.

Valdyba skiria nepriklausoma eksperty komisija, kurios sudétis uztikrina reikiama kompetencijg. Komisijoje
dalyvauja bent vienas doktorantas bei vienas arba keli ankstyvosios arba vidurinés karjeros tyréjai, o prireikus — ir
neakademinis ekspertas. Si komisija yra atsakinga uz objektyvy ir nepriklausoma tyrimy vertinima pagal SEP nusta-
tytus standartus.

Vertinimo kriterijai

Moksliniy tyrimy vienety vertinimas SEP sistemoje grindziamas trimis pagrindiniais kriterijais: tyrimy kokybe,
socialine aktualumu ir perspektyvuma (angl. viability). Sie kriterijai leidZia i§samiai jvertinti tyrimy vienety veikla ir jy
indélj tiek j mokslo, tiek j visuomenés pazanga.

Tyrimy kokybé yra vertinama pagal vieneto mokslinj indélj per pastaruosius SeSerius metus. Analizuojamas
moksliniy rezultaty kokybeés ir reikSmeés lygis tarptautiniame, nacionaliniame ar regioniniame kontekste, priklauso-
mai nuo vieneto tiksly. Taip pat atsizvelgiama j akademing reputacijg ir lyderyste pasirinktoje srityje. Vertinimas grin-
dzZiamas naratyvine argumentacija, kuri yra pagrjsta jrodymais apie vieneto pasiekimus. SEP protokolas remiasi San
Francisko deklaracija dél moksliniy tyrimy vertinimo (DORA) principais, kurie skatina vertinti moksline produkcija
kokybiniu poziuriu.
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Vertinamieji vienetai

Vertinamuosius vienetus nustato valdyba, laikydamasi tam tikry salygy. Vienetas turi buti atpazjstamas kaip
savarankiSkas subjektas tiek institucijos viduje, tiek uz jos riby, turéti aiSkiai apibréztus tikslus ir strategija. Vienetas
turi bati pakankamai didelis — bent 10 VDDA (Visos darbo dienos atitikmens, angl. Full-Time Equivalent — FTE) tarp
nuolatiniy akademinio personalo darbuotojy, jskaitant turin€ius tenure-track pozicijas, tac¢iau neskaiciuojant dok-
toranty ir podoktoranty. Nors tai yra minimalus reikalavimas, pirmenybeé teikiama didesniems vienetams. Taip pat
vienetas turi buti jsteigtas bent pries trejus metus. Jei vertinami naujesni vienetai, jy savianalizéje turi buti pateikta jy
plétros stadijos informacija, kad vertinimo komisija galéty atsizvelgti j §j fakta.

Pateikiami duomenys

Nyderlandy mokslo vertinimo sistemoje, remiantis Standartiniu vertinimo protokolu (SEP), pagrindinis verti-
nimo dokumentas yra vieneto savianalizés ataskaita. Sioje ataskaitoje tyrimy vienetas detaliai apra$o savo tikslus,
strategijg ir pasiekimus per pastaruosius SeSerius metus, taip pat planus ateiciai.

Duomeny rinkimo principai ir Saltiniai

Vienetai turi laisve pasirinkti ir pagrjsti tinkamus rodiklius, atsizvelgiant j savo srities specifika ir uzsibréztus
tikslus, taCiau visada privaloma pateikti faktinius jrodymus, pagrindziancius naratyvine ataskaita. Tai reiskia, kad
vien tik kiekybiniai rodikliai néra vertinimo esmé, jie yra kontekstas naratyvinei analizei.

Vienetai duomenis renka i$ jvairiy Saltiniy, siekdami uZztikrinti jy tiksluma ir patikimuma. Dazniausiai naudo-
jami Saltiniai apima:
e |nstitucines tyrimy informacijos sistemas (CRIS): jose kaupiami duomenys apie publikacijas, projektus,
doktorantus, akademiniy darbuotojy veikla.

e Bibliometrines duomeny bazes: pvz., Web of Science, Scopus, naudojamos publikacijy, citavimy ir ben-
dradarbiavimo analizei. Ta€iau svarbu pabreézti, kad SEP laikosi DORA principy, todél bibliometrika néra
vienintelis ar pagrindinis vertinimo kriterijus — ji naudojama tik kaip papildomas kontekstas.

e Vidaus finansinés ir personalo ataskaitos: informacija apie gautus finansavimus (konkurso pagrindu
gauti projektai, institucinis finansavimas), personalo sudétj, doktoranty ir podoktoranty skaiciy.

e Apklausos ir kokybiniai duomenys: susije su atvirojo mokslo praktikomis, akademine kulttra, Zmogisky-
ju iStekliy politika.

Pagrindiniai aspektai, kuriems teikiami duomenys:

Savianalizés ataskaitoje, be bendrosios informacijos apie tyrimy kokybe, socialine aktualuma ir perspektyvu-
ma, turi bati atspindéti ir keturi specifiniai aspektai, kuriems pateikiami atitinkami duomenys:

1. Atvirojo mokslo praktikos: Duomenys apie atviry duomeny saugykly naudojima, atvirosios prieigos publi-
kacijy dalj, dalyvavimag atvirojo mokslo iniciatyvose.

2. Doktoranturos politika ir mokymas: Informacija apie doktoranty skaiciy, jy baigimo rodiklius, mokymo
programy aprasymai, karjeros stebésenos duomenys, doktoranty jtraukimas j moksline veikla.

3. Akademiné kultara: Duomenys, atspindintys vieneto aplinka ir kultira, jskaitant atviruma, socialinj sau-
guma, jtrauktj ir moksliniy tyrimy vientisumo uztikrinima (pvz., etikos mokymy statistika, jvairovés ir jtrauk-
ties iniciatyvos).

4. Zmogiskyjy istekliy politika: Kaip vienetas vertina ir skatina jvairiag mokslininky veikla ir indélj, atsizvel-
giantjjvairius rezultatus (pvz., pripazinimo ir atlygio uz nepublikacinius rezultatus (programine jranga, duo-
meny rinkinius, politikos rekomendacijas) sistemos, mokslininky karjeros plétros programos).
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Duomeny analizé ir panaudojimas

Vertinimo komisija analizuoja pateiktus duomenis, siekdama suformuoti visapusi$ka vieneto veiklos vaizda.
Kiekybiniai duomenys tarnauja kaip jrodymai ir kontekstas pagrindinei naratyvinei argumentacijai. Komisija ne tik
vertina absoliucius skaicius, bet ir analizuoja jy tendencijas, konteksta ir atitiktj vieneto nustatytiems tikslams. Pa-
vyzdZiui, citavimy skaicius bus vertinamas atsizvelgiant j disciplinos specifika ir paciy tyréjy karjeros etapa. Duo-
menys taip pat gali blti naudojami lyginamajai analizei (angl. benchmarking) su panasSiais vienetais nacionaliniu ar
tarptautiniu mastu, siekiant nustatyti stiprigsias puses ir tobulintinas sritis.

Po vertinimo surinkti duomenys ir parengta vertinimo ataskaita su rekomendacijomis yra pagrindas tyrimy
vienety ir institucijy strateginiam planavimui ir tobuléjimui. Sios isvados gali bati naudojamos priimant sprendimus
del finansavimo paskirstymo, investicijy j infrastrukttra ar personalo plétrg, taip pat tobulinant doktorantdros studi-
juy programas ir skatinant atvirojo mokslo iniciatyvas. SEP procesas siekia ne tik jvertinti praeitj, bet ir suteikti gaires
ateities vystymuisi.

Saltinis: Standartinis vertinimo protokolas (SEP) https://storage.knaw.nl/2022-06/SEP_2021-2027.pdf

145


https://storage.knaw.nl/2022-06/SEP_2021-2027.pdf

2023 m. palyginamojo ekspertinio universitety ir moksliniy tyrimy instituty MTEP veiklos vertinimo perzitra
S

Norvegija

Norvegijoje moksliniy tyrimy sisteminj vertinima organizuoja Norvegijos mokslo taryba (angl. The Research
Council of Norway) kas 5-10 mety organizuoja pasirinkty mokslo sri¢iy (tematiky, discipliny), kuriuos atlieka tarp-
tautiniai ekspertai, analizuodami vertinimui parinktas veiklos sritis ir taikydami skirtingas prieigas. Vertinimai néra
susije su instituciniu moksliniy tyrimy finansavimu - jie skirti prisidéti prie politikos formavimo ir informavimo, pade-
datiek nacionaliniu, tiek instituciniu lygiu planuoti ir plétoti moksliniy tyrimy veikla ir politika.

2021 m. Norvegijos mokslo taryba pradéjo nauja moksliniy tyrimy vertinimo etapa. Tai bus trecCiasis Norve-
gijos moksliniy tyrimy vertinimo etapas nuo 1990-yjy pabaigos. Vertinime dalyauja universitetai, moksliniy tyrimy
institutai ir vieSosios ligoniy jstaigos (angl. hospital trust).

Vertinimo vienetai Norvegijoje sudaromi derinant institucine ir disciplinine perspektyvas. Institucija teikia ver-
tinimui administracinius vienetus, kurie sudaryti i$ moksliniy tyrimy grupiy.

Vertinimo vienety dydis gali bati labai jvairus, priklausomai nuo moksliniy tyrimy srities ir dalyvaujanéiy ins-
titucijy.Nors konkretis dydzio apribojimai administraciniams vienetams nenustatyti, moksliniy tyrimy grupéms yra
taikomi minimalus reikalavimai. Pavyzdziui, 2024 m. organizuoto Norvegijos biomoksly 2022 — 2024 vertinimo atas-
kaitoje nurodyta, kad minimaliai moksliniy tyrimy grupe turi sudaryti bent penki visa darbo dieng dirbantys darbuo-
tojai ir trys nuolatines (angl. tenure) pareigas einantys darbuotojai. Kviestiniai profesoriai, techninis personalas ir kiti
svarbus darbuotojai gali bati jtraukti j grupe, taciau negali bati jskai€iuoti j minimaly skaiciy.

Vertinama moksliniy tyrimy grupé turi bati jsteigta ne maziau kaip prie$ trejus metus. Gali buti leidZiama daly-
vauti ir naujesnéms grupemes, jei jos atsirado dél dideliy organizaciniy poky&iy motininéje institucijoje.

Moksliniy tyrimy grupé turety bati zinoma tiek institucijoje, tiek uz jos riby (pvz., turéti atskirg interneto svetai-
ne). Ji turéty galéti dokumentuoti bendrg veiklg ir rezultatus tokiomis formomis: publikacijos (bendros publikacijos),
moksliniy tyrimy duomeny bazés ir infrastruktliros ar bendros atsakomybés uz studijy vykdyma, sveikatos paslaugy
ar moksliniais tyrimais pagrjsty sprendimy teikimg nustatytiems sektoriams.

Administracinis padalinys, teikdamas savianalize, turi pasitlyti tinkama moksliniy tyrimy grupés lyginamajj
standarta (angl. benchmark). Tarptautinés eksperty komisijos, vertindamos grupés veiklos rezultatus, atsizvelgs j
lyginamajj standartg. Atsizvelgiant j grupés paskirtj ir jos institucijg, lyginimui teikiamas etalonas gali bati pagrjstas
tiek akademiniais, tiek neakademiniais standartais ir tikslais.

Administracinis vienetas ir jo sudeétyje veikianCios moksliniy tyrimy grupés vertinami pagal kelis kriterijus (vie-
ni taikomi moksliniy tyrimy grupei(MTG), kiti administraciniam vienetui (AV):

e Strategija, iStekliai ir organizavimas (MTG, AV)

e Tyrimy rezultatai ir kokybé (MTG, AV)

e Jvairové, lygybé ir etika [angl. diversity, equality and integrity] (AV)
e Atitiktis instituciniams ir sektoriniams tikslams (AV)

e Svarbavisuomenei(AV)

Institucinis (arba administracinis) vienetas vertinamas pagal bendrg organizacine strukturg, vadovavimo stra-
tegija ir institucine politika, o taip pat, kaip jos remia moksliniy tyrimy kokybe ir mokslo plétra.

Moksliniy tyrimy grupés vertinamos pagal auksto lygio moksliniy tyrimy rezultatus ir moksliniy tyrimy poveikj
visuomenei. Atsizvelgiama j tokius kriterijus, kaip publikacijy skaicius, iSorés finansavimas ir pan.

Parengta pagal Siuos Saltinius:

https://www.forskningsradet.no/en/analysis-numbers/evaluations/subject-theme/

https://www.forskningsradet.no/siteassets/publikasjoner/2024/evalbiovit/evalbiovit-national-report_fi-
nal_14.3.2024.pdf
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Portugalija

Portugalijoje moksliniy tyrimy padaliniy vertinima organizuoja Fundagéo para a Ciéncia e a Tecnologia (FCT) -
Portugalijos nacionaliné MTEP finansavimo organizacija. FCT organizuojamas MTEP veiklos vertinimas yra MTEP vie-
nety (angl. R&D units) lygiu. MTEP vienetai teikia paraiSka dalyvauti vertinime ir turi bati patvirtinti FCT.

MTEP vertinimo rezultatai yra naudojami skirstyti MTEP vienety daugiamecio finansavimo programos léSas:

Bazinis finansavimas: Du treCdaliai viso MTEP vienetams skirto biudzeto skirstomi atsizvelgiant j vienety dyd;]
irvertinimo balus. Bazinj finansavima gauna tik tie vienetai, kuriy bendras jvertinimas gerai arba aukS¢iau (zr. Zemiau
tekste).

Tikslinis finansavimas: Kita dalis finansavimo skiriama, atsizvelgiant j vertinimo komisijos rekomendacijas,
kurios grindziamos vienety pateiktais poreikio planais ir pasiekty rezultaty vertinimu. 2023\2024m. vertinimo gide
nurodyta, kad tikslinis finansavimas gali bati skiriamas vienetams, kuriy bendras jvertinimas gerai arba auk$ciau
(Zr. Zemiau tekste).

MTEP vienety sudarymo taisyklés:

1. Instituciné struktdra ir priklausomybeé: MTEP vienetas gali biti vieSasis arba privatus juridinis asmuo — uni-
versitetas, kolegija, moksliniy tyrimuy institutas arba jy konsorciumas.

Tyréjai, priklausantys MTEP vienetui, turi turéti Portugalijos institucijy prieskyra, ir jie turéty bati oficialiai jdar-
binti arba su jais turéty bati sudarytos sutartys.

2. Tyrejy sudeétis: MTEP vieneto sudétyje turi bati intergruoty(angl. integrated) mokslo daktary (tyréjas oficialiai
priklausantis MTEP vienetui ir aktyviai dalyvaujantis jo veikloje). Sie tyréjai turi skirti ne maziau kaip 20 proc. savo dar-
bo laiko moksliniy tyrimy veiklai vienete. Kiekvienas tyréjas gali bati laikomas tik vieno MTEP vieneto jtrauktu nariu,
nors jam leidziama bendradarbiauti su kitais padaliniais.

Reikalaujama, kad MTEP vienete buty ne maziau kaip 10 mokslo laipsnj turin€iy tyréjy, skai¢iuojant pagal
svertinj tyréjy laika skiriama MTEP darbui (visa darbo diena, ne visa darbo dieng arba i$ dalies).

3. Padalinio dydis ir laboratorijy veiklos intensyvumas: Vienetai klasifikuojami pagal jy dydj ir laboratorinés
veiklos intensyvuma. Si klasifikacija turi jtakos baziniam finansavimui, kurj jie gali gauti. Didelio intensyvumo pa-
daliniai turi dideliy veiklos sgnaudy dél savo jrangos, laboratorijy ar ,lauko“ tyrimy. Vidutinio ir mazZo intensyvumo
padaliniai turi mazesnius veiklos reikalavimus, pavyzdziui, archyvai, duomeny bazés ar bibliotekos.

4. Formavimo lankstumas: MTEP vienetai gali biti steigiami kaip nauji subjektai arba reorganizuojant esamus
vienetus juos sujungiant ar padalijant. Vienetai gali koreguoti savo strukttra, kad atitikty strateginius tikslus.

Vienetai taip pat gali bati bendradarbiavimo laboratorijos (CoLAB) arba asocijuotosios laboratorijos, kurios
apima keliy institucijy, jskaitant pramone ir kitus suinteresuotuosius subjektus, partneryste, kuria siekiama spresti
visuomenei svarbius uzdavinius.

Eksperty komisijos parinkimas

Tarptautinés eksperty komisijos yra skirstomos j stambias moksly sritis, o véliau j siauresnes moksliniy tyrimy
krypciy grupes. 2023/2024 m. buvo priimtos 336 MTEP vienety paraiskos dalyvauti jos viso buvo priimtos vertinimui,
kurj atliks 29 eksperty komisijos.

Pagrindiné komisija: Kiekvienas MTEP vienetas turi pasirinkti tinkamiausig eksperty komisija pagal savo pa-
grindine moksliniy tyrimy kryptj i$ anksto sudaryty komisijy saraso.

Papildomos komisijos: Jei MTEP vienetas atlieka daugiadisciplininius mokslinius tyrimus, apimancius kelias
mokslo disciplinas, jis gali pasirinkti ne daugiau kaip dvi papildomas vertinimo grupes. Tai leidzia vienetg jvertinti
skirtingose mokslo srityse, susijusiose su jo veikla.

Jei pagrindiné komisija neapima visos padalinio moksliniy tyrimy srities, padalinys gali prasyti atlikti daugia-
disciplininj vertinima. Vertinime gali dalyvauti ne daugiau kaip penki komisijos nariai (trys i$ pagrindinés komisijos ir
du i papildomy komisijy).
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Eksperty komisijos sudétis, atitinkamos nuotoliniy susitikimuy ir vizity j padalinius datos skelbiamos interneto
svetainéje likus 3-4 savaitéms iki pirmojo planuojamo kiekvieno MTEP vieneto ir vertinimo komisijos susitikimo.

Vertinimo kriterijai:
A. Kokybé, nuopelnai (angl. merit) ir moksliniy tyrimy aktualumas:

Siuo kriterijumi daugiausia démesio skiriama vieneto atliekamy moksliniy tyrimy kokybei, originalumui, tiks-
lumui ir aktualumui. Taip pat vertinamas vieneto veiklos tarptautiSkumas, ypac atsizvelgiant j tai, kaip ji atitinka tarp-
tautinius moksliniy tyrimy standartus ir kaip prisideda prie mokslo pazangos pasauliniu mastu.

Pagal §j kriterijy taip pat vertinama moksliniy tyrimy sklaida, jskaitant jy taikyma ir indélj j visuomenes proble-
muy sprendima, taip pat padalinio moksliniy tyrimy temuy strategine svarba.

Kriterijaus svoris — 40%
B. Moksliniy tyrimy grupés moksliniai ir technologiniai nuopelnai (angl. merit):

Vertinami mokslininky, ypac j vieneta ,,jtraukty“ tyréjy, moksliniai pasiekimai, atsizvelgiant j jy pripazinima
tarptautinése ir nacionalinése mokslo bendruomeneése.

Taip pat vertinama grupés karjeros raida, padalinio gebé&jimas pritraukti ir ugdyti jaunuosius tyréjus ir jo indélis
i tyréjy rengima per tokias programas kaip doktorantara.

Kriterijaus svoris — 35%
C. Moksliniy tyrimy plano ir organizavimo kokybé¢ ir jgyvendinamumas:

Vertinami vieneto strateginiai tikslai, busimas moksliniy tyrimy planas ir jo jgyvendinimas per ateinancius
penkerius metus. Pagal §j kriterijy vertinama, kokia yra vieneto struktira, skirta moksliniams tikslams pasiekti, jskai-
tant Zmogiskujy ir finansiniy iStekliy valdyma ir strateginj infrastruktros naudojima.

Taip pat atsizvelgiama j tai, kaip padalinys integruoja tyréjus j nacionaling ir tarptautine moksliniy tyrimy eko-
sistemg, ir j jo tarptautinio bendradarbiavimo ir tinkly kairimo planus.

Kriterijaus svoris — 25%

Kiekvienas i$ kriterijy vertinamas 5-baléje skaléje (nuo 1 iki 5).
Kiekvienam vienetui paskai¢iuojamas bendras balas:

Bendras MTEP vieneto balas (g) apskai¢iuojamas pagal formule:
g = (40%A) + (35%B) + (25%C)

Bendras jvertinimas:

Remiantis bendruoju balu, MTEP suteikiamas galutinis jvertinimas:
Puikiai: g =[4,4 - 5,0]

Labai geras: g =[3,7 - 4,3]

Gerai: g=[3,0 - 3,6]

Silpnas: g< 3,0

Parengta pagal Siuos Saltinius:

https://www.fct.pt/en/avaliacao-de-unidades-de-id/

https://myfct.fct.pt/LibDocument/FileDisplay.aspx?EcrypDoctld=0cSoN5+Wv24gEnivBgQPZsZSkLI/v/Gjb-
DNLYkfwGP2nMA1nK5tEhgMSWpmyLRwjqOuqj6+3p2T3lpgw8A3dgxdPvVKzpBXUYLCqsFOOqHLG6Fe)9s6x+07Vn-
CMPpPs9TR/B7Bu0Mzh8fELQES|JIMQIfGYyA1Qklza5aXb8jlwxM=

https://myfct.fct.pt/LibDocument/FileDisplay.aspx?EcrypDoctld=0cSoN5+Wv24gEnivBgQPZsZSkLLl/v/Gjb-
DNLYkfwGP2LJxXkefXaGQzQxvteFnAKn6jQzDksh2mE+CwT3Eh/aYbKAZeGGtrs+FQALWAgaVVvORy1TUGU2FXx6N-

96GJ02720/04AcEX172739SpV/useE/cul493VQ3G34cckA/LVvQE=
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https://myfct.fct.pt/LibDocument/FileDisplay.aspx?EcrypDoctId=ocSoN5+Wv24gEnivBgQPZsZSkLl/v/GjbDNlYkfwGP2LJxXkefXaGQzQxvteFnAKn6jQzDksh2mE+CwT3Eh/aYbKAZeGGtrs+FQALwAgaVv0Ry1TUGu2Fx6N96GJ02720/o4AcEX1Z739SpV/useE/cuJ493VQ3G34cckA/LvQE=
https://myfct.fct.pt/LibDocument/FileDisplay.aspx?EcrypDoctId=ocSoN5+Wv24gEnivBgQPZsZSkLl/v/GjbDNlYkfwGP2LJxXkefXaGQzQxvteFnAKn6jQzDksh2mE+CwT3Eh/aYbKAZeGGtrs+FQALwAgaVv0Ry1TUGu2Fx6N96GJ02720/o4AcEX1Z739SpV/useE/cuJ493VQ3G34cckA/LvQE=
https://myfct.fct.pt/LibDocument/FileDisplay.aspx?EcrypDoctId=ocSoN5+Wv24gEnivBgQPZsZSkLl/v/GjbDNlYkfwGP2LJxXkefXaGQzQxvteFnAKn6jQzDksh2mE+CwT3Eh/aYbKAZeGGtrs+FQALwAgaVv0Ry1TUGu2Fx6N96GJ02720/o4AcEX1Z739SpV/useE/cuJ493VQ3G34cckA/LvQE=
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Latvija

Latvijoje moksliniy tyrimy vertinimo sistema i$ dalies remiasi anksCiau Jungtinéje Karalystéje naudotu vertini-
mo metodu, todélyra artimas Lietuvoje vykdomam ekspertiniam vertinimui. Sis vertinimo organizavima koordinuoja
Svietimo ir mokslo ministerija.

Vertinimas vykdomas kas $eSerius metus, ir uz jo organizavima atsakinga Svietimo ir mokslo ministerija, kuri
konkurso tvarka pasirenka vertinimo vykdytoja - juridinj asmenj, turintj profesinj patirtj ir kompetencijg organizuojant
mokslo institucijy veiklos vertinimus. Jos vykdytojas paskutiniais metais buvo tarptautiné tiriamoji ir konsultaciné
organizacija Technopolis.

Nuo 2018 mety Latvijos ekspertiniame vertinime vertinimo vienetai sudaromi pagal institucijg arba jos struk-
tdrinj padalinj. Eksperty grupé, suformuota pagal vieng i$ SeSiy mokslo sriciy:

e gamtos moksly eksperty grupe;

e inZinerijos ir technologijy eksperty grupé;

e medicinos ir sveikatos moksly eksperty grupé;

e Zemes ukio, miSkininkystes ir veterinarijos moksly eksperty grupe;
e socialiniy moksly eksperty grupe;

e humanitariniy moksly ir meny eksperty grupe.

Vertinamuyjy vienety skaicius aukstojoje mokykloje negali virSyti fakultety skaiciaus. Vertinamieji vienetai api-
ma visg moksline veikla, vykdoma institucijoje. Aukstoji mokykla pati nustato, kokios rusSies vertinamuosius vienetus
(pvz., fakultetus, tyrimy platformas ar centrus) pasirinks, taciau visi vertinamieji vienetai turi bati vienodo tipo. Be to,
institucija nustato viena i$ SeSiy mokslo sri€iy eksperty grupe, atsakinga uz kiekvieno vertinamojo vieneto vertinima,
vadovaudamasi vertinimo nuostatuose pateiktomis gairemis.

Kiekvienoje eksperty grupéje turi bati ne maziau kaip SeSi uzsienio ekspertai, i$ kuriy vienas yra grupés vado-
vas, vienas - nacionalinés ekonomikos ekspertas, o maziausiai keturi ekspertai atitinka pagrindine mokslo srit;j.

UzZsienio ekspertas turi turéti daktaro laipsnj, tarptautinj patirtj vertinant MTEP sistemas ar mokslo institucijas
skirtingose Salyse, maZiausiai 10 mety mokslinés veiklos patirtj ir paskelbtas originalias mokslines publikacijas Web
of Science arba SCOPUS duomeny bazése su citavimo indeksu, atitinkanciu srities vidurkj. Grupés vadovas papildo-
mai turi tureti patirtj vadovaujant tarptautinei eksperty grupei vertinant mokslo institucijas.

Vertinimo metodologijg parengia vertinimo vykdytojas, konsultuodamasis su Sakinémis ministerijomis, moks-
lo institucijas atstovaujanCiomis organizacijomis ir Latvijos mokslo taryba. Mokslo institucijos turi iki sausio 1 d.
pranesti ministerijai apie savo atitiktj mokslo krypciy klasifikacijai, o saves vertinimo ataskaitas pateikti iki balandzio
30 d. Siuo metu vertinimo vykdytojas yra tarptautiné tiriamoiji ir konsultaciné organizacija Technopolis.

Eksperty grupés vertina saves vertinimo ataskaitose pateiktg informacija, duomenis nacionalinéje moksliniy
tyrimy informacijos sistemoje, bibliometrinius duomenis i§ Web of Science, SCOPUS ir kity duomeny baziy, atlieka
institucijy vizitus su darbuotojy interviu ir mokslo infrastrukttros tyrimu. Vizity metu institucijos gali papildomai or-
ganizuoti eksperty susitikimus su Sakinés ministerijos ir pramonés atstovais.

Vertinimas vykdomas laikantis pagrindiniy principy: fundamentalds ir taikomieji tyrimai vertinami kaip vieno-
dai reikSmingi; vertinamas poveikis atitinkamoms mokslo sritims ir nacionalinés mokslo politikos tikslams; ekono-
minis ir socialinis poveikis; mokslo infrastrukttros atitiktis; institucijos plétros potencialas ir bendradarbiavimas su
atitinkamu nacionalinés ekonomikos sektoriy.

Komisijos pateikia kokybine analize, pagal kurig mokslinéms institucijoms skiriami balai nuo vieno iki penkiy.
Jei vertinama mokymo jstaiga turi daugiau nei vieng fakulteta, ekspertai kiekvieng fakulteta jvertina atskirai, taip pat
skirdami balus nuo vieno iki penkiy kiekvienam vertinimo vienetui.

Institucijos turi galimybe per 10 darbo dieny susipazinti su apzvalga ir pateikti prieStaravimus bei papildymus.
Po to rengiami galutiniai eksperty grupiy pranesimai ir suvestinis pranesimas.’

' MedZiaga paimta i$ puslapio https://likumi.lv/ta/en/en/id/301995-procedures-for-organising-the-international-eva-
luation-of-scientific-institution-activity
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Estonia

Description of Data Sources in the Estonia’s Regular Evaluation

Evaluation Criteria and Threshold Descriptions

The following table outlines the key evaluation criteria, associated indicators, and threshold levels used in the regular evaluation of research and development (R&D) fields.
These criteria provide a structured framework to assess scientific impact, sustainability, and societal impact of institutional R&D performance, taking into account both quantitative

metrics and qualitative descriptions.

Evaluation Criterion

Description

Quantitative Indicators

Qualitative Indicators

Threshold Level

1. Scientific Impact of Research

Scientific impact is understood as the
amount and impact of R&D outputs

in an international field-specific
comparison.

1.1 Number of peer-reviewed
publications per R&D employee
(full-time equivalent); 1.2 Share of
publications included in the 10% most
cited publications (InCites indicator,
% Documents in Top 10%); 1.3. Share
of publicly available publications
(Open Access) (%); 1.4. Impact of
articles (InCites indicator; Category
Normalized Citation Impact).

1.5. Institution’s description of the
10 most impactful R&D results of the
evaluation period, if necessary, add
up to 10 most important scientific
publications with links to full texts;
1.6 Description of intellectual
property granted;

1.7. Institution’s opinion regarding
aspects that need to be improved
in the field of scientific impact of
research.

Majority of R&D results are at a good
international level: the results attract
international interest in the field.
Most of the publications have been
published by well-known international
publishing houses and/or in well-
known international professional
journals. The number of international
peer-reviewed publications per

R&D employee has remained on the
same level or increased. There are
publications that are among the 10%
most cited scientific publications

in the world and/or the institution
owns intellectual properties granted.
The results showing the institution’s
scientific impact

have consistently and systematically
improved. The facts presented by the
institution in the self-evaluation report
confirm the scientific impact of R&D
activities.
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Evaluation Criterion

Description

Quantitative Indicators

Qualitative Indicators

Threshold Level

2. Sustainability

Sustainability is defined as the ability
of the institution to ensure R&D at a
good international level in the relevant
research field in the next evaluation
period.

2.1. Number of R&D employees

by types of position (R) (full-time
equivalent); 2.2. Proportion of
women (%) and men (%) among R&D
employees; 2.3. Number of doctoral
students and PhDs defended (where
relevant); 2.4. Volume and structure
of R&D revenues (incl domestic
financing); foreign funding (incl the
private sector, the EU framework
programmes).

2.5. Institution’s description of

the most important facts showing
sustainability and potential of R&D.;
2.6. Sufficiency and condition of

R&D infrastructure; 2.7. Databases
and collections; 2.8. Connections
between R&D activities and

doctoral studies (where relevant);

2.9. Principles of ensuring equal
opportunities in the institution 2.10.
Institution’s opinion regarding aspects
that need to be improved in the field of
sustainability.

The results showing sustainability

of the institutions have consistently
and systematically improved. The
development and management of
R&D in the field is clear and effective.
Measures to ensure the funding of the
field, the volume of funding and the
composition of R&D employees testify
to the sustainability of R&D in the
future. Most research directions in the
field have clearly expressed potential
from a scientific, socio-economic
and environmental perspective. The
infrastructure is in good condition
and creates very good conditions for
R&D in the field and, in the case of
universities, for conducting doctoral
studies. (For universities) The R&D,
that form the basis of all doctoral
programmes related to the field, is at
a good international level. The facts
presented by the institution in the
self-evaluation report confirm the
sustainability of R&D activities.
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Evaluation Criterion

Description

Quantitative Indicators

Qualitative Indicators

Threshold Level

3. Societal Impact of Research

The coherence of R&D activities

with what is happening in society is
defined as social impact, including
the connection with topical problems
in society. The coherence of R&D
activities with higher education at the
first two levels is also considered as
societal impact (the connection with
the third level of higher education

is evaluated in the context of
sustainability).

3.1. The financial volume of contracts
with private and public sector
(domestic and foreign) per R&D
employee (full time equivalent);

3.2. The number of R&D employees
involved in advisory bodies or working
groups (based on the information
provided in the self-evaluation).

3.3. Institution’s description of the
most important evidence-based
examples of the societal impact

of R&D activities; 3.4. Generalised
description of continuing education
courses and consultations aimed at
the general public; 3.5. Participation
of R&D employees in state and/or
business consultations related to R&D
activities (e.g. participation in advisory
bodies, administrative bodies, etc.);
counselling on important topics

for the society; 3.6. Participation of
R&D employees in higher education
activities (incl lectures, seminars

and practicums, both in and outside
own institution, and supervision of
student theses); 3.7. Organisation

of cooperation events aimed at the
society or community (for example,

an R&D institution as a partner that
brings together parties from the
private and public sectors to discuss
topicalissues); 3.8. Evidence-

based examples of popularisation

and dissemination of R&D results

in society; 3.9. Participation of

R&D employees in national and
international working groups and
networks (list the names of the
organisations and bodies); 3.10.
Publicly available publications,
databases, products/services created
as a result of R&D activities; 3.11.
Other facts showing R&D societal
impact and cooperation; 3.12.
Institution’s opinion regarding aspects
that need to be improved in the field of
societal impact of research.

The results showing the institution’s
societal impact have consistently and
systematically improved. In R&D of
the field, the developments and needs
of society are taken into account

in several research directions (e.g.
through the research of current topics
or commissioned applied research,
through the participation of R&D
employees in important development
and decision-making bodies

outside the institution, in the form

of important societal developments
based on R&D results, etc.). As a
result of R&D activities in the field,
products/services have been created
for society. The selection of research
topics is also based on societal and
global significance, and discussions
are initiated on current topics. Some
R&D employees are involved in higher
education as lecturers, practicum
supervisors and/or thesis supervisors.
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The quantitative indicators used in Estonia’s regular research and development (R&D) evaluation are sup-
ported by various data sources. These indicators are not used as strict thresholds but serve as contextual reference
points to support expert assessment. The actual threshold levels are defined in Table 1 of the Evaluation Guidance.

Data on peer-reviewed publications and citation metrics are primarily sourced from the InCites database. In-
stitutions may supplement this with additional publications recorded in the Estonian Research Information System
(ETIS), as long as these are linked to the evaluated institution.

Information on R&D personnel, gender balance, and infrastructure is provided directly by the institution being
evaluated. Data on doctoral students and defended PhDs is retrieved from ETIS. Financial data, including revenue
from domestic and international sources (such as EU framework programmes), is also reported by the institutions
and further calculated by the Estonian Research Council (ETAG).

Each R&D field (e.g. Natural Sciences, Engineering, Health Sciences, etc.) has its own set of reference values
derived from national or international benchmarks, but these values are not interpreted as minimum requirements.

This background data enables the expert panel to contextualize and compare institutional performance re-
sponsibly, while still prioritizing qualitative assessment and expert judgment in line with international best practices
in research evaluation.

Table. Source of Data for Quantitative Indicators

Quantitative Indicator Source of Data Reference Value(s) Party providing data
1.1. Number of peer-reviewed |a) Number of publications None ETAG, Institution
publications per R&D from InCites
employee (2018-2023) database, institutions may

add in addition publications
in ETIS with classification
1.2and 2.1. Al

publications must be related
to the institution evaluated.
b) Number of

R&D employees - numbers
provided by the institution.

1.2. Share of publications in InCites indicator % 1. Natural Sciences 13.3 ETAG
Top 10% most cited (2018- Documents in Top 10% 2. Engineering and technology
2023) 9.8

3. Medical and health
sciences 21.0

4. Agricultural and veterinary
sciences 13.9

5. Social Sciences 12.1

6. Humanities and the arts

11.1.
1.3. Share of Open Access InCites % All Open Access 1. Natural Sciences 63.6 ETAG
publications (2018-2023) Documents 2. Engineering and Technology

50.7

3. Medical and Health
Sciences 71.4

4. Agricultural and Veterinary
Sciences 61.0

5. Social Sciences 44.2

6. Humanities and the Arts
42.0

153



2023 m. palyginamojo ekspertinio universitety ir moksliniy tyrimy instituty MTEP veiklos vertinimo perzitra

Quantitative Indicator

Source of Data

Reference Value(s)

Party providing data

1.4. Category Normalized InCites indicator Category 1. Natural Sciences 1.4 ETAG
Citation Impact Normalized Citation Impact 2. Engineering and Technology

1.0

3. Medical and Health

Sciences 2.0

4. Agricultural and Veterinary

Sciences 1.3

5. Social Sciences 1.3

6. Humanities and the Arts 1.6
2.1. Number of R&D Institutional data — Institution
employees by type of position
(R) (full-time equivalent)
2.2. Gender balance of R&D Institutional data — Institution
employees
2.3. Number of doctoral ETIS — ETAG
students and PhDs defended
2.4.Volume and structure of | ETIS Estonia’s average volume ETAG

R&D revenues (2018-2023)

of revenue from research
projects per R&D employee
with a doctoral degree in

the evaluated institution in
2018-2023. Calculations are
performed by ETAG based

on the data provided by the
evaluated institutions.

1. Natural Sciences

2. Engineering and Technology
3. Medical and Health
Sciences

4. Agricultural and Veterinary
Sciences

5. Social Sciences

ETAG

6. Humanities and the Arts

Source: https://etag.ee/wp-content/uploads/2024/05/Regular-Evaluation-Guidance-2024.pdf
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United Kingdom
Overview of Research Excellence Framework

This document is an overview of Research Excellence Framework (REF) practices, compiled with the intent
to learn from it and fine tune the current Comparative Expert Assessment (CEA) of Research and Development Ac-
tivities Carried out by Universities and Research Institutes. The overview covers recent changes in the past two REF
exercises and the changes already planned for REF 2029.

What is REF?

The UK has been assessing the quality of its research institutions through a national program since the late
1980s. The REF outcomes are used to inform the allocation of around £2 billion per year of public funding for univer-
sities’ research.

The REF was first carried out in 2014, replacing the previous Research Assessment Exercise. Research Eng-
land manages the REF on behalf of all four UK higher education funding bodies: Research England, Scottish Funding
Council, Higher Education Funding Council for Wales and Department for the Economy, Northern Ireland.

The funding bodies’ shared policy aim for research assessment is to secure a world-class, dynamic and re-
sponsive research base across the full academic spectrum within UK higher education.

The REF objectives are to:

e provide accountability for public investment in research and produce evidence of the benefits of this in-
vestment;

e provide benchmarking information and establish reputational yardsticks, for use in the higher education sec-
tor and for public information;

¢ inform the selective allocation of funding for research.’

The last REF 2021 exercise process worked by:

1. Funding bodies released detailed guidance documents outlining the criteria and assessment framework and
conduct consultations on possible changes within the framework;

2. Universities submitted data for REF 2021. This included information on research staff, details of research out-
puts from 2014-2020, impact case studies, data on research income and doctoral degrees awarded (2013-
2020), and statements describing the research environment within the university (2013-2020);

3. Independent expert panels assessed the submissions based on the established criteria, considering quality,
impact, and the research environment.

4. The REF results are published, and research funding is allocated to universities based on their performance in
the assessment.

The main thematic changes in REF 2029

The REF 2029 exercise focuses more on the environment that fosters research excellence, rather than individ-
ual researchers themselves. The main changes of REF 2029 are:

e Moving away from individual assessment: Previously, institutions submitted researchers for assessment.
REF 2029 will use an average staffing level over several years to calculate the volume of research output. This
means the number of outputs and impact case studies won’t be directly linked to specific researchers.

e Shifting focus to research environment: A quarter of the assessment will now consider “People, Culture and
Environment”. This element looks at how the institution cultivates an environment that allows researchers to
thrive. The aim is to assess the overall health of the research environment, not just individual achievements.

e Broader definition of research outputs: REF 2029 aims to capture a wider range of research contributions.
This likely means recognizing things beyond just academic publications.?
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Volume of Outputs

One of the main differences between REF and CEA in is the volume of evaluated outputs. For the REF 2021 and
2029 is about 5 times higher than for CEA. The volume of outputs required from researchers has been decreasing
with each exercise, thus lowering the pressure on researchers individually and decreasing the need for gaming within
the institutions. As can be seen from this excerpt from the Times Higher Education discussing the changes to REF
2021:

“In the 2014 exercise, each participating researcher was expected to submit four outputs, but this time the
number of outputs can range between one and five, with an average of 2.5 per full-time equivalent researcher expec-
ted. In the 2021 exercise, a single output was submitted for 44 per cent of researchers who participated. University
staff had welcomed the new submission rules which had removed the “emotional pressure” caused by deliberations
over whether they would be “in or out” of the REF — a decision that often had consequences for future promotions,
said David Sweeney, executive chair of Research England. “There is no longer that same pressure on individuals,” he
reflected.”®

The initial changes for REF 2029 also continue this trend of taking pressure of the individual researchers and
reducing gaming by:

e fully breaking the link between individual staff and institutional submissions;

e removing the minimum or maximum requirement of outputs needed for each researcher completely, but still
maintaining the needed average 2.5 submissions per FTE;

¢ instead of having one date on which FTE is calculated, REF will instead calculate it from average FTE of eligible
staff across the academic years 2025-26 and 2026-27.

The current change to 2.5 outputs on average from 2014 requiring 4 outputs per participating researchers was
welcomed by the university staff which has seen REF exercise as valuing the number of outputs over novelty, authen-
ticity, integrity and quality as seen in the figure bellow.

How has the REF influenced your research community in the UK in the
past 4 years in each of the following areas? (n=1988)

I |
Quantity i I |
Public relevance |
| |
Open research I
w Gameplay |
©
(-
q |
Interdisciplinarity .
| | |
Quality |
| | |
Integrity . .I
Novelty ] I
\ | |
Authenticity [ ] I
100% 75% 50% 25% 0% 25% 50% 75% 100%
Percentage of respondents
. (-3) greatly decreased 2 -1 (0) no influence 1 . 2 . (3) greatly increased
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Results of 2020-2021 study conducted through online surveys with UK’s researchers*

The Future Research Assessment Programme (FRAP) International Advisory Group also came to the same
conclusion stating that the burden of REF should be taken away from individuals: “much of the criticism levelled at
the REF comes from consequential institutional behaviours rather than governmental expectations. Our recommen-
dations that shifting the burden away from a focus on the individual to the institution will hopefully assist in reducing
these concerning aspects.”®

While there were discussions whether the CEA should evaluate best outputs or the Unit as a whole, if learning
from experience of REF it does seem that the strategy to focus on a fewer number of outputs doesn‘t encourage the
same gaming as seen in UK‘s Heigher Education Institutions (HEIs) during 2014 REF.

REF according to a 2020-2021 study has not been seen in a positive light by the researchers who must partake
init.

Overall, in your view, what influence has the REF had on researchers within the UK? (n=2,694)

|
— | - .
75% 50% 25% 0% 25%

Percentage of respondents

. (-3) extremely negative . -2 -1 . (0) neither negative nor positive 1 . 2 . (3) extremely positive

100% 50% 75% 100%

Only a minority of its participants express that it has improved theirs or other researchers’ situation.

Thinking more broadly, please evaluate how negative the detrimental qualities of the REF are for you (n=2,442)

| |
Negative attitudes . “
| I
0
Percentage of respondents

|
[
10%  20%  30%  40%  50%  60%  70%  80%  90%  100%
. notataio @1 2 (Dneutral 3 4 (s

. extremely 6

Thinking more broadly, please evaluate how positive the beneficial qualities of the REF are for you (n=2,474)

| | |
Positive attitudes
| | |
0 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%

Percentage of respondents

. not at all 0 . 1 2 . neutral 3 < . 5 . extremely 6

100%
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However, this broad discontent with the heavy burden put on individual researchers by the REF exercise has
led to major changes towards inclusiveness. As the assembly of the FRAP International Advisory Group whose re-
commendation are being used to implement changes for REF 2029 which has been moved a year later because of
its current reform.

REF Criteria weight

Within the current REF reform, the focus on weight of each criterion is changing to fulfil one of its goals - Shif-
ting focus to research environment. REF 2029 will support a broader assessment of excellence by reshaping and
renaming the three assessment elements (previously “outputs”, “impact” and “environment”) to include a broader
range of research and impact-enabling activities. The weightings of the elements have been rebalanced to increase

the emphasis on research culture, people and environment. The new elements will be:
e People, Culture and Environment
e Contribution to Knowledge and Understanding
e Engagement and Impact

In REF 2029, the weight of “outputs” in a UoA will decrease from 60% to only 50%. This element itself has been
renamed “contribution to knowledge and understanding.” This reflects a broader view of research excellence, where
the assessmentwill not just look at the outputs themselves, but also how they contribute to the overall advancement
of knowledge and understanding within the field.

The social, economic or political influence of research, known as “impact”, will retain a 25 % weighting in
REF 2029. It will be renamed “impact and engagement”, and a “structured explanatory statement which sets out
the wider contribution of research activities to society and the economy” will need to be included alongside impact
statements. The statement will make up at least 20 per cent of the quality sub-profile for this assessment element,
but in some cases, it could constitute up to 50 per cent of the impact score.

The biggest change in 2028 is to the Environment criteria. Previously focused on the environment, the fra-
mework now emphasizes “People, Culture and Environment” with a dedicated 25% weighting in the overall quality
profile, up from 15 %. This change seems to follow the suggestions of FRAP group:

“One of aims of FRAP has been to design an assessment system that encourages and strengthens the empha-
sis on delivering excellent research and impact. To do so, the exercise must appropriately recognise and reward HEIls
that create conditions in which excellent research and impact can be produced in the disciplinary areas that they
support. The ways in which HEIs support their staff, enable collaboration beyond the institution, support the broad
development of disciplinary knowledge and ensure the integrity of their research are all crucial components of rese-
arch excellence. Research has demonstrated that research culture, underlying values and leadership are essential to
creating high-performing research units. However, previous REF exercises have placed considerably greater weight
on research outputs and impact than on the research environment in which they were produced.”®

Structure of submissions
REF 2021 Submissions’

In REF 2021 all Category A eligible staff were required to make submissions. Category A eligible staff are defi-
ned as academic staff with a contract of employment of 0.2 FTE or greater, on the payroll of the submitting institution
on the census date, whose primary employment function is to undertake either ‘research only’ or ‘teaching and re-
search’9. Staff should have a substantive research connection with the submitting unit (see paragraphs 123 to 127).
Staff on ‘research only’ contracts should meet the definition of an independent researcher (paragraphs 128 to 134).

Institutions must be able to verify through audit that eligible staff who are not submitted do not have signifi-
cant responsibility for research, with the evidence for this related to the institution’s documented process. Where an
audit process identifies staff with significant responsibility for research that have not been submitted, their FTE will
be added to the unit’s submission and the total output requirement will be recalculated accordingly. An unclassified
score will be added to the outputs sub-profile for each missing output in the recalculated total.
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Institutions submitted their data for REF 2021 by the deadline of November 27th, 2020. Each submission,
corresponding to one of the 34 Units of Assessment (UoA), comprised a complete set of data encompassing staff,
research outputs, impact, and the research environment. Here’s a summary of the required information within a UoA
submission:

e Staff Information (REF1a/b): This included details on research staff employed on the census date of July
31st, 2020, with significant research responsibilities. Additionally, information about former staff who contri-
buted to submitted research outputs was provided.

Research staff (form REF1a) and former staff (form REF1b) data is not publicly available but their requirements
are noted on page 37 of Guidance on submissions 2019.%

Research Outputs (REF2): Details of assessable outputs produced by the submitted unit during the publicati-
on period from January 1st, 2014, to December 31st, 2020, were required. The total number of outputs needed to be
2.5 times the summed full-time equivalent (FTE) of the unit’s submitted staff (rounded to the nearest whole number).

If an Output eligible is illustrated by the graphic bellow.

Examples of Output submissions for University of Oxford Clinical Medicine: https://resulis2021.ref.ac.uk/
outputs/submissions/2906de88-81dd-4af9-b835-94ed42a03924/outputs

Output eligibility for REF 2021 REF202'| s

Does the output meet the REF
definition of research?

See GOS part 3 Sect
2 for outputs with
significant material
in commeon with

LSt L LS Was it first made publicly available

between 1/1/14 and 31/12/20207?

Is it attributable to a current or
former member of Cat A staff
within the unit?

Authors must have
made & substantial
research contribution

Member of Cat A submitted staff
on 31/7/2020

Former member of staff

GOS Fig. 1 sals oul
the criteria for
Cat A staff

Did the staff member |
between 1/1/14 and 31/7

Is the output in scope of the open Was the output generated while
access requirements? they were a Cat A staff member at
the HEI?

Does it carry an

o :
No allowed exception?

Yes Units may return a meas.

of 5% of in-scope oulputs
that do net meet the policy
requirement naf have an

exception applied
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Impact Case Studies (REF3): Case studies provided specific examples of impacts achieved within the asses-
sment period (August 1st, 2013, to July 31st, 2020). These impacts had to be underpinned by research excellence
conducted between January 1st, 2000, and December 31st, 2020.

Example template for REF 2021 Case study submission:

Section A
The fields in this section are mandatory.

Institution:

Unit of Assessment:

Title of case study:

Period when the underpinning research was undertaken:

Details of staff conducting the underpinning research from the submitting unit:

Name(s): Role(s) (e.g. job title): Period(s) employed by
submitting HEI:

Period when the claimed impact occurred:

Is this case study continued from a case study submitted in 20147 Y/N
The definition of continued case studies is provided in the ‘Guidance on submissions’,
paragraph 316.

Section B

1. Summary of the impact (indicative maximum 100 words)
This section should briefly state what specific impact is being described in the case study

2. Underpinning research (indicative maximum 500 words) See paragraphs 318 to 326.
This section should outline the key research insights or findings that underpinned the
impact, and provide details of what research was undertaken, when, and by whom. This
research may be a body of work produced over a number of years or may be the output{s)
of a particular project. References to specific research outputs that embody the research
described in this section, and evidence of its quality, should be provided in the next
section (section B3).

Details of the following should be provided in this section:
* The nature of the research insights or findings which relate to the impact
claimed in the case study.
An outline of what the underpinning research produced by the submitted unit
was (this may relate to one or more research outputs, projects or programmes).
Any relevant key contextual information about this area of research.

3. References to the research (indicative maximum of six references)

This section should provide references to key outputs from the research described in the
previous section, and evidence about the quality of the research. Underpinning research
outputs may include the full range of types listed in the output glossary (Annex K) and are
not limited to printed academic work. All forms of output cited as underpinning research
will be considered equitably, with no one type of output being preferred over others.
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Include the following details for each cited output:

+ author(s)

-+ title

+ year of publication
type of output and other relevant details required to identify the output (for
example, DOI, journal title and issue)
details to enable the panel to gain access to the output, if required (for example, a
DOI or other URL), or stating that the cutput is listed in REF2 or can be supplied by
the HEI on request.

All outputs cited in this section must be capable of being made available to panels. If they
are not available in the public domain or listed in REF2, the HEI must be able to provide
them if requested by the REF team.

Evidence of the quality of the research must also be provided in this section. Guidance on
this is provided in the ‘Panel criteria’.

Where panels request details of key research grants or end of grant reports, the following
should be provided:

»  who the grant was awarded to

+ the grant title

*  sponsor

+ period of the grant (with dates)

» value of the grant.

4, Details of the impact (indicative maximum 750 words). The ‘Panel criteria’, Annex A,
Table 1 provides an illustrative list of evidence that could be provided.

This section should provide a narrative, with supporting evidence, to explain:
how the research underpinned (made a distinct and material contribution to)
the impact;
+ the nature and extent of the impact.

The following should be provided:

* Aclear explanation of the process or means through which the research led
to, underpinned or made a contribution to the impact (for example, how it was
disseminated, how it came to influence users or beneficiaries, or how it came to be
exploited, taken up or applied).

*  Where the submitted unit's research was part of a wider body of research that
contributed to the impact (for example, where there has been research collaboration
with other institutions), the case study should specify the particular contribution of
the submitted unit's research and acknowledge other key research contributions.

+ Details of the beneficiaries - who or what community, constituency or organisation
has benefitted, been affected or impacted on.

Details of the nature of the impact - how they have benefitted, been affected
or impacted on.

Evidence or indicators of the extent of the impact described, as appropriate to
the case being made.

Dates of when these impacts occurred.
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5. Sources to corroborate the impact (indicative maximum of ten references)

This section should list sources external to the submitting HEI that could, if requested by
panels, provide corroboration of specific claims made in the case study. Sources provided
in this section should not be a substitute for providing clear evidence of impact in Section
B4; the information in this section will be used for audit purposes only.

This section should list sufficient sources that could corroborate key claims made about
the impact of the unit's research. These could include, as appropriate to the case study,
the following external sources of corroboration (stating which claim each source provides
corroboration for):

= Reports, reviews, web links or other documented sources of information
in the public domain.

» Confidential reports or documents (if listed, these must be submitted to the
REF team by 29 January 2021).

» Individual users/beneficiaries who could be contacted by the REF team
to corroborate claims®.

* Factual statements already provided to the HEI by key users/beneficiaries,
that corroborate specific claims made in the case study (if listed, these must be
submitted to the REF team by 29 January 2021)*.

Number of required Case studies also varied by the size of the Unit as per the table:

Table 1: Number of case studies required in submissions

Number of Category A submitted staff Required number of case studies
submitted (FTE)

Upto 19.99 2

20to 34.99 3

3510 49.99 4

50to 64.99 5

65to 79.99 6

80 to 94.99 7

95to 109.99 8

110to 159.99 9

160 or more 10, plus one further case study per

additional 50 FTE

Examples of case studies can be found here:

https://results2021.ref.ac.uk/impact/submissions/2906de88-81dd-4af9-b835-94ed42a03924/impact

Research Income and Degrees Awarded (REF4a/b/c): Data on research doctoral degrees awarded and rese-
arch income (including income-in-kind) related to the period between August 1st, 2013, and July 31st, 2020,

was provided.

162


https://results2021.ref.ac.uk/impact/submissions/2906de88-81dd-4af9-b835-94ed42a03924/impact

2023 m. palyginamojo ekspertinio universitety ir moksliniy tyrimy instituty MTEP veiklos vertinimo perzitra
S

Examples of REF4 a/b/c submissions from https://results2021.ref.ac.uk/

Researcher doctoral degrees awarded REF4a:

Research doctoral degrees awarded (REF4a) ‘ Research income (REF4b) ‘
Research income-in-kind (REF4c) | Environment narratives (REF5) Research groups Downloads
Showing research doctoral degrees awarded 1 to 1 of 1
The University of Birmingham
Unit of assessment 1: Clinical Medicine
2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 Total
71.49 76.80 63.37 92.37 90.50 68.43 70.50 533.46
Research income REF4b:
The University of Birmingham
Unit of assessment 1: Clinical Medicine
Average for Average for Total income for
Income for Income for 2015-16 to 2013-14 to 2013-14 to
2013-14 2014-15 2019-20 2019-20 2019-20
Total £39,168,651 £39,896,580 £45,442,015 £43,753,615 £306,275,307
income for
all sources
Research income-in-kind REF4c:
The University of Birmingham
Unit of assessment 1: Clinical Medicine
Total
Income Income Income Income Income Income Income income for
for for for for for for for 2013-14to
2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 2019-20

£5,045,343 £4,948,164 £4,986,948 £6,725,151 £6,949,742 £7,931,450 £5,545,788 £43,032,586

e Research Environment Statements (REF5a/b): An institutional-level environment statement describing the
university’s overall research environment was required alongside a completed template outlining the research
and impact environment specific to the submitted UoA. This information could draw on relevant quantitative
indicators and covered the period from August 1st, 2013, to July 31st, 2020.
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Templates for Environment statements from REF 2021. Institutional submitted by the whole institution for
example University of Oxford and Unit-level environment statement will be submitted by Clinical Medicine Unit in
University of Oxford.

Institutional-level environment statement (REF5a)

Institution:

Context and mission
An overview of the size, structure and mission of the institution.

Strategy

The institution's strategy for research and enabling and actualising impact (including
integrity, open research, and structures to support interdisciplinary research) in the
assessment period and for the next five-year period.

People

The institution’s staffing strategy, support and training of research students and, building
on the information provided in codes of practice, evidence about how equality and
diversity in research careers is supported and promoted across the institution.

Income, infrastructure and facilities
The institutional-level resources and facilities available to support research and enable
and actualise impact.

Unit-level environment template (REF5hb)

Institution:

Unit of assessment:

Section 1. Unit context and structure, research and impact strategy

This section should provide evidence of the submitted unit's achievement of strategic aims
for research and impact during the assessment period, and details of future strategic aims
and goals for research and impact; how these relate to the structure of the unit; and how
they will be taken forward

Section 2. People

This section should provide evidence about staffing strategy and staff development within
the submitted unit; support mechanisms for, and evidence of the training and supervision
of, PGR students; and evidence of how the submitting unit supports and promotes
equality and diversity.

Section 3. Income, infrastructure and facilities
This section should provide information about the submitted unit's income, infrastructure
and facilities pertaining to research and research impact.

Section 4. Collaboration and contribution to the research base, economy and society
This section should provide information about the submitted unit's research
collaborations, networks and partnerships, including relationships with key research users,
beneficiaries or audiences; and the wider activities and contributions to the research base,
economy and society.
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Example of Institution environmental statement and Unit Environment statement, can be found after selecting
Environment narratives:

https://results2021.ref.ac.uk/environment/submissions/2906de88-81dd-4af9-b835-94ed42a03924/en-
vironment

It is also important to note that these submissions will change their form to a structured questionnaire
in REF 2029

e Staff Circumstances (REF6a/b): In cases where a unit requested a reduction or removal of the minimum
one-output requirement per staff member, information on staff circumstances was submitted via form RE-
F6a/b by March 2020. Institutions could amend this form and request further reductions at the point of sub-
mission.®

Based on the changes introduced in REF 2029 by fully breaking the link between individual staff and institu-
tional submissions, there’s a chance this submission might be modified or even eliminated. The former rules can be
found on page 45 of Guidance on submissions 2019.%

Changes for REF 2029 Submissions

For the REF 2029 HEIs will be required to make submissions in each of the disciplinary areas (UoAs) where
they have staff who contribute to the volume measure (with a potential exception for small disciplinary areas). Each
submission will consist of the following components:

¢ Anlinstitution level evidence-based statement that will be scored separately, and will contribute to the Peo-
ple, Culture and Environment sub-profile for each of the disciplines in which the institution makes a submis-
sion. The statement will take the form of a structured questionnaire and focus on quantitative and qualitative
evidence. There will be strict word limits and we do not envisage long narrative components.

¢ A Disciplinary-level evidence-based statement, sections of which will contribute to all three quality
sub-profiles of the assessment. The statement will take the form of a structured questionnaire and focus on
quantitative and qualitative evidence. There will be strict word limits and we do not envisage long narrative
components.

e Research outputs, which will contribute to the Contribution to Knowledge and Understanding sub-profile.

e |mpact case study/studies which will contribute to the Engagement and Impact sub-profile.
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66. A schematic to illustrate the relationship between submissions and assessment is provided below

People, culture
and environment

Disciplinary-level

Institution-level evidence

evidence

statements

statement Institution-level Disciplinary-level
statement evidence statements

Contribution to knowledge
and understanding

Research
outputs

* Research outputs (2.5x volume)
* Disciplinary-level evidence statements

2 5% Engagement

Impact and impact

case
studies * Impact case studies
» Disciplinary-level evidence statements

Figure from report on initial changes to REF 2029

Panels

In comparison to the CEA REF has a lot more Panels, Panellists, and types of Panels. Below is the chart with
Units of Assessment (UoA), where terminology is different from CEA as well. UoA in REF refers to a specific discipli-
nary area used to evaluate research activities within UK universities. Each of the 34 UoAs has its own sub-Panel and
associated number. The 13 Panels in CEA could be seen as the equivalent of these sub-panels. REF also possess
other sub-panels concerning with questions equality and diversity, interdisciplinary research, citation guidelines and
assessment systems.

The REF sub-panels are responsible for:
e contributing to the criteria and working methods
e working within the agreed criteria in assessing each submission made in its UOA

e recommending the outcomes for each submission to the main panel.'?

The REF also has four main panels. The sub-panels work under the leadership and guidance of four main pa-
nels. In brief, the four main panels are responsible for:

¢ developing the panel criteria and working methods
e overseeing calibration

e ensuring adherence to the published procedures and consistent application of the overall assessment stan-
dards by the sub-panels
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e working with the advisory panels for equality and diversity and interdisciplinary research (IDR), and advising
the REF team on assessment processes

e signing off the outcomes of the assessment.™

Main
panel Unit of assessment

1

o~ O WM

11
12
13

Clinical Medicine

Public Health, Health Services and Primary Care
Allied Health Professions, Dentistry, Nursing and Pharmacy
Psychology, Psychiatry and Neuroscience
Biological Sciences

Agriculture, Food and Veterinary Sciences

Earth Systems and Environmental Sciences
Chemistry

Physics

Mathematical Sciences

Computer Science and Informatics

Engineering

Architecture, Built Environment and Planning

14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21

22
23
24
25
26

Geography and Environmental Studies
Archaeology

Economics and Econometrics

Business and Management Studies

Law

Politics and International Studies

Social Work and Social Policy

Sociology

Anthropology and Development Studies
Education

Sport and Exercise Sciences, Leisure and Tourism
Area Studies

Modern Languages and Linguistics

27
28
29

3

English Language and Literature
History

Classics

Philosophy

Theology and Religious Studies

32
33
34

Art and Design: History, Practice and Theory
Music, Drama, Dance, Performing Arts, Film and Screen Studies

Communication, Cultural and Media Studies, Library and
Information Management

UoA attribution to main panels for REF 2021

167



2023 m. palyginamojo ekspertinio universitety ir moksliniy tyrimy instituty MTEP veiklos vertinimo perzitra
S

Currently there are no broad systematic changes planned for the REF 2029, so a similar panel and UoA struc-
ture is expected to remain in the 2029 assessment.

Understanding REF results

The REF 2021 results are shown per their percentage values in Outputs, Impact, Environment and Overall
Profile. These are the generic criteria for assessing submissions and the definitions of the starred levels in the overall
quality profiles and each of the sub-profiles:

Table A1: Overall quality profile: Definitions of starred levels

Four star Quiality that is world-leading in terms of originality. significance
and rigour.

Three star Quality that is internationally excellent in terms of originality, significance
and rigour but which falls short of the highest standards of excellence.

Two star Quality that is recognised internationally in terms of originality,
significance and rigour.

One star Quality that is recognised nationally in terms of originality, significance
and rigour.

Unclassified Quality that falls below the standard of nationally recognised work. Or
work which does not meet the published definition of research for the
purposes of this assessment.

Table A2: Outputs sub-profile: Criteria and definitions of starred levels

The criteria for assessing the quality of outputs are ‘originality, significance and rigour

Four star Quality that is world-leading in terms of originality, significance
and rigour.

Three star Quality that is internationally excellent in terms of originality, significance
and rigour but which falls short of the highest standards of excellence.

Two star Quality that is recognised internationally in terms of originality,
significance and rigour.

One star Quality that is recognised nationally in terms of originality. significance
and rigour.

Unclassified Quality that falls below the standard of nationally recognised work. Or
work which does not meet the published definition of research for the
purposes of this assessment.

Table A3: Impact sub-profile: Criteria and definitions of starred levels

The criteria for assessing impacts are ‘reach’ and "significance”
» In assessing the impact described within a case study, the panel will form an overall

view about its ‘reach and significance’ taken as a whole, rather than assess ‘reach and
significance’ separately.

Four star Outstanding impacts in terms of their reach and significance.

Three star Very considerable impacts in terms of their reach and significance.

Two star Considerable impacts in terms of their reach and significance.

One star Recognised but modest impacts in terms of their reach and significance.

Unclassified The impact is of little or no reach and significance; or the impact was
not eligible; or the impact was not underpinned by excellent research
produced by the submitted unit.
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Table Ad: Environment sub-profile: Criteria and definitions of starred levels

The research environment will be assessed in terms of its ‘vitality and sustainability’.
Panels will consider both the ‘vitality and sustainability’ of the submitted unit,

including its approach to enabling impact from its research, and its contribution
to the 'vitality and sustainability’ of the wider research base.

Four star

An environment that is conducive to producing research of world-leading
quality and enabling outstanding impact, in terms of its vitality
and sustainahility.

Three star

An environment that is conducive to producing research of
internationally excellent quality and enabling very considerable impact,
in terms of its vitality and sustainability.

Two star

An environment that is conducive to producing research of
internationally recognised quality and enabling considerable impact,
in terms of its vitality and sustainability.

One star

An environment that is conducive to producing research of nationally
recognised quality and enabling recognised but modest impact, in terms
of its vitality and sustainability.

Unclassified

An environment that is not conducive to producing research of nationally
recognised quality or enabling impact of reach and significance.

The ‘Panel criteria’ explains in more detail how the sub-panels will apply the assessment criteria and interpret
the level definitions in developing the sub-profiles. For example, in REF 2021 Main D Panel provided different weigh-
tings for the environment template.

Main Panels A, B and C supplementary criteria - section weightings for the
environment template (REF5h)

330. The sub-panels in Main Panels A, B and C will attach equal weighting to each of the
four sections of the unit-level environment template (REF5h).

Main Panel D supplementary criteria - section weightings for the environment
template (REF5h)

331. Inview of the primary role that people play as the key resource in the arts and
humanities, the sub-panels in Main Panel D will attach differential weight to each of the
components of the environment template as follows:

Unit context and structure, research and impact strategy 25%
People 30%
Income, infrastructure and facilities 20%

Collaboration and contribution to the research base, economy and society 25%

All other Main Panel specific assessment criteria can be found on page 30 of Panel criteria and working methods 2019."®
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Illustration of REF 2021 Results

REF 2021 results are illustrated bellow in percentage in each criterion for the UoA of Clinical Medicine in The
University of Birmingham and University of Oxford. For example, the Unit of Clinical Medicine in University of Oxford
has 34% of its Overall profile evaluated at a 3-star rating. This number is achieved by multiplying the values in the
individual criteria. 50% of the Units outputs received a 3-star rating, so they are multiplied by 0.6 to the sum of 30.
15.6% of the Units Impact studies received a 3-star rating, so this number is multiplied by 0.25, to the sum of 3,9. Sin-
ce the Environment criteria didn’t receive a 3-star rating, the sum for the range is 0. The two sums are added together
30+3.9=33.9. The number is rounded up to 34% to show the Overall profile in the rating.

The University of Birmingham has 0.9% of its Outputs as Unclassified, so the by multiplying the number by
0.6 the sum is 0.54, which is rounded up to still give the Unit a 1% Overall score in the Unclassified rating.

Overall profile Outputs Impact Environment
60% of overall 25% of overall 15% of overall
Learn about outputs Learn about impact Learn about environment

Unit of assessment 1: Clinical Medicine

Unit of assessment summary data a

The University of Birmingham 100% 100% 100% 100%
Total category A submitted staff FTE : 224.00 75% 75% 75% 75%
% of eligible staff submitted : 90%
50% 50% 50% 50%
Learn about staff
25% 25% I 25% 25%
0% 0% 0% 0%
a4 3 2 ik u 4" 3 2" 1" u 4 3 2* 1" u 4* 3 2 1" u
'Y e se o ) op : i s s
& ot A s" s 2% a5 F P P @w o 6"‘) S oS
View output detail View impact case studies View Environment detail
University of Oxford 100% 100% 100% 100%
Total category A submitted staff FTE : 498.02 75% 75% 75% 75%
f eligi ff i 5
% of eligible staff submitted : 95% 5% s 50% 0%
Learn about staff
25% 25% I 25% 25%
0% 0% 0% 0%
£ = o qx 4 3 2 17 U L A S L LA L L S | u
g6 g8 o o ’ o o o o o oo
® ¥y N8 2§ e o o 25 8 F & o R
View output detail View impact case studies View Environment detail

Theseresults canbe accessed bythefollowinglinkand selectingthe desired institution and Unit of Assessment:
https://results2021.ref.ac.uk/profiles/units-of-assessment/1
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Resources for understanding REF
REF 2029
Initial decisions on REF 2028 (2028/23/01) — The main document about changes in REF 2029

https://www.ref.ac.uk/publication/initial-decisions-on-ref-2028/

Future Research Assessment Programme (FRAP) International Advisory Group

https://www.ref.ac.uk/publication/frap-international-advisory-group/

REF 2021
Guidance on submissions 2019

https://2021.ref.ac.uk/publications-and-reports/guidance-on-submissions-201901/index.html

Panel criteria and working methods 2019

https://2021.ref.ac.uk/publications-and-reports/panel-criteria-and-working-methods-201902/index.html

Understanding perceptions of the Research Excellence Framework among UK researchers

Understanding perceptions of the Research Excellence Framework among UK researchers (jisc.ac.uk)

REF 2021 Results and submission

https://results2021.ref.ac.uk/
REF 2021 Cost evaluation report by Technopolis

https://www.ref.ac.uk/publication/ref-2021-cost-evaluation-report/

Naudingos nuorodos

One size fits all? A comparative review of policy-making in the area of research impact evaluation in the UK,
Poland and Norway Open Access - Marta Natalia Wroblewska

https://academic.oup.com/rev/article/doi/10.1093/reseval/rvaf010/8116215

A new typology of national research assessment systems: continuity and change in 13 countries. RoRI Wor-
king Paper No.15

https://rori.figshare.com/articles/preprint/_b_A_new_typology of_national research_assessment_sys-
tems_b_b_continuity_and_change_in_thirteen_countries_b_b_b_b_RoRI_Working_Paper_b_b No_15_b_b
b_/29041787?file=54670646
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