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Presentation 1 “10 Year Strategy for UK Science”
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Director, Research and Innovation Engineering and Physical

Director, Research Councils Office of Science & Technology

Cifice of Scisnce and Technology

Science & Innovation Framework
The Government's Vision for Science 2004-2014

“To make Britain one of
the most competitive
locations for science,

research and

developmenl and for
Innovation®

“To show the science
comminity the
Govemment's
commitment o the futwre
of British Scienca”

Govelan Brown, March 2004

du Offece od Scisnce and Technnlogy

Aims of the 10 Year Strategy

World class excellence from our very best centres of
science and technalogy

A dynamic and sustainable research base that meets the
needs of private and public funds

Greater collaboration between universies and business
to provide an impetus to innovation and productivity growth
Better commercial translation of leading edge
technologies into applications in the business and public
secior

S&T skills neaded over next ten years, underpinned by
excellent teaching in schools

A =society that is confident about the regulation and use of
science and technology
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Presentation 2 “Research assessment and evaluation in the UK”

Jonathan Adams Director, Evidence Ltd.

Evidence
Who Why When How
Footprint ™ GDP
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Evidence - consultancy and data background Research Evaluation
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We need ‘indicators’ to evaluate the problem of
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‘research performance’

across key indicators
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Presentation 3 “UK Research Assessment Exercise and funding”
Rama Thirunamachandran Director for Research and Knowledge Transfer, HEFCE

HEFCE 38
RAE Research Assessment Exercise
Sources of finance for universities and colleges, 2003-04
Assessing excellence: Research
e ([ o Pt Assessment Exercise (RAE)
In.:u._u =y | [ Memsmaseh * RAE: a system for assessing research that both
| umum BRI % | 98N (7% | ﬁ | i informs funding and demonstrates the power of the
Bl | | national research base
| Universitios and
mu:&-mm.mn . « Periodic UK-wide assessment exercises covering
| T the whole HE research base (1986, 1989, 1892,
| Dﬂ-r'—nh [ H Inm—d ” hﬁmm l 1996, 2001)
t!-'l'ﬂ.l‘
L tmm-h. )y 1,13 -.u.-|~|.| Il.LId Lax] ||1-\.|
« Reviewed in 2003
Gouics HESA Rnance ecod o ;;:'“M._I h(y&‘ h(ﬁ‘ﬂ
200304, HEFCE-handed HEls bl K11 - | ~ -
2003-4 RAE
RAE
1992 2001
RAE
RAE
; Improved ratings
How RAE worked until 2001 p !
for total submitted staff over time
= Peer review — 68 subjects _
+ HEls submit under subjects they choose 5| 50,000 9
« Submissions in standard format — staff, B 40900 o &
publications; grants; research student data, E A os
strategy 5| 20000 m4
« Peer review panel make judgementsona 7 ‘E 10,000 B3
S| [+]
Z

point scale — 1 - 5*

i

RAE



O
Presentation 4 “Country Briefings: French Update”

Alain BILLON Inspector, General Ministere éducation nationale enseignement
supérieur recherche

LOLFt 2006

2 5
: . Indicators
The LOLF: Souvenirs de Paris
Indicator:
The 2001 framework law on % of public labs resources coming from
government performance and results research contracts with private
[LOLF) is to be applied from 2006 companies
onwards
Shows intensity of collaboration in a
Annual reports on performance given lab but no information on private
projects and results have to be companies involvement in research
presented to the Parliament by all the financing
ministries
= Comtry n-um.-_p Franen Lgans % —n - e e -'_.-...Irr.-nmrq. Frenon Lpsss .
LOLF
LOLF
10 15

“Les cuisines” de la

R ber this?
fabrique des indicateurs SMOrunor;: e

“When a director starts fo depend on

{An Indicators Shop's Back Office] performance indicators, he is losing his grip. He
A problem with the structure of the LOLF should know what his concern & up fo, withoat
Three hierarchical levels: il arcank ratios. And ONGE

1. Mission, 2. Programme, 3. Action Hf‘fmﬂu indicators are taken
Pgm 1: University teaching & research; Action 1 Wiﬂuﬂf, doom is certain, The

research (to put it simply) organisation switches its goals from
Pgm 3: Research [mostly research organizations) whatever it should be doing, to

maximise the indicators.”

s G Batogn Frecch e O e | ESE i e
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LOLF

1 Loi organique sur les lois de finances : LOLF GPRA 2001 2004
2006
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Presentation 5 “Research and Development Evaluation in Japan & MEXT”

3. Structure of R&D Evaluation in Japan

National National Guideline for R&D Evaluation S&T Basic Plan

Level
Decided by the Prime Minister Cabinet decision

|

‘ METI Guideline

!—‘—\

RIKEN Guideline JST Guideline AIST Guideline NEDO Guideline

‘ Program for H Program for ‘

Ministry
Level

‘ Other Ministries

Organization
Level

Major Activities Meajor Activities

= CSTP is promoting R&D evaluation as an integral part of S&T policy
= Ministries and R&D Organizations carry out the major part ot evaluation activities

7-2 Schematic view of JST’s basic research
MEXT
Research Supervishr
Service for Strategic e Council
and Creative Research Bport

Appointment —;—l L ppointment ——

Research Area Research Area Research Area

Strategic Goal

(rommennen

pLOpose prop P

— — —
E z = f"wwis‘* :I:esean:h upervise]

L Research tsam —|

PRESTO Type| CREST Type ERATO Type Including ICORP
Evaluation Evaluation Evaluation

Continuation of Research with renewed period and funding

JST

-3 Direction of Reform

Implementing evaluations that encourage innovative researchers and find,
promote and develop outstanding R&D

Recognize that former evaluation sometimes discourage researchers
Continuation of the excellent projects through evaluation

Determine appropriate methods and elements based on the stage of
development or nature of R&D activities

Find ways to avoid being overly bureaucratic or discouraging a researcher’s
enthusiasm for challenge

= Acquiring the evaluation resources and strengthening the support system
necessary for evaluation

Prepare necessary budget for evaluation process

Pterf;)rm studies to develop evaluation methods (especially for basic research

etc..

Foster/obtain human resources for evaluation

Develop/use the R&D database

= Reforming aimed at efficient and effective evaluation systems
= Eliminate too much procedure and too many data for evaluation

8-3 Advisory Council System of RIKEN
RIKEN Discovery Research Institute &
Harima Institute
Directors, DRI & HI
RIKEN Frontier Research System
Director FRS
RIKEN Brain Science Institute
Director BSI
RIKEN BioResource Center
Director BRC I
RIKEN Genomic Sciences Center
Director GSC
RIKEN Plant Science Center
Director PSC
RIKEN SNP Research Center
Director SNP

RIKEN Research Center for
Allergy and Immunolog
ay RCA ay

R Director
President RIKEN Center for Developmental Biolug%
Director CDB
The Board of
Executive Directors s

L—b Review Report === Advice Response} 24

RAC



Presentation 6 “Evaluation System from the viewpoint of OUTCOMES”

Missions of AIST

in association with the Ministry of Economy,
Trade and Industry (METI)

D Procedure of Evaluation

Missions of AIST: for all mankind and global consciousness to our future

The mission of AIST is to generate new technologies and new industries and to
contribute to the economic development of our country and, thus, to improve the
lives of people. With this mission in mind, AIST has been performing researches
in the following areas

Interdisciplinary Researches
to enable to plan long-range
governmental policies
attributing to the current
and future needs of society

Type-I1 Basic Research
Full Research

Envirorfment.

‘;rt‘ﬁf:scié%&\
4 Information
J' Communication

Electronics

Energy

esources

------ §..» Advanced Researches
' to explore broad spectra of
research fields and to integrate
multidisciplinary subjects

Standard of mea_sm"ih |

e
o §. Machine
weighing Nanotechnology =
) * Material
Basic Researches
to develop and maintain high standards of scientific and engineering research

Strategy of AIST

external reviewers:
Specialists or Intellectuals

| |
Evaluation: Rating with comments |

| |
Nation |*

internal reviewers: -
Principal Reviewers

Roadmap Evaluation
Output Evaluation
Management Evaluation

Output indexes

Roadmap for outcomes
Management J

Research Units

Evaluation Department

President of AIST ‘ Evaluation Committee

r—— 2

JE— 15

Presentation 7 “Comment for the Two Presentations”

Development of Public R&D
Evaluation System in Japan

1986 Guideline on Research Evaluation (Decision at Council for Science and Technology)

1995 The Science and Technology Basic Law (Legislation/Enforcement)
1996 (Primary) Science and Technology Basic Plan (Cabinet Meeting Decision)
1997 National Guideline on the Evaluation for Governmental Research and Development (1)
(Prime Minister Decision)
1998 Administrative Reform Basic Law (L/E)
1999 Law on the General Rules of Incorporated Administrative Agencies (L/E)
2000 National Institution for Academic Degrees and University Evaluation Law (E)
2001 New Central Government System (be started)
2001 (Secondary) Science and Technology Basic Plan (CMD)
2001 Incorporated Administrative Agencies (be started)
2001 Government Policy Evaluations Act (L/E)
2001 National Guideline on the Evaluation for Governmental R&D (11) (PMD)
2002 Government Policy Evaluations (be started)
2003 National University Corporation Law (L/E)
2004 National University Corporation (be started)

2005 National Guideline on the Evaluation for Governmental R&D (111) (PMD)
2006 (Thirdly) Science and Technology Basic Plan (CMD)

Ryo Hirasawa, 3010812005, th@rhirasawa.info

Total Framework of Evaluation
and Related Laws
Appraisal/Ex-ante Monitoring/Mid-term Follow up
HEx-post
2002
Pohcy Government Policy Evaluations ozzn
288
05T
g3
2001 Zs0
National Guideline on the Evaluation | = 3 &
for Governmental Research and 22
PI’ngam Development 3
25
=
23
: Sm
Project 1997 25
adc
National Guideline 2
- on the i S
for Governmental  {-f
Research and 2001
i Development Incorporated
InStItUte Administrative
Agencies
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