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“Canadian S&T: What’s New?”  Susan Morris (NSERC) & Shannon Townsend (NRC)
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Ongoing and Upcoming Evaluations

NEARING COMPLETION
Research Tools and Instruments / Major Facilities Access Grants

Research Tools and Instruments / Major Facilities
Access Grants — file review, secondary data review,

Industrial Research Chairs surveys of researchers and department heads
College and Community Innovation Pilot » Industrial Research Chairs — file review, surveys of
Results-based Management and Accountability Chairholders, industrial partners and university
Framework/Risk-based Audit Framework (RMAF/RBAF) administration, 30 case studies, interviews
COMMENCING » College and Community Innovation Pilot — largely
Canada Graduate Scholarships / NSERC Postgraduate qualitative approach, case studies of each of the six
Scholarships Colleges funded under the pilot

Intellectual Property Mobilization
Networks of Centres of Excellence
wiat on.
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2006-2007 Evaluation Activities NRC’s Renewal Strategy

- - - g . Perform R&D in areas to
SRﬁET? RECENTLY COMPLETED . * The Strategy involves: improve industry

ntral and Western Tech Cluster Initiatives - ion of six technology cluster initinti R . it
(initiatives in support of: alumi formation; photonics, ¢ gics; fi i ~ Contributing to the competitiveness
foods and nutraceuticals; nanotechnology and fuel cells and hydrogen). Also cluster studies on cacl Iy
of the “clustess” and a summary report on overall results of the six initistives g;nr:gde};:i‘fizessl of Iln;eu%lms ?:f support fo
Genomics and Health Research Program 1an industry . ndustry players
Long-Range Plan for Astronomy (Herzberg Institute of Astrophysics) - _S“engﬂf'-emng Canada’s
Interd | Genomics R&D Initiative innovation system Focus NRC's strengths on

— Contributing areas of importance to
UPCOMING significantly to priority Canada
Industrial Rescarch Assistance Program (2007/2008) areas critical to Canada’s
Round 1T Technology Cluster Initiatives: future Build an organization that is
- Institute for Nutrisciences and Health (2007-2008) sustainable and agile
- Centre for i Research (.
- Language Technologies Research Centre (2007-2008)
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“Evaluation of Research at the (U.S.) National Science Foundation”

NSF

GPRA PART

James S. Dietz (NSF)

PMA 3

U.S. Government-Wide Performance
Assessments

Congress Driven
(focus: programs)
N

Rating Tool
(PART)

Government
Performance
and Results

Government-Wide

*Designed to focus on
program performance

« Spreadsheet with
questions on purpose,
planning, management

Act (GPRA -
¢ ) \| 7 president’s and performance with Effective
Y Management goals
Executive Agenda » OMB provides a score Ineffective
Driven (themes, N 7 (PMA) and effectiveness rating
management) Results Not
Demonstrated
PMA FY2005 5
PMA
NSF

Government-Wide
Performance Assessments

Five Government-wide Goals:
1. Strategic Management of Human Capital

2. Competitive Sourcing (public/private job combpetitions)
. . - e
3. Improved Financial Management 7
4. Expanded Electronic Government
5. Budget and Performance Integration
NSF agency-specific: \ | | 4 President’s
Research & Development Management
Investment Criteria \ Y Agenda
Eliminating Improper \| [/ (PMA)
Payments
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Performance and Accountability Report http://www.nsf.gov/pubs/2006/nsf0601
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“R&D evaluation in Italy: recent developments”  Giorgio Sirilli (CNR)

Why R&D evaluation is insufficiently
diffused in Italy?

%

insufficient diffusion of the concepts of value for
money and accountability

low level of programming of public intervention
uncertainty about the timing of financing
insufficient definition of objectives

red tape

tendency to “spread thin” the resources
scarcity of evaluation experts
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R&D evaluation experiences in Italy About the future

Promotion of the evaluation culture

From a bureaucratic to a more participatory approach
Promotion of the evaluation profession

Increase of human and financial resources

R&D Evaluation: a good investment

38 Evaluation of scientific activities of research agencies
(INFN, etc.)

3 Evaluation of research agencies from CIVR (Committee for
Research Evaluation)
38 Agencies’ “Internal Evaluation Panels”

3 Evaluation of universities from CNVSU (National
Committee for the Evaluation of the University System)
3 Universities’ “Internal Evaluation Committees”
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“Country Updates: Germany”

Jens-Peter Gaul (DFG) & Stefan Echinger (Max Planck Institute)
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The German "Excellence Initiative*

Joint funding by the government (75%) and the federal states (25%)

sum total (2006-2011): 1,9 billion €; 380 million € p.a.

20% of the project grant sum for indirect costs of research

Overall Strategy for
Top-Level University Research

Research Training Schools

= ~ 30 Excellence Centres
* ~ 6,5 million € p.a. each

13.10.2006

Excellence Initiative: Procedure
Scientiic Commission of the
appening Geman Seience Gouni

specifies the terms of funding for
the programme.

Call for proposals
Entry of drait proposals

by the DFG

Comparative review sessions Evaluation
15t and 2nd funding line
Preselection Strategic Commission
Expert Commission 3rd funding line

selection meeting

[inviations to submit final proposals|
/ Entry of final proposals \
‘Comparative review sessions Comparative review sessions
15t and 2nd funding line Evaluation T updng e

1

Expert Commission Preselection Strategic Commission

recommendations for all funding lines

Grants Committee final decision
‘State ministries for decision announcment oFG
research and science
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Institute for Research Information and Quality Assurance(IFQ)

Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft

Institute for Research Information and Quality Assurance (IFQ)

What does the IFQ do?

= detailed study of the DFG's funding
programmes in terms of its aims and results
™= = creating theoretical, methodological and

1 DFG technical know-how for the assessment of
|1programmes' research
i ¢

=====" How will it proceed?

DFG = 2 phases:
= 2005-2007: focusing on the evaluation of
the DFG's current funding activities

= improve the information
available on the general
conditions for performing
DFG-funded research, as
a basis for adapting
funding instruments and
funding strategies

= provide transparency and
accountability for all
funding activities

= from 2007: extension of its remit to
include other partners or tasks

Who is the IFQ?

= Director: Prof. Dr. Stefan Hornbostel
= The IFQ began its work on October 1, 2005
= financed by DFG as an independent central
research facility: 1,4 million € p.a.
OFG

2005 7 (Science Council)

DFG
IFQ




Filot Study Research Rating of the
Science Council

The German Science Council recommends establishing a
research rating system in Germany (July 2005)

® Collection of more reliable and detailed comparative
data on the quality of performance

@ Transparency of competition between universities as
well as between universities and non-university
Institutions

® Improvement in overall performance

= Questionnaires + publication and citation analysis

£ Pilot Stl.ldgcResearch Rating of the

ience Council

Goals of Research Rating

@ Improvement of strategic planning by recoanizing
strength and weaknesses of research institutions

Instrument of quality assurance
® Competition for prestige, money and personal
@ Justification of public financing

T P AN R e WARTRLANER-GER LS AT
Pilot Study Research Rating of the Z, : Pilot Study Research Rating of the

cience Council

itical Points 1

® What are the key values for quality of research and how
can they be quantified?

® s it possible to lllustrate a relevant part of the whole with
guantifying indicators?

= A comparison of the quality of research performance
requires a research area-specific assessment in
the form of a peer review carried out on the basis of
harmonised data and quantitative indicators on a
predefined assessment scale
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cience Council

Critical Points II

@ Competence of the peers: objective and independent

® Transparency of the process, interpretation of the data

@ Basic research <> applied research

@ Disciplinary research < interdisciplinary research

® ‘alue of bibliometric data (different publication behaviour,
value of citations)

@ Falsification safeness; result of different data (e.g. if
researchers who do not publish are not named, the
power will grow - more publications pro unit)
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