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Preamble

Regarding the mission and composition of the Evaluation Committee

The Wissenschaftsrat (WR, German Science and Humanities Council) conducts
evaluative procedures on various levels. For these procedures, the WR draws on
a wide array of forms of evaluation. These include individual institutional eval-
uations of scientific institutions, evaluations of research funding programmes,
structural assessments of individual subjects, of interdisciplinary research areas,
types and associations of research infrastructure as well as the systems of re-
search and higher education in individual states (Ldnder). Similarly, the WR also
conducts evaluative procedures — in part from a comparative perspective — re-
garding concepts e.g. for research buildings and large-scale research infrastruc-
tures. Furthermore, the WR evaluates scientific organisations, both from an in-
ternal perspective and with regard to their relation to other sectors within the
systems of research and higher education.

The WR has established an Evaluation Committee with a particular focus on
institutional evaluations of publicly funded non-university research institutions.
In addition to research institutions, this comprises research infrastructure facil-
ities as well as institutions with principal functions in other areas (e.g. cultural
affairs, policy consultation) who conduct their own research at a substantial
level in order to fulfil their functions. Among the institutional evaluations of
individual institutions conducted by the Evaluation Committee are comparative
evaluations of requests for admission of institutions and large strategic excep-
tional appropriations into the joint funding programme of the Federal Govern-
ment and the Ldander within the scope of the Implementation Agreement WGL
(AV-WGL) | ' The Evaluation Committee acts as a steering body for institutional
evaluations of research institutions and is also concerned with the resolution of
methodological evaluation issues. The present guidelines focus on the methods
and criteria for the institutional evaluation of research institutions.

| 1 Implementation Agreement regarding the GWK-Agreement on the joint funding of member institutions of
the Gottfried Wilhelm Leibniz Science Association of October 27, 2008 in the version dated April 20, 2012.



Moreover, the Evaluation Committee exercises other functions that are not sub-
ject of these guidelines. Those include evaluations of research funding pro-
grammes and institutions as well as the institutional evaluation of higher edu-
cation institutions (e.g. central scientific institutions, institutes, centres) and, in
this context or independently, structural evaluations related to subject or re-
search areas. |2 Particular importance is given to system evaluations of non-uni-
versity sectors (e.g. Leibniz Association, departmental research). In the execution
of these system evaluations, the Evaluation Committee expands on insights from
individual evaluations of institutions from the respective non-university sector.
It focusses on overarching aspects, in particular aspects of organisation, struc-
ture and governance as well as the function and integration of the respective
area within the national and international system of research and higher educa-
tion. The recommendations for the advancement of the respective area, in turn,
impact the individual institutions and their evaluation.

Experts from different scientific fields, from Germany and abroad, as well as
representatives of the Federal Government and the Ldnder sit on the WR Evalua-
tion Committee. The General Secretary of the Joint Science Conference (GWK) is
a permanent guest. The Committee is chaired by a member of the Scientific
Commission of the WR. The chair appoints a deputy chair from among the mem-
bers of the Evaluation Committee. Membership of the Evaluation Committee
should not exceed six years.

Regarding the subject matter and purpose of the present guidelines

These guidelines aim to transparently illustrate the proceedings and criteria to
be applied in the institutional evaluation of research institutions by the WR. In
particular, they are directed towards members of the Evaluation Committee and
the working groups appointed by the Committee as well as the institutions to be
evaluated. For departmental research institutions of the Federal Government,
the criteria of the respective guidelines compiled by the WR apply. |3

Institutional evaluations of research institutions are conducted in a two-tier pro-
cedure in accordance with the customs and conventions of the WR. |4 This pro-
cedure differentiates between the evaluation report and the science policy state-
ment. The principles of the two-tier evaluation procedure are outlined in these
guidelines (cf. A.Il and A.IV).

| 2 An example of a research area-related structural evaluation in conjunction with the evaluation of higher
education institutions is the evaluation of centres of social sciences at Hessian higher education institutions.
Cf. Wissenschaftsrat: Ubergreifende Stellungnahme zu geisteswissenschaftlichen Zentren (Drs. 9864-10),
May 2010.

| 3 Cf. Kriterien des Evaluationsausschusses fiir die Begutachtung von Einrichtungen mit Ressortforschungs-
aufgaben des Bundes (Drs. 3078-13), July 2013.

| 4 Cf. e.g. Wissenschaftsrat: Leitfaden der Evaluation universitdtsmedizinischer Einrichtungen (Dr. 6867-18),
January 2018.



The WR Evaluation Committee has revised the present guidelines in its meetings
in November 17/18, 2020. The WR has discussed and adopted the guidelines in
its January 20-22, 2021 meetings.



A. Procedures for the insti-
tutional evaluation of scien-
tific institutions

A.l AIMS

Institutional evaluations of scientific institutions |° aim to identify strengths
and weaknesses and to provide recommendations as to the elimination of weak-
nesses and the promotion of strengths. This contributes to an increase in the
performance level of an institution as a whole and to improving the quality of
research and other performance areas (such as teaching, research infrastructure
performance and transfer).

The funding recommendation of the WR is generally worded such that the sci-
ence-policy decision concerning the continuation or non-continuation of fund-
ing is left to the Federal Government or the Land. In critical cases, however, im-
plementation of the recommendations of the WR is considered a precondition
for further funding. In case of insufficient research performance, the WR may
recommend terminating funding for the institution. This applies specifically to
such institutions that had serious deficits in prior evaluations and/or did not
implement earlier recommendations or where the implementation proved to be
insufficient.

A.l1l PRINCIPLES

Based on the experiences of the WR and its Evaluation Committee in the evalu-
ation of scientific institutions, certain principles deemed critical for a successful
evaluation will be outlined hereafter. These principles are to be interpreted as a

| 5 To be understood here and henceforth as publicly funded research institutions, in particular in the non-
university sector. In addition to research institutions, this includes research infrastructure facilities as well as
institutions with principal functions in other areas (e.g. cultural affairs, policy consultation) that conduct their
own research on a substantial level in order to fulfil their functions.



standard, details will be reviewed continually during the evaluation process and
adapted as needed.

_ Transparency: The criteria and procedures as well as the names of the re-
viewers must be known to all stakeholders at the beginning of the evalua-
tion. In a consulting session at an early stage, the WR Head Office will
outline the procedure for the institutions to be evaluated. In addition, the
expectations placed on the reviewers are explicitly stated.

_ Separation of expert evaluation and the science policy statement (two-
tier procedure): the expert evaluation of an institution rests with a work-
ing group expressly appointed for this purpose by the Evaluation Commit-
tee. The working group consists mainly of researchers from the disciplines
relevant to the institution to be evaluated. The research evaluation results
are documented in an evaluation report, that after adoption by the work-
ing group may no longer be amended in subsequent stages of the evalua-
tion procedure. The members of the working group are informed at the
beginning of the evaluation procedure that the working group will not is-
sue a statement on the institution and its future from a science policy per-
spective; this statement remains reserved to the Evaluation Committee
and the WR (regarding the procedure cf. A.IV).

_ Participation: All stakeholders in the procedure receive the opportunity
to participate. This includes, in addition to the representatives of the insti-
tution to be evaluated, representatives of the funding bodies and — with
institutions that are included in the joint funding programme by the Fed-
eral Government and the Ldnder pursuant to Article 91b of the German
Constitution — the Head Office of the Joint Science Conference (GWK). Rep-
resentatives of the funding bodies are accorded guest status. They should
be present as such at evaluations, which excludes participation in internal
consultations and deliberations of the working group.

_ Acceptance: Evaluation procedures must be acceptable as appropriate and
fair to all stakeholders. Thus, the presentation of the facts in the initial
part of the evaluation report will be co-ordinated with the institution to be
evaluated and with the funding bodies and not amended subsequently.
Following the site visit, in case any questions remain, the Evaluation Com-
mittee may grant the evaluated institution a hearing (in writing or ver-
bally). The funding bodies and the institution receive the evaluation report
as adopted by the working group. The funding bodies will be granted the
opportunity to issue a statement concerning the evaluation report during
a meeting of the Evaluation Committee, wherein they are expected to also
include the perspective of the institution. Afterwards the Evaluation Com-
mittee drafts the outline of a science-policy statement and presents it to
the WR for consultation and decision-making.



_ Selection of qualified reviewers: Evaluation procedures pose specific re-
quirements with regard to the experience and expertise of the expert re-
viewers. Thus, their qualification with regard to the assignment profile,
the respective emphases in the areas of research, teaching, research infra-
structure and/or transfer as well as the task profile of the institution to be
evaluated will be ensured. For the evaluation of institutions with a strong
interdisciplinary focus, the composition of the working group will reflect
an appropriate representation of disciplinary as well as interdisciplinary
orientations among the reviewers. To optimally draw upon their potential,
the selection of reviewers follows the principle of diversity (e.g. with re-
gard to competency, discipline, parent institution, age, career level, nation-
ality, gender). |6

_ Prevention of conflicts of interest: During the composition of the work-
ing group, care will be taken that none of the reviewers have any relation-
ship with the institution to be evaluated that could indicate a potential
conflict of interest. This includes specifically (retroactively up to five years)
a former membership in the respective institution, advisory and supervi-
sory functions for the institution, participation in application/appoint-
ment procedures; furthermore (without limitations of time) the existence
of a teacher/student relationship, close family or other personal relations
with leading researchers of the institution as well as current membership
at another institution based in the same Land as the institution to be eval-
uated. Reviewers participating in an evaluation have to declare in writing
that the reasons for potential conflict of interest listed above do not apply
to them and need to disclose any further potential reasons for a conflict of
interest (such as joint projects and publications). Employees of institutes
that are part of the Leibniz Association may not be involved as reviewers
in evaluation procedures for the admission of institutions into the joint
funding programme of the Federal Government and the Linder in the scope
of the Implementation Agreement WGL (AV-WGL) or for exceptional ap-
propriation requests of Leibniz institutions. In all cases of potential con-
flicts of interest, the reviewer has to refrain from participation. Institu-
tions to be evaluated may not suggest reviewers. Preemptively, they will
have the opportunity to point out a potential conflict of interest of a re-
viewer. This will be examined by the head of the working group and the
WR Head Office and decided upon a case-by-case basis.

_ Procedural efficiency: The burden on institutions to be evaluated is gen-
erally considerable, since answering the questionnaire, compiling the

| 6 Cf. Wissenschaftsrat: Peer Review in Higher Education and Research | Position Paper (Drs. 6680-17),
October 2017, p. 26 ff.



required documentation and preparing the site visit are very time-consum-
ing. With the aim of an efficient process for all stakeholders, evaluation
procedures undergo regular revisions and are analysed for their expedi-
ency and quality as well as for the required effort and its relation to the
benefit provided by the procedure. |7 Data are requested according to the
principle of data economy. If institutions have recourse to data maintained
internally in preparation for external evaluations, this allows for limited
relief. In this case, the respective recommendations by the WR on the set
of core data should be considered. |8

_ Non-intended evaluation effects: Evaluation procedures can elicit non-in-
tended effects. Work following a dominant trend in the respective field
may get overrated in evaluations, whereas original concepts deviating
from the trend might get underrated. Generally, frequent evaluations can
produce a tendency for researchers to align their work more closely to the
probability of success in evaluations and less to the standards of their field.
Evaluation criteria and procedures are appraised critically for non-in-
tended effects and adapted, if appropriate.

_ Confidentiality and data protection: The members of the working group
and the Evaluation Committee are obliged to observe confidentiality with
regard to the evaluation documentation and the contents of the consulta-
tions as well as to destroy the documents received in the context of the
evaluation upon closure of the procedure. Concerning publicly inaccessi-
ble personal data and information transmitted in the scope of the evalua-
tion, the institutions to be evaluated must ensure that pertinent legal re-
quirements for data protection are met.

A.11l1  ACCEPTANCE OF A PROPOSAL FOR EVALUATION

The Evaluation Committee concerns itself exclusively with institutions that
(also) have the function to conduct research and are of adequate importance
within the science-policy sector.

The WR decides on the acceptance or rejection of an evaluation proposal in the
framework of the twice-yearly WR Work Programme consultations. Proposals
by the Federal Government and/or the Ldinder to evaluate a research institution
will be examined upon receipt by the Chair of the Evaluation Committee and

| 7 Cf. Wissenschaftsrat: Peer Review in Higher Education and Research | Position Paper (Drs. 6680-17),
October 2017, p. 24f.
| 8 Wissenschaftsrat: Empfehlungen zu einer Spezifikation des Kerndatensatz Forschung (Drs. 5066-16), Ja-

nuary 2016; Wissenschaftsrat: Stellungnahme zur Einfihrung des Kerndatensatz Forschung (Drs. 8652-20),
October 2020.

11
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the Secretary General of the WR, consulting an expert where appropriate. In
uncomplicated cases, acceptance of the proposal is recommended to the WR.

In problematic cases, the proposal is presented to the Evaluation Committee for
elaboration of a recommendation to the WR. In the scope of its deliberations,
the Evaluation Committee may hear representatives of the proposers; alterna-
tively, in case of preliminary enquiries, the head of the Evaluation Committee
may decide to task individual members of the Evaluation Committee or of the
WR Scientific Commission with conducting a hearing and subsequently inform-
ing the Evaluation Committee about the results. This procedure is applied regu-
larly to proposals for the evaluation of concepts for the founding of new research
institutions. The Secretary General and the WR Head Office are at all times at
the disposal of the Federal Government and the Ldnder for consultations on eval-
uation projects.

Institutional evaluations of research institutions by the WR must be fundamen-
tally without prejudice as to the outcome of such evaluations. In case of reason-
able doubt as to the unprejudiced outcome of an evaluation, it may be rejected,
suspended or terminated depending on the status of the procedure.

Once initiated, an evaluative procedure should generally be concluded without
interruption. Any deviation from this principle requires a compelling reason.

A.IV PROCEDURE

In institutional evaluations, the performance and the performance capability of
larger organisational units (e.g. departments, research groups) as well as entire
institutions and their significance for the national and international science
landscape are evaluated. The focus will generally be on the performance over
the last three to five years as well as on the assessable performance gradient.
Performance of individuals or the quality of individual projects are not assessed.

The WR procedure for institutional evaluations is essentially based on the
method of informed qualitative assessment by research peers and other review-
ers and follows the two-tier principle (cf. A.II).

According to this principle, the Evaluation Committee appoints a working
group, generally headed by a member of the Evaluation Committee. This work-
ing group consists of expert representatives within and beyond the scientific
field of the institution as well as of representatives of the Federal Government
and the Ldnder. The working group will compile an evaluation report that may
not be amended during further proceedings.



Based on the evaluation report and the hearing of the funding bodies, the Eval-
uation Committee will elaborate an outline for a science policy statement. |9 It
will incorporate overarching and comparative perspectives and summarise the
recommendations the Evaluation Committee considers most important. Devia-
tions from the expert review of the working group must be substantiated. The
Evaluation Committee presents the outline of the science policy statement to
the WR for discussion and acceptance (including the attached, no longer amend-
able evaluation report of the working group). Following acceptance by the WR,
the statement, including the evaluation report, is published.

Should the evaluative proceedings be terminated via a retraction of the proposal,
the review report will not be published; however, it will be forwarded to the
members of the Scientific Commission of the WR, marked “Private. Confiden-
tial”. The proposers will be informed of the status of the consultations. The WR
will announce the retraction of the proposal in a standardised press release.

A.V ADMISSION TO THE LEIBNIZ ASSOCIATION AND LARGE STRATEGIC EX-
CEPTIONAL APPROPRIATION REQUESTS

The WR, on behalf of the Federal Government and the Linder and based on Art. 1
(3) of the Implementation Agreement WGL (AV-WGL), issues statements regard-
ing the admission of institutions into the Leibniz Association and the expansion
of current Leibniz institutes via large exceptional appropriation requests of a
content-related and strategic nature. These proceedings also follow the two-tier
principle (cf. A.II).

The statement issued by the WR is based on a scientific evaluation of the insti-
tution to be admitted or the strategic exceptional appropriation request, respec-
tively, and the results will be stated in an evaluation report. In further proceed-
ings, this report may no longer be amended.

The Evaluation Committee, based on the individual evaluation reports on the
institutions/exceptional appropriation requests and considering the position of
the Leibniz-Association, prepares outlines of science policy statements and for-
wards them to the WR for discussion and resolution.

The WR statement incorporates, as dimensions of evaluation, the scientific qual-
ity of the institution or of the exceptional appropriation request, the supra-re-
gional significance and the structural relevance for the system of research and
higher education at large. It takes the position of the Leibniz Association into

| 9 Furthermore, in the elaboration of the outline of a science-policy statement regarding a proposal for ad-
mission of an institution to the Leibniz Association or for a large strategic exceptional appropriation request,
the Evaluation Committee also incorporates the position of the Leibniz Association (cf. A.V).

13
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account. The WR categorises the overall eligibility of the proposals and along
the three aforementioned dimensions into the following categories:

_excellent
_very good
_good

_ not sufficient.

Within this framework and beyond the individual statements, the WR compiles
a list of priorities for the proposals (admission and exceptional appropriation
requests) assessed excellent, very good and good. |

The scientific quality of an institution/an exceptional appropriation request is
evaluated based on the evaluation criteria the WR generally applies (cf. B). Suf-
ficient scientific quality is a necessary requirement for an institution/an excep-
tional appropriation request in the determination whether its funding is in the
science policy-related interest of the nation as a whole. Further requirements
involve the supra-regional importance as well as the structural relevance of the
institution/the exceptional appropriation request for the system of research and
higher education. In the framework of assessing the structural relevance for the
system of research and higher education, another factor is whether the research
topic is significant from a scientific and science-policy perspective, cannot be
explored as such at higher education institutions, and whose integration into
the Leibniz Association promises particularly good developmental opportunities
and substantial added value.

| 10 Resolutions on the implementation of the AV-WGL of the GWK Committee of April 28, 2009, last amended
August 3, 2020, p. 10 in conjunction with the GWK report on the further development of the procedure on
the admittance/strategic expansion of Leibniz institutes from June 26, 2020, p. 6, where it is stated that the
initiation of the evaluation procedure is not connected with a financing commitment; the WR is therefore not
only asked to evaluate the individual institutes, but also to compile a priority list which is used by the GWK
Committee in their recommendations to the GWK Conference. Due to the increased competition, this priority
list also comprises large strategic appropriation requests.



B. Criteria for the institu-
tional evaluation of scien-
tific institutions

The working group appointed for the execution of the expert evaluation decides
in its internal preliminary discussion on the criteria to be applied and how to
prioritise them. Relevant factors for the decision-making process are the self-
description and mission of the respective institution that generally determine a
primary emphasis — e.g. on more basic or application oriented research, on re-
search infrastructures or transfer. If the mission and self-description of an insti-
tution encompass research functions as well as research infrastructure func-
tions, transfer or other functions, the criteria applicable for the respective
functions should be combined.

The main focus of the WR in the evaluation of research performance and other
performance areas is on the quality of scientific work. The WR employs quanti-
tative as well as qualitative indicators in the evaluations. In doing so, it acts on
the assumption that, in research performance and other performance areas,
quantity does not necessarily inform about quality. | '' The order of the criteria
listed as follows does not imply any prioritisation. The data are collected in ac-
cordance with the stipulations pertaining to the core data set on research. | 2

An additional aspect in the evaluation of an institution of potential importance
from a science policy perspective is the singularity of its spectrum of functions.
This aspect, however, does not necessarily indicate the performance capabilities
of an institution.

| 11 Cf. Wissenschaftsrat: Recommendations on the Assessment and Management of Research Performance
(Drs. 1656-11_engl), November 2011, p. 38 ff.

| 12 Wissenschaftsrat: Empfehlungen zur Spezifikation des Kerndatensatz Forschung (Drs. 5066-16), January
2016; Wissenschaftsrat: Stellungnahme zur Einflihrung des Kerndatensatz Forschung (Drs. 8652-20), October
2020. Cf. Wissenschaftsrat: Recommendations on the Assessment and Management of Research Perfor-
mance (Drs. 1656-11_engl), November, November 2011, pp. 38-44.

15
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B.l CRITERIA FOR THE ASSESSMENT OF RESEARCH PERFORMANCE

The working group assesses the quality of the research achievements in national
and international comparison. Criteria with particular validity, that are also well
established in the international arena, are listed hereafter:

Regarding the Research Programme

_ Innovative approaches (among others particularly creative, venturous and
interdisciplinary projects);

_ Quality of the methods used (state of the art, adequacy etc.);

_ Coherence of the research programme and substantive establishment of
priorities;

_ Convincing mid- and longer-term perspectives for the scientific work of
the institution;

_ Integration of the research programme into the national and international
research landscapes.

Regarding publications, conferences, patents, third-party funding and scientific awards

_ Qualified publications in the formats prevalent in the respective research
field or fields;

_ Invitations for researchers of the institution to prominent scientific
presentations at important symposiums in Germany and abroad;

_ Hosting symposiums of national and international importance;

_ Acquisition of third-party funding, in particular funding awarded within
competitive proceedings with intensive scientific quality control meas-
ures, while considering institution-specific admission restrictions in cer-
tain funding programmes;

_ Acquisition of funding for research and development contracts (e.g. from
companies or ministries) suitable for the research programme of the insti-
tution;

_ Scientific awards, distinctions.

The quality of the research performance in an institution is assessed by addi-
tional perusal of selected publications and their reception in the scientific com-
munity concerned.

Additionally, in suitable cases, bibliometric indicators are used for the assess-
ment of the scientific activity profile. | '® If necessary, the Evaluation Committee
may commission organisations with methodological competence for the compi-
lation of bibliometric analyses.

| 13 For structural evaluations of a subject or research area or for system evaluations, bibliometric procedures
such as publication and citation analyses may also be appropriate.



Regarding quality assurance

_ Regular internal quality assurance, e.g. by internal audit, a scientific advi-
sory board or a similar body; appropriate composition of this body;

_ Regular external quality assurance via evaluations and/or other suitable
procedures;

_ Conveyance and assurance of scientific integrity (e.g. guidelines ensuring
good scientific practice | '4);

_ Procedures for the management of cases of conflict, academic misconduct
(e.g. plagiarism); ombudspersons. | 1°

Regarding cooperations and networking

_Research cooperation with higher education institutions, non-university
research institutions and companies in Germany and abroad;

_ Establishment and expansion of regional, supra-regional or international
research alliances;

_Joint appointments of leading researchers with higher education institu-
tions (in accordance with the different well-established models within this
context);

_ Appointments of researchers at the institution to professorships at higher
education institutions or to leadership positions of other research institu-
tions;

_ Research visits by researchers from the institution at other research insti-
tutions in Germany and abroad;

_ Research visits to the institution by researchers from Germany and abroad;

_ Appointment of researchers to bodies with science- or science policy-re-
lated relevance;

_ Significance of the institution within the national and international re-
search environment.

Regarding teaching and early career support

_ Participation of researchers at the institution in academic teaching;

_ Supervision of scientific theses of young researchers within or outside the
institution by researchers at the institution, in cooperation with a higher
education institution;

_ Participation in university-based programmes of structured graduate pro-
motion (graduate programmes, graduate schools etc.);

| 14 Cf. Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft (DFG, German Research Foundation): Leitlinien zur Sicherung gu-
ter wissenschaftlicher Praxis. Kodex, Bonn 2019.

| 15 Cf. Wissenschaftsrat: Recommendations on Academic Integrity| Position Paper (Drs. 4609-15_engl),
April 2015.
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_ Availability of qualification positions and/or stipends for Ph.D. candidates
and postdoctoral young researchers;

_ Reliable perspectives for the career development of young academics (see
also B.IV Criteria for the assessment of organisation and endowment) e.g.
options for tenure track;

_ Acquisition and/or establishment of junior research groups;

_ Implementation of events specifically targeted to young researchers (e.g.
summer schools, colloquia).

B.1l CRITERIA FOR THE ASSESSMENT OF TRANSFER

To be able to provide high-quality transfer to other areas of society, an appropri-
ate proportion of own research is needed. Thus, these criteria also apply to insti-
tutions with a high percentage of transfer tasks but will be adapted and comple-
mented, if necessary. Accordingly, the following criteria may be considered in
the assessment of transfer tasks as well:

_ Overarching transfer and founding strategies, where applicable;

_ Research activities with regard to issues and challenges arising from transfer
activities;

_ Application of research results (transfer- or translation-related performance)
such as product development and patent registration, grant and licensure;

_ Spin-offs;

_ Participation in standardisation bodies;

_ Implementation of clinical studies;

_ Organisation of research-based exhibitions, educational and transfer offers;

_ Strategies for user communication (e.g. user council);

_ Strategies for the communication of science to the public at large;

_ Incorporation of practical applications into research and development, poten-
tially also ideas for their translation into products/applications;

_ Competitive capacity of the range of services in comparison nationally and in-
ternationally.

These criteria also apply to the assessment of consulting provided for policy and
other areas of society (e.g. education and industry). Here, additional criteria ap-
ply as follows:

_ Overarching strategy for consultation services;
_ Independence of the institution in its provision of consultation services;
_ Transparent consultation procedures.



B.Il1 CRITERIA FOR THE ASSESSMENT OF RESEARCH INFRASTRUCTURAL PER-
FORMANCE

Besides top-quality transfer services, research infrastructure services for scien-
tific communities require on the part of the institution that an appropriate pro-
portion of its work is dedicated to research. Thus, the criteria for research are
equally relevant to the evaluation of institutions with a high proportion of re-
search infrastructure functions, but will be adapted and complemented, if ap-
propriate. In the assessment of research infrastructure performance, additional
criteria such as the following may be applied:

_ (Further) development of research infrastructures and specific scientific meth-
ods involved therein, via internal research and development activities;

_ Strategy for the integration of research infrastructure(s) into the research land-
scape in Germany and abroad and relevance of the research infrastructure(s)
for the scientific community or communities;

_ Access to the research infrastructures for researchers of other institutions;

_ Qualification and further qualification of research infrastructure personnel;

_ User orientation and satisfaction; quality of support and assistance for users;
full exploitation of the existing potential for utilisation; continuous quality
assurance of services by a User Council;

_ Level of authority in the management of data;

_ Sustainability of the digital components of services that are maintained within
the framework of research infrastructure services throughout the scientific
community;

_ Reception of research results gained via external research infrastructure utili-
sation in the scientific community.

B.IV CRITERIA FOR THE ASSESSMENT OF ORGANISATION AND ENDOWMENT

An appropriate level of personnel, financial and infrastructural endowment as
well as a viable institutional concept are fundamental for institutions to be able
to fulfil their often quite complex tasks. In addition, scientific work as well as
the provision of infrastructure and transfer services require organisational and
management structures that are flexible and adaptable to new exigencies.

Regarding internal governance

_ Interaction of the various boards (e.g. board of directors, board of trustees, ad-
visory board) in the fulfilment of tasks;

_ Adequacy of the governance structure with regard to the tasks and the trans-
parency of the decision-making framework;

_ Status and implementation of internal incentive systems (e.g. bonus systems);

19
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_ Organisational flexibility in the fulfilment of tasks (e.g. matrix structure, pro-
ject-based task design etc.);

_ Appropriate controlling structures to continually review long-term strategic
plans, work processes and resources.

Regarding structure and qualification of personnel

_ Adequacy of personnel numbers and structure with regard to the tasks of the
institution (e.g. proportion of scientific versus non-scientific personnel; bal-
anced age structure);

_ Personnel quality assurance (public recruitment advertising, recruitment of
qualified personnel, e.g. procedures similar to professorship appointments for
executive management positions, activities for further qualification);

_ Balance between flexibility of human resources and reliability of career devel-
opment and stable development perspectives for young researchers;

_ Gender equality, also in leadership positions; measures to promote work-life
balance.

Regarding budget and infrastructure

_ Adequacy of funding with regard to the tasks of the institution (e.g. proportion
of institutional funding to other sources of funding, third-party funding, other
revenue);

_ Flexibility of budget management;

_ Adequacy of infrastructural endowment with regard to the fulfilment of tasks
(e.g. premises, equipment, laboratories, IT infrastructures, access to academic
literature and research data);

_ IT-safety, data retention and management (e.g. security and access to research
data for third parties, storage and archiving);

_ Long-term usability of the research infrastructures (e.g. maintenance, opera-
tion, access, rules of access);

_ Coordination with other institutions concerning the procurement of sophisti-
cated device infrastructure; assessment of shared potential for utilisation (e.g.
with neighbouring higher education institutions).

B.V CRITERIA FOR THE ASSESSMENT OF CROSS-SECTIONAL DIMENSIONS

Particularly against the background of the digital transformation, international
orientation and the challenge of ensuring that knowledge management remains
sustainable in the long-term are tasks that are not restricted to individual per-
formance areas such as research but should instead apply to every area within
an institution. Thus, the criteria for these tasks are designed as cross-sectional
dimensions for the institution as a whole.



Regarding international orientation

For the evaluation of the international orientation, foreign or international co-
operations, publications, conferences and third-party funding are considered in
the performance areas of research, teaching, research infrastructures and trans-
fer. Moreover, the proportion of early career and established researchers as well
as experts from other areas of society from abroad, who are active at the insti-
tution either as guests (e.g. with stipends from the institution or from third par-
ties) or as employees of the institution, are also considered. Of further relevance
are research visits from researchers employed at science institutions abroad.

Regarding long-term perspectives for knowledge management

As an additional cross-sectional dimension, lasting sustainability of knowledge
management has been subject to increasing interest in evaluative processes. This
affects — in character specific to the institution — a number of work and task
domains. As an example, research data management and the reusability of re-
search data as well as access to and provision of digital data and publications
(Open Data / Open Access) should be considered. It is of relevance for the archive,
library and collection areas to index and digitalise inventories and collections as
well as to interlink digital and analogue collections or documentations. Further-
more, the digital transformation affects teaching in higher education as well as
communication with users also about digital offers. A newer part of knowledge
management is the sustainable (potentially digital) management of administra-
tive tasks. Specific digitalisation strategies, the integration of digital transfor-
mation processes in research, publication and transfer strategies, corresponding
research projects, third-party funding and cooperations with research and in-
dustry partners as well as IT and other technical infrastructures are examples
for factors to consider in the evaluation of the above-mentioned areas.
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C. Follow-up on the imple-
mentation of evaluative
recommendations by the
Wissenschaftsrat

After an appropriate period of time — usually three years after an institutional
evaluation has been completed — the WR requests a report regarding the imple-
mentation of the WR recommendations from the funding body/bodies. | '¢ This
will be mentioned during consultations prior to an evaluation. Moreover, this
expectation will be conveyed in the science policy statement.

Based on the implementation report, the Evaluation Committee devises a state-
ment on the implementation of the recommendations up to this point, which is
discussed by the WR under a separate agenda item and published after adoption
thereof. If the implementation has not been satisfactory, the WR will express in
the statement the expectation that the funding bodies will initiate a re-evalua-
tion of the institution in question after an appropriate time period.

| 16 Excepted from this request are evaluation procedures that result in the admission of the evaluated insti-
tution into the joint funding by the Federal Government and the Ldnder in the scope of the Implementation
Agreement WGL (AV-WGL) or involve exceptional appropriation requests of Leibniz institutes, since the Leibniz
Association provides for an independent regular evaluation procedure for these institutions.



	Preamble
	Regarding the mission and composition of the Evaluation Committee
	Regarding the subject matter and purpose of the present guidelines
	A. Procedures for the institutional evaluation of scientific institutions
	A.I Aims
	A.II Principles
	A.III Acceptance of a proposal for evaluation
	A.IV Procedure
	A.V Admission to the Leibniz association and large strategic exceptional appropriation requests

	B. Criteria for the institutional evaluation of scientific institutions
	B.I Criteria for the assessment of research performance
	Regarding the Research Programme
	Regarding publications, conferences, patents, third-party funding and scientific awards
	Regarding quality assurance
	Regarding cooperations and networking
	Regarding teaching and early career support

	B.II Criteria for the assessment of transfer
	B.III Criteria for the assessment of research infrastructural performance
	B.IV Criteria for the assessment of organisation and endowment
	Regarding internal governance
	Regarding structure and qualification of personnel
	Regarding budget and infrastructure

	B.V Criteria for the assessment of cross-sectional dimensions
	Regarding international orientation
	Regarding long-term perspectives for knowledge management


	C. Follow-up on the implementation of evaluative  recommendations by the  Wissenschaftsrat

