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[bookmark: _Toc140523769]3.1 Scope of the evaluation

This evaluation was carried out as part of the six-yearly evaluation of the nine research institutes of the Dutch Research Council (NWO). NWO asked evaluation committees of external peers to perform an evaluation of its research institutes over the period 2017-2022. Evaluation bureau Academion acted as independent intermediary to safeguard the quality of assessment, providing secretaries for each of the site visit and helping the institutes and evaluation committees prepare and execute the site visits together with NWO-I, the institute organization of NWO.

The evaluations were carried out according to the Strategy Evaluation Protocol 2021-2027 (SEP), the protocol for research evaluations in the Netherlands, agreed upon by NWO, the Royal Netherlands Academy of Arts and Sciences (KNAW) and the Universities of the Netherlands (UvNL). The committees were requested to carry out the evaluations according to a list of questions derived from the main assessment criteria of SEP (see appendix 1). The assessment was to include a backward-looking and a forward-looking component. The committees were asked to judge the performance of the institute based on the list of SEP questions and to offer its written conclusions as well as recommendations based on considerations and arguments. The main assessment criteria are:

· Research Quality;
· Societal Relevance;
· Viability.

During the evaluation of these criteria, the committees were asked to incorporate four specific aspects relating to how the institute organises and actually performs its research, its composition in terms of leadership and personnel, and how the institute is run on a daily basis. These aspects are:

· Open Science;
· PhD Policy and Training;
· Academic Culture;
· Human Resources Policy.

For more information on the SEP questions, see Appendix 1.
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The committee for the evaluation of [institute] was appointed by the Board of NWO, and consisted of the following members:

· [name chair] (affiliation chair) – chair
· [name panel member] (affiliation panel member)
· [name panel member] (affiliation panel member)
· …

The committee was supported by [name secretary (Academion / Odion Onderzoek  / Meg van Bogaert Advies)], who acted as secretary on behalf of Academion. [name NWO coordinator] was present during the site visit to support the committee on behalf of NWO-I. 

[bookmark: _Toc140523771]3.3 Independence

Before the site visit all members of the committee signed the NWO Code of Conduct, by means of which they declared that their assessment would be free of bias and without regard to personal interest, and that they had no personal, professional or managerial involvement with the institute or its research programmes. It was concluded that the committee had no conflicts of interest. The NWO-I coordinator present during the site visit did not take part in the evaluation, but provided the committee with background information and context on the position of the NWO institute upon request. 
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The committee received the self-evaluation report from the institute, including all the information required by the SEP.

The committee also received the following documents:
-	[list of key documents studied by the committee]	
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The committee proceeded according to the SEP 2021-2027. The secretary instructed the committee chair on [his/her] role in the evaluation. In its first meeting on [date], the committee was briefed by the secretary on research evaluations according to the SEP 2021-2027, and by the NWO-I coordinator on the Dutch research landscape and position of the NWO institute therein. 

Prior to the site visit, all committee members independently formulated a preliminary evaluation based on the written information that was provided before the site visit. During its preparatory meeting on [date], the committee discussed the preliminary evaluations and identified questions to be raised during the site visit. It agreed upon procedural matters and aspects of the evaluation. The  site visit took place on [date] (see the schedule in Appendix 2). After the interviews the committee discussed its findings and comments in order to allow the chair to present the preliminary findings and to provide the secretary with argumentation to draft a first version of the evaluation report. The final evaluation is based on both the documentation provided by [institute] and the information gathered during the interviews with representatives of the institute during the site visit. 

The draft report by the committee was presented to [institute] for factual corrections and comments. In close consultation with the chair and other committee members, the comments received were reviewed to draft the final report. The final report was approved by the Board of NWO on [date].

[bookmark: _Toc88417862][bookmark: _Toc140523774]
4. Evaluation of [institute] 2017-2022


[bookmark: _Toc140523775]4.1 About [institute]



[bookmark: _Toc140523776]4.2 Mission, vision and strategy



[bookmark: _Toc140523777]4.3 Research Quality



[bookmark: _Toc140523778]4.4 Societal Relevance



[bookmark: _Toc140523779]4.5 Viability



[bookmark: _Toc140523780]4.5 Specific aspects

Open Science


PhD Policy and Training


Academic Culture


Human Resources Policy


[NB can also be integrated under the previous chapters as long as they are clearly recognizable]
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[introduce text here]

[Open Science, PhD policy and training, Academic culture, Human resources policy: discussed in conjunction with the 3 main criteria (research quality, societal relevance, viability)]
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1. Recommendation 1

2. [Recommendation 2

3. Reccommendation 3

4. …
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The 3 main criteria: 

1. Research quality: 
· How does the assessment committee assess the scientific quality of the institute, in light of its own aims and strategy? Central in this assessment are the contributions to the body of scientific knowledge. The assessment committee is asked to reflect on the quality and scientific relevance of the research. Finally, the academic reputation and leadership within the field is assessed. Looking ahead into the future, which recommendations can the committee give to the institute regarding their research quality? 
· How does the committee assess the institute’s place in the national and/or international research landscape? Is the institute a frontrunner or a follower in its field? Does the committee see untapped opportunities? 

2. Societal relevance: 
· How does the committee assess the societal relevance in terms of impact, public engagement and uptake of the institute’s research in economic, social, cultural, educational or any other terms that may be relevant? The assessment committee is asked to reflect on societal relevance by assessing an institute’s accomplishments in light of its own aims and strategy. Looking ahead into the future, which recommendations does the committee have for the institute regarding its societal relevance? 

3. Viability: 
· How does the committee assess the extent to which the goals for the coming six-year period remain scientifically and societally relevant? It is also asked to assess whether its aims and strategy as well as the foresight of its leadership and its overall management are optimal to attain these goals. Finally, the assessment committee is asked to assess whether the plans and resources are adequate to implement their strategic plan. The assessment committee is also asked to reflect on the viability of the institute in relation to the expected developments in the field and societal developments as well as on the wider institutional context of the institute. 
· How does the committee assess the way the institute fulfills their national role and does the committee have any recommendations regarding this?1 
· How does the committee assess the way the institute contributes to the vision on ‘Dutch research in 2030’ as is written down in the NWO Strategy 2023-2027 and does the committee have any recommendations? 

1 With respect to the reports from the PCNI, the portfolio committee and (where relevant) the exploration reports. 

In addition there are also 4 important aspects contributing to the success of the institute:
 
4.1 Open Science

The assessment committee is asked to consider to which extent the institute opens up its work to other researchers and societal stakeholders in the context of its strategy and policy. Furthermore, the committee is asked to consider whether the institute reuses data where possible; how it stores the research data according to the FAIR principles; how it makes its research data, methods and materials available; and when publications are available through open access. The committee is specifically asked to give the institute and NWO-I recommendations on their Open Access and FAIR data and software policy. The assessment committee is asked to reflect on the current policies, and the practices with regards to the open availability of the publications, research data and methods and assess them in light of NWO’s high ambitions (e.g. is the institute a frontrunner in its field with regard to Open Access and FAIR data and software?). 

4.2 PhD policy and Training

· The assessment committee is asked to consider the supervision and instruction of PhD candidates. Furthermore, the committee is asked to consider whether the quality assurance system is functioning properly. The committee is asked for recommendations on how to enhance the supervision and education of PhDs (together with the universities), also in light of the three main criteria. 

4.3 Academic Culture

· Openness, (social) safety and diversity & inclusivity: The assessment committee is asked to consider the openness, (social) safety and diversity & inclusivity of the research environment. The assessment committee is also asked to evaluate the actions and plans for the future of the institute with regards to (social) safety, diversity & inclusivity. 
· Research integrity: The assessment committee is asked to consider the institutes policy on research integrity as well as the way the institute facilitates the relevant actions and requirements formulated in the Netherlands Code of Conduct for Research Integrity. For both themes: Looking ahead into the future, which recommendations does the committee have for the institute regarding their academic culture, also in light of the three main criteria? 

4.4 Human Resources policy

· Talent Management: The assessment committee is asked to consider the institute’s policies on talent selection and development in relation to its aims and strategy. More specifically, it is asked to evaluate the institute’s recruitment policies, opportunities for training and development, coaching and mentoring, as well as career perspectives for researchers and research support staff in difference phases of their career. An important aspect of this is the (inter)national cultural change regarding recognition and rewarding in academia that NWO-I is implementing. What are the institute’s plans to further the desired cultural change and which recommendations does the committee have for the institute and NWO-I? 
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[add site visit programme – remove names and other personal data]
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Quantitative data on the institute’s composition and funding, as described in SEP Appendix E, Tables E2, E3 and E4:
· Input of research staff;
· Funding;
· PhD candidates.
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