
Conseil de site 
Séance du 11 juillet 2023 

Délibération n°5 
Portant approbation de la déclaration de San Francisco  

et 
 des engagements de COARA (Coalition for Advancing Research Assessment) 

dans le cadre de la feuille de route Science Ouverte 

Vu l’ordonnance n° 2018-1131 du 12 décembre 2018 relative à l'expérimentation de nouvelles formes 
de rapprochement, de regroupement ou de fusion des établissements d'enseignement supérieur et de 
recherche ; 
Vu le décret n°2019-1095 du 28 octobre 2019 portant création de CY Cergy Paris Université et 
approbation de ses statuts ; 
Vu la déclaration  

Considérant CY Cergy Paris Université s’est dotée d’une feuille de route Science Ouverte proposant 
une stratégie pour l’établissement et abordant plusieurs aspects : l’ouverture des publications et des 
données, l’évaluation de la recherche, les identifiants numériques, la non-cession des droits et la 
formation,  

Considérant que la déclaration de San Francisco sur l’évaluation de la recherche comporte des 
recommandations pour améliorer les méthodes d’évaluation des résultats de la recherche scientifique, 
posant une réflexion différente sur l’évaluation de la recherche,  

Considérant que cette réflexion a ensuite donné lieu à la création de la Coalition for Advancing 
Research Assessment (COARA) en 2022,  

Considérant que l’Agreement on Reforming Research Assessment issu de la coalition COARA comporte 
10 engagements,  

Après en avoir délibéré : 

Vote 

Nombre de membres en exercice : 31 Pour : 21 
Nombre de membres présents : 15 Contre : 0 
Nombre de membres représentés : 6 Abstentions : 0 
Membres absents et non représentés : 10 Non-participation : 0 



Article 1er :  

Le conseil de site approuve la déclaration de San Francisco telle qu’annexée à la présente délibération. 

Article 2 :  

Le conseil de site approuve les engagements de COARA tels qu’annexés à la présente délibération. 

Article 3 :  

La présente délibération sera transmise au recteur de la région académique d’Ile-de-France, chancelier 
des universités, et entrera en vigueur à compter de sa publication. 

Article dernier : 

La directrice générale des services et l’agent comptable de l’université sont chargés, pour ce qui les 
concerne, de l’exécution de la présente délibération. 

Le président de CY Cergy Paris Université, 

Laurent GATINEAU 

Transmise au rectorat le : 25 juillet 2023 
Publiée le : 25 juillet 2023  

En application de l’article R. 421-1 du code de justice administrative, la présente délibération peut faire l’objet 
d’un recours devant le tribunal administratif de Cergy-Pontoise dans un délai de deux mois à compter de sa 
publication et de sa transmission au recteur, en cas de délibération à caractère réglementaire.  
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Déclaration de San Francisco sur l'évaluation de la recherche 
 
Il est urgent d'améliorer les méthodes d'évaluation des résultats de la recherche 
scientifique par les agences de financement, les établissements d'enseignement et 
de recherche et d'autres parties. Pour régler cette question, un groupe de rédacteurs 
en chef et d'éditeurs de revues savantes s'est réuni à San Francisco en Californie le 
16 décembre 2012, dans le cadre du congrès annuel de l'American Society for Cell 
Biology (ASCB). Ce groupe a élaboré un ensemble de recommandations, désormais 
appelé « Déclaration de San Francisco sur l'évaluation de la recherche ». Nous 
invitons les parties intéressées de toutes les disciplines scientifiques à manifester 
leur soutien en ajoutant leur nom à la présente Déclaration. 
 
Les apports de la recherche sont nombreux et variés : articles contenant de 
nouvelles connaissances, données, réactifs, logiciels ainsi que propriété 
intellectuelle et jeunes scientifiques hautement qualifiés. Les agences de 
financement, les établissements qui emploient des chercheurs et ces scientifiques 
eux-mêmes éprouvent tous le désir et le besoin d'évaluer la qualité et l'impact de la 
production scientifique. Il est donc impératif que la production scientifique soit 
mesurée rigoureusement et évaluée avec discernement. 
 
Le facteur d'impact des revues est souvent utilisé comme principal paramètre pour 
comparer la production scientifique individuelle et celle des établissements. Ce 
facteur d'impact, tel que calculé par Thomson Reuters*, a été créé à l'origine comme 
un outil d’aide pour les bibliothécaires servant à identifier les revues à acheter, et non 
pour mesurer la qualité scientifique de la recherche exposée dans un article. Dans 
cette optique, il est essentiel de comprendre que le facteur d'impact présente un 
certain nombre d’insuffisances bien documentées en tant qu'outil d'évaluation de la 
recherche. Ces limitations sont les suivantes : A) les distributions des citations dans 
les revues sont très asymétriques [1-3] ; B) les propriétés du facteur d'impact sont 
propres à chaque domaine : il s'agit d'un agrégat de types d'articles multiples et très 
divers, avec des articles primaires comme de synthèse [1, 4] ; C) les facteurs 
d'impact peuvent être manipulés (ou « instrumentalisés ») par une politique 
éditoriale [5] ; et D) les données utilisées pour calculer les facteurs d'impact ne sont 
ni transparentes ni ouvertement accessibles au public [4, 6, 7]. Ce qui suit formule 
des recommandations visant à améliorer la façon dont la qualité des résultats de la 
recherche est évaluée. D’autres éléments de production scientifique que les articles 
prendront une importance accrue dans l'évaluation de l'efficacité des travaux de 
recherche à l'avenir, mais l'article, contrôlé par des pairs, demeurera une production 
scientifique essentielle entrant dans l’évaluation de la recherche. Par conséquent, 
nos recommandations portent au premier chef sur les pratiques relatives aux 
articles publiés dans des revues à comité de lecture, mais elles peuvent et devraient 
s’étendre à d'autres productions, comme les jeux de données, en tant que 
résultantes importantes de la recherche. Ces recommandations s'adressent aux 
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agences de financement, aux établissements d'enseignement et de recherche, aux 
revues, aux organismes pourvoyeurs d’indicateurs et à chaque chercheur. 
 
Ces recommandations s’articulent autour d’un certain nombre de sujets : 
 

 la nécessité de mettre un terme à l'utilisation d’indicateurs basés sur les 

revues, comme les facteurs d'impact, dans le financement, les 

nominations et les promotions ; 

 celle d'évaluer la recherche sur sa valeur intrinsèque plutôt qu’en fonction 

de la revue où elle est publiée ; et 

 celle encore d’exploiter au mieux les possibilités offertes par la publication 

en ligne (comme la levée de restrictions inutiles sur le nombre de mots, de 

figures et de références dans les articles et l'exploration de nouveaux 

indicateurs d'importance et d'impact). 

 
Nous reconnaissons que de nombreuses agences de financement, établissements, 
éditeurs et chercheurs encouragent déjà l'amélioration des pratiques d'évaluation de 
la recherche. De telles démarches commencent à donner de nouvelles perspectives 
à des approches d'évaluation de la recherche plus élaborées et plus pertinentes sur 
lesquelles il est possible de s’appuyer et qui puissent être adoptées par toutes les 
parties impliquées au premier chef. 

 
Les signataires de la Déclaration de San Francisco sur l'évaluation de la recherche 
soutiennent l'adoption des pratiques suivantes pour l'évaluation de la recherche. 

 
Recommandation générale 

 
1.  Ne pas utiliser les indicateurs basés sur les revues, tels que les facteurs 

d'impact, comme succédané d’appréciation de la qualité des articles de 

recherche individuels, pour évaluer les contributions d'un scientifique en 

particulier ou pour prendre des décisions en matière de recrutement, de 

promotion ou de financement. 

 
Pour les agences de financement 

 
2. Indiquer explicitement les critères utilisés pour évaluer la productivité 

scientifique des porteurs de projet et souligner clairement, surtout pour les 

chercheurs débutants, que le contenu scientifique d'un article est 

beaucoup plus important que les indicateurs de publication ou l’image de 

marque de la revue dans laquelle il a été publié. 
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3. Aux fins de l'évaluation de la recherche, tenir compte de la valeur et de 

l'impact de tous les résultats de travaux de recherche (y compris les jeux 

de données et les logiciels) en plus des publications scientifiques, et 

envisager un large éventail de mesures d'impact, y compris des 

indicateurs qualitatifs sur les retombées des travaux, comme leur 

influence sur les politiques et les pratiques. 

 
Pour les établissements 

 
4. Afficher explicitement les critères utilisés dans les décisions de 

recrutement, de titularisation et de promotion, en soulignant clairement, 

surtout pour les chercheurs débutants, que le contenu scientifique d'un 

article est beaucoup plus important que les indicateurs de publication ou 

l’image de marque de la revue dans laquelle il a été publié. 

 
5. Aux fins de l'évaluation de la recherche, tenir compte de la valeur et de 

l'impact de tous les résultats de travaux de recherche (y compris les jeux 

de données et les logiciels) en plus des publications scientifiques, et 

envisager un large éventail de mesures d'impact, y compris des 

indicateurs qualitatifs sur les retombées des travaux, comme leur 

influence sur les politiques et les pratiques. 

 
Pour les éditeurs 

 
6. Réduire considérablement l'importance accordée au facteur d'impact 

comme outil de promotion, idéalement en cessant de le promouvoir ou en 

présentant ce paramètre dans le contexte d'une variété d’indicateurs 

basés sur les revues (p. ex. facteur d'impact sur 5 ans, EigenFactor [8], 

SCImago [9], indice h, temps de traitement éditorial et de publication, etc.) 

qui offrent une vision plus riche de la performance d'une revue. 

 
7. Proposer une série d’indicateurs à l’échelle de l'article pour encourager le 

passage à une évaluation qui soit fondée sur le contenu scientifique d'un 

article plutôt que sur les indicateurs de publication de la revue dans 

laquelle il a été publié. 

 
8. Encourager des pratiques responsables en matière de paternité d'auteur et 

la fourniture d'informations sur les contributions spécifiques de chaque 

auteur. 
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9. Qu'une revue soit en libre accès ou sur abonnement, supprimer toutes les 

restrictions de réutilisation des listes de références dans les articles et les 

mettre à disposition dans le cadre du Creative Commons Public Domain 

Dedication [10]. 

 
10. Éliminer ou réduire les contraintes sur le nombre de références dans les 

articles et, le cas échéant, exiger la citation de la littérature primaire plutôt 

que celle des articles de synthèse afin de reconnaître le mérite du ou des 

groupes qui ont rapporté en premier une découverte. 

 
Pour les organismes pourvoyeurs d’indicateurs 

 
11. Faire preuve d’ouverture et de transparence en fournissant les données et 

les méthodes utilisées pour calculer tous les indicateurs. 

 
12. Fournir les données en vertu d'une licence qui permette une réutilisation 

sans restriction et permettre un accès informatique aux données, dans la 

mesure du possible. 

 
13. Préciser clairement que la manipulation inconsidérée des indicateurs ne 

sera pas tolérée ; désigner explicitement ce qui constitue une 

manipulation inconsidérée et les mesures qui seront prises pour y 

remédier. 

 
14. Tenir compte de la diversité des types d'articles (p. ex., articles de 

synthèse par rapport aux articles de recherche) et des différents domaines 

lorsque les indicateurs sont utilisés, agrégés ou comparés. 

 
Pour les chercheurs 

 
15. Lors d'une participation à des commissions exerçant des décisions de 

financement, d’embauche, de titularisation ou de promotion, produire des 

évaluations fondées sur le contenu scientifique plutôt qu’en fonction des 

indicateurs de publication. 

 
16. Le cas échéant, citer la littérature primaire dans laquelle les observations 

ont été rapportées en premier plutôt que les articles de synthèse afin d'en 

attribuer le mérite à bon escient. 
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17. Utiliser une gamme de paramètres et d'indicateurs d'articles sur les 

déclarations personnelles/de soutien, comme preuve de l'impact d'articles 

individuels publiés et d'autres résultats de recherche [11]. 

 
18. Remettre en question les pratiques d'évaluation de la recherche qui 

s'appuient inconsidérément sur les facteurs d'impact. Promouvoir et 

enseigner les bonnes pratiques qui mettent l'accent sur la valeur et 

l'influence des résultats spécifiques de la recherche. 
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*Le facteur d'impact est maintenant publié par Clarivate Analytics. 
 
 
 

https://www.mathunion.org/fileadmin/IMU/Report/CitationStatistics.pdf
https://www.mathunion.org/fileadmin/IMU/Report/CitationStatistics.pdf
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC2126010/pdf/9056804.pdf
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC2126010/pdf/9056804.pdf
https://www.nature.com/articles/4351003b
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007%2Fs11192-011-0561-0
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007%2Fs11192-011-0561-0
http://journals.plos.org/plosmedicine/article?id=10.1371/journal.pmed.0030291
http://journals.plos.org/plosmedicine/article?id=10.1371/journal.pmed.0030291
http://jcb.rupress.org/content/179/6/1091
http://jcb.rupress.org/content/179/6/1091
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC2213574/
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC2213574/
http://www.eigenfactor.org/
http://www.scimagojr.com/
http://opencitations.wordpress.com/2013/01/03/open-letter-to-publishers
http://altmetrics.org/tools/


 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

20 July 2022  



 AGREEMENT ON REFORMING RESEARCH ASSESSMENT 20 July 2022 

 2 

 

As signatories of this Agreement, we agree on the need to reform research assessment practices. 
Our vision is that the assessment of research, researchers and research organisations recognises 
the diverse outputs, practices and activities that maximise the quality and impact of research. This 
requires basing assessment primarily on qualitative judgement, for which peer review is central, 
supported by responsible use of quantitative indicators. Among other purposes, this is 
fundamental for: deciding which researchers to recruit, promote or reward, selecting which 
research proposals to fund, and identifying which research units and organisations to support. 

In the context of this Agreement, research assessment encompasses: 

• The assessment of research performing organisations and research units, by assessment 
authorities, research funding and performing organisations, for the purposes of allocating 
funding; public investment accountability; informing decisions on research priorities and 
improving the definition and implementation of research strategies. 

• The assessment of research projects by assessment authorities, research funding and 
performing organisations, and prize awarding organisations; for the purposes of allocating 
funding, informing project management and future research funding decisions, and making 
prize and award decisions. 

• The assessment of individual researchers and research teams by research funding and 
performing organisations and prize awarding organisations; for the purposes of allocating 
funding, recruitment and hiring promotion, professional development review, and prize and 
award decisions. 

The Agreement focuses on the specific challenges involved in reforming the research assessment 
of researchers, research projects, research units and research organisations. It does not consider 
research performance at country level. Performance reviews of institutions, which often consider 
activities beyond research, are outside the scope of this Agreement. While academic assessment 
is beyond the scope, organisations may take the opportunity to extend the Principles and 
Commitments of this Agreement to academic assessment. 

This Agreement establishes a common direction for research assessment reform, while respecting 
organisations’ autonomy. 

We commit to achieve reform through a Coalition of research funding organisations, research 
performing organisations, national/regional assessment authorities and agencies, as well as 
associations of the above organisations, learned societies and other relevant organisations, that 
is global in scope. We will work together to enable systemic reform on the basis of common 
principles within an agreed timeframe, and to facilitate exchanges of information and mutual 
learning between all those willing to improve research assessment practices. 
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To this end, we agree to: 

I. Base our actions on the following Principles: 

Principles for overarching conditions 

• Comply with ethics and integrity rules and practices, and ensure that ethics and integrity are 
the highest priority, never compromised by any counter-incentives. Verify before or during 
assessment that the highest standards of general and research- specific ethics and integrity 
are met. Value methodological rigour to guard against sources of bias, and promote extended 
forms of professional and scientific integrity, showing adherence to moral standards of 
conduct, and include behaviours such as early sharing of research data and results, building 
on the work of others, and subjecting oneself to critical external validation. 

• Safeguard freedom of scientific research. By putting in place assessment frameworks that do 
not limit researchers in the questions they ask, in their research implementation, methods or 
theories. By limiting the assessment frameworks to only those necessary, as assessment must 
be useful for researchers, institutions and funders. 

• Respect the autonomy of research organisations. By safeguarding the independence of 
research performing organisations in the evaluation of their researchers while implementing 
the present principles, yet striving to prevent contradictions between the assessment of 
research, researchers and institutions, and between institutions, to avoid fragmentation of the 
research and innovation landscape and to enable the mobility of researchers. 

• Ensure independence and transparency of the data, infrastructure and criteria necessary for 
research assessment and for determining research impacts; in particular by clear and 
transparent data collection, algorithms and indicators, by ensuring control and ownership by 
the research community over critical infrastructures and tools, and by allowing those assessed 
to have access to the data, analyses and criteria used. 

Principles for assessment criteria and processes 

Quality and impact  
• Focus research assessment criteria on quality. Reward the originality of ideas, the professional 

research conduct, and results beyond the state-of-the-art. Reward a variety of research 
missions, ranging from basic and frontier research to applied research. Quality implies that 
research is carried out through transparent research processes and methodologies and 
through research management allowing systematic re-use of previous results. Openness of 
research, and results that are verifiable and reproducible where applicable, strongly 
contribute to quality. Openness corresponds to early knowledge and data sharing, as well as 
open collaboration including societal engagement where appropriate. Assessment should rely 
on qualitative judgement for which peer review is central, supported by responsibly used 
quantitative indicators where appropriate. 

• Recognise the contributions that advance knowledge and the (potential) impact of research 
results. Impact of research results implies effects of a scientific, technological, economic 
and/or societal nature that may develop in the short, medium or long-term, and that vary 
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according to disciplines and research types (e.g. basic and frontier research vs. applied 
research). 

Diversity, inclusiveness and collaboration  
• Recognise the diversity of research activities and practices, with a diversity of outputs, and 

reward early sharing and open collaboration. Consider tasks like peer review, training, 
mentoring and supervision of Ph.D candidates, leadership roles, and, as appropriate, science 
communication and interaction with society, entrepreneurship, knowledge valorisation, and 
industry-academia cooperation. Consider also the full range of research outputs, such as 
scientific publications, data, software, models, methods, theories, algorithms, protocols, 
workflows, exhibitions, strategies, policy contributions, etc., and reward research behaviour 
underpinning open science practices such as early knowledge and data sharing as well as open 
collaboration within science and collaboration with societal actors where appropriate. 
Recognise that researchers should not excel in all types of tasks and provide for a framework 
that allows researchers to contribute to the definition of their research goals and aspirations. 

• Use assessment criteria and processes that respect the variety of scientific disciplines, 
research types (e.g. basic and frontier research vs. applied research), as well as research career 
stages (e.g. early career researchers vs. senior researchers), and that acknowledge multi-, 
inter-, and trans-disciplinary as well as inter-sectoral approaches, when applicable. Research 
assessment should be conducted commensurately to the specific nature of scientific 
disciplines, research missions or other scientific endeavours. 

• Acknowledge and valorise the diversity in research roles and careers, including roles outside 
academia. Value the skills (including open science skills), competences and merits of individual 
researchers, but also recognise team science and collaboration. 

• Ensure gender equality, equal opportunities and inclusiveness. Consider gender balance, the 
gender dimension, and take into account diversity in the broader sense (e.g. racial or ethnic 
origin, sexual orientation, socio-economic, disability) in research teams at all levels, and in the 
content of research and innovation. 

II. Implement the following Commitments: 

Core commitments 

The core commitments include two commitments to enable better recognition of the diverse 
practices and activities that maximise the quality of research as well as two commitments to 
enable a move away from inappropriate uses of metrics. 

1. Recognise the diversity of contributions to, and careers in, research in 
accordance with the needs and nature of the research 

Purpose: This commitment will broaden recognition of the diverse practices, activities and 
careers in research, considering the specific nature of research disciplines and other research 
endeavours. 

Scope: Changes in assessment practices should enable recognition of the broad diversity of: 
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• valuable contributions that researchers make to science and for the benefit of society, 
including diverse outputs beyond journal publications and irrespective of the language in 
which they are communicated; 

• practices that contribute to robustness, openness, transparency, and the inclusiveness of 
research and the research process including: peer review, teamwork and collaboration; 

• activities including teaching, leadership, supervision, training and mentoring. 

It is also important that assessment facilitates the recognition and valorisation of diverse roles 
and careers in research, including: data steward, software engineer and data scientist roles, 
technical roles, public outreach, science diplomacy, science advice and science communicator 
roles to name a few. It is recognised that current practice is often too narrow and limiting, so 
the goal cannot be to replace the narrow criteria we wish to move away from with different 
but equally narrow criteria. Instead, the aim is to allow organisations to broaden the spectrum 
of what they value in research, while acknowledging that this may vary across disciplines and 
that each individual researcher should not be expected to contribute to all activities at once. 

2. Base research assessment primarily on qualitative evaluation for which peer 
review is central, supported by responsible use of quantitative indicators 

Purpose: This commitment will enable the move towards research assessment criteria that 
focus primarily on quality, while recognising that responsible use of quantitative indicators can 
support assessment where meaningful and relevant, which is context dependent. 

Scope: Research assessment should rely primarily on qualitative assessment for which peer 
review is central, supported by responsibly used quantitative indicators where appropriate. 
Peer review is the most robust method known for assessing quality and has the advantage 
that it is in the hands of the research community. It is important that peer review processes 
are designed to meet the fundamental principles of rigor and transparency:1 expert 
assessment, transparency, impartiality, appropriateness, confidentiality, integrity and ethical 
considerations, gender, equality and diversity. To address the biases and imperfections to 
which any method is prone, the research community re-assesses and improves peer review 
practices regularly. Revised, or potentially new, criteria, tools and processes appropriate for 
assessing quality could be explored alongside peer review. Moving towards assessment 
practices that rely more heavily on qualitative methods may require additional efforts from 
researchers. Researchers should be recognised for these efforts and their contributions to 
reviewing peers’ work should be valued as part of their career progression. 

 

1 Global Research Council (2018): Statement of Principles on Peer/Merit Review 

https://www.globalresearchcouncil.org/fileadmin/documents/GRC_Publications/Statement_of_Principles_on_Peer-Merit_Review_2018.pdf
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3. Abandon inappropriate uses in research assessment of journal- and publication-
based metrics, in particular inappropriate uses of Journal Impact Factor (JIF) and 
h-index 

Purpose: This commitment will reduce the dominance of a narrow set of quantitative journal- 
and publication-based metrics. 

Scope: Inappropriate uses of journal- and publication-based metrics in research assessment 
should be abandoned. In particular, this means moving away from using metrics like the 
Journal Impact Factor (JIF), Article Influence Score (AIS) and h-index as proxies for quality and 
impact. ‘Inappropriate uses’ include: 

• relying exclusively on author-based metrics (e.g. counting papers, patents, citations, 
grants, etc.) to assess quality and/or impact; 

• assessing outputs based on metrics relating to publication venue, format or language; 

• relying on any other metrics that do not properly capture quality and/or impact. 

4. Avoid the use of rankings of research organisations in research assessment 

Purpose: This commitment will help avoid that metrics used by international rankings, which 
are inappropriate for assessing researchers, trickle down to research and researcher 
assessment. It will help the research community and research organisations regain the 
autonomy to shape assessment practices, rather than having to abide by criteria and 
methodologies set by external commercial companies. This could include retaining control 
over ranking methodologies and data. 

Scope: Recognising that the international rankings most often referred to by research 
organisations are currently not ‘fair and responsible’2, the criteria these rankings use should 
not trickle down to the evaluation of individual researchers, research teams and research 
units. Research organisations should also be mindful that public communication (e.g. the 
active advertising of an institution’s rank) can contribute to the perception that research 
quality conflates with ranking positions. 

Where ranking approaches are deemed unavoidable, as may be the case in forms of 
evaluation beyond the scope of this Agreement such as benchmarking and performance 
reviews of countries or institutions, the methodological limitations of such approaches should 
be acknowledged, and institutions should avoid trickle-down effects on research and 
researcher assessment. 

  

 

2 As defined, for example, by INORMS: https://inorms.net/wp-content/uploads/2022/07/principles-for-
fair-and-responsible-university-assessment-v5.pdf  

 

 

https://inorms.net/wp-content/uploads/2022/07/principles-for-fair-and-responsible-university-assessment-v5.pdf
https://inorms.net/wp-content/uploads/2022/07/principles-for-fair-and-responsible-university-assessment-v5.pdf
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Supporting commitments 

The supporting commitments include three commitments to enable the move towards new 
research assessment criteria, tools and processes, and three commitments to facilitate mutual 
learning, communicate progress and ensure that new approaches are evidence informed. 

5. Commit resources to reforming research assessment as is needed to achieve the 
organisational changes committed to 

Purpose: This commitment will ensure that organisations allocate the necessary resources, 
whether in the form of budget or staff capacity, to improve research assessment practices 
within their agreed timeframe. 

Scope: Resource allocation by assessment authorities and research funding and performing 
organisations is a necessary condition for reforming assessment practices. Resources should 
be allocated as is needed for each organisation to achieve the changes that will enable 
adherence to the Principles and to implement the Commitments. This includes resources to: 

• implement changes in research assessment, including planning and progress monitoring; 

• raise awareness among all actors; 

• educate, train and support researchers and any other staff involved in assessment, 
including peer-reviewers and assessors; and 

• support the necessary infrastructure such as tools and services for the transparent 
collection and processing of data on research assessment practices. 

Particular attention should be paid to making resources available to enable the engagement 
of researchers at all career stages in reforming research assessment. 

6. Review and develop research assessment criteria, tools and processes 

6.1 CRITERIA FOR UNITS AND INSTITUTIONS 
With the direct involvement of research organisations and researchers at all 
career stages, review and develop criteria for assessing research units and 
research performing organisations, while promoting interoperability 

Purpose: This commitment will ensure that national / regional / organisational authorities 
and evaluation agencies review and, where needed, develop criteria for the assessment of 
research performing units and organisations, in accordance with the Principles. It will 
foster the responsible use of metrics in assessing research performing units and 
organisations, and help to prevent contradictions or incompatibilities between the 
assessment of research, researchers and research performing organisations. It will also 
safeguard the interoperability of adapted or newly developed assessment processes. 

Scope: Criteria for the assessment of research performing units and organisations, 
including universities, research centres, and research infrastructures, should be reviewed 
and adapted, and new criteria developed where needed, based on evidence. This should 
be done in close collaboration with assessors and those that will be assessed, including 
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research organisations and researchers. The changes should increase the ability to assess 
quality by enabling recognition of all contributions to quality research by research units 
and institutions. Such recognition includes that of early sharing of data and results, open 
collaboration, teamwork; and consideration of contributions to the research ecosystem, 
knowledge generation and scientific, technological, economic, cultural and societal impact. 
National / regional / organisational authorities and evaluation agencies should coordinate 
to ensure their methodologies and processes are interoperable, while simultaneously 
respecting the necessary adaptation to each context. 

6.2 CRITERIA FOR PROJECTS AND RESEARCHERS 
With the direct involvement of researchers at all career stages, review and 
develop criteria, tools and processes for the assessment of research projects, 
research teams and researchers that are adapted to their context of 
application 

Purpose: This commitment will enable recognition of the diverse research activities and 
practices through the revision and development of assessment criteria, tools, and 
processes. It will ensure that organisations review their processes and make tangible 
changes by developing existing or new assessment approaches, individually or in 
collaboration with others, in accordance with the Principles. 

Scope: Criteria, tools and processes should be reviewed and developed together with 
researchers in different disciplines and at different career stages; and should enable 
recognition of the diversity of research activities and practices that contribute to research 
quality, including diverse outputs in different languages. This should increase the ability to 
assess quality by enabling recognition of all contributions to quality research from 
research projects and by researchers and research teams. This includes recognition of 
early sharing of data and results, open collaboration, and teamwork. Reformed practices 
for assessing individual researchers should consider future potential alongside track 
record and take into account researchers’ individual contexts and careers. They should 
also recognise that researchers cannot excel in all types of tasks and provide for a 
framework that allows researchers to contribute to the definition of their research goals 
and aspirations. Research assessment by research funders should consider disciplinary, 
multi-, inter-, and trans-disciplinary research as well as contributions to knowledge 
generation and scientific, technological, economic, cultural and societal impact. 

7. Raise awareness of research assessment reform and provide transparent 
communication, guidance, and training on assessment criteria and processes as 
well as their use 

Purpose: This commitment will ensure that organisations raise awareness of the reform 
among all actors. It will ensure that organisations transparently communicate the criteria, 
tools and processes used for research assessment and train researchers and assessors in their 
use. 
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Scope: Without widespread awareness of the reform and training of those assessed and, 
crucially, assessors, progress will be slow - if not impossible. Organisations should be clear and 
transparent about assessment processes and the tools and criteria they use. They should 
make guidance on their assessment approaches openly available and train those involved in 
the assessment process. They should allow those assessed to have access to the criteria, data 
and reviews or deliberation outcomes used in their assessment within the limits of 
confidentiality. Particular attention should be paid to raising awareness among researchers at 
all career stages. 

8. Exchange practices and experiences to enable mutual learning within and beyond 
the Coalition 

Purpose: This commitment will ensure organisations exchange and make use of information 
for mutual learning. It will help avoid fragmentation, contribute to the coherence of 
assessment practices between organisations, and enable researcher mobility. It also will allow 
those further ahead to share approaches and lessons learned, to benefit those who have 
further to go on their reform journey. 

Scope: While respecting each other’s autonomy, organisations should share practices and 
experiences to facilitate mutual learning. This exchange should include contributing to the 
development of guidance and common approaches in order to minimise contradictions or 
incompatibilities between the assessment practices used by different organisations. It should 
also include sharing of lessons learned to ensure continuous mutual improvements. 

9. Communicate progress made on adherence to the Principles and implementation 
of the Commitments 

Purpose: This commitment will ensure organisations update one another on the progress 
made. It will foster careful self-reflection and monitoring of their own adherence to the 
Principles and progress towards meeting the Commitments. 

Scope: Demonstrating progress made towards implementing the Commitments and 
adherence to the Principles is an important part of this initiative. Organisations should commit 
to regularly update each other and their communities on their adherence and progress. This 
process involves being open to scrutiny from their own communities, sharing successes as 
well as challenges, and communicating their experiences to facilitate collective progress. 

10. Evaluate practices, criteria and tools based on solid evidence and the state-of-
the-art in research on research, and make data openly available for evidence 
gathering and research 

Purpose: This commitment will ensure that assessment approach decisions are evidence 
informed. It will help organisations reflect on their own processes, gain understanding about 
whether assessment practices achieve the desired goals, and engage in evolutive assessment 
based on new evidence as it becomes available. It will also help to ensure control and 
ownership of research assessment data by the research community. 
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Scope: Growing evidence shows that current assessment processes that rely on publication- 
and journal-based metrics are prone to multiple biases. As approaches using more qualitative 
research assessment are piloted by several organisations (e.g. narrative and evidence-based 
CVs, new assessment frameworks and indicators), it is important to evaluate and monitor their 
impact based on evidence and rigorous methods. Organisations should contribute to the 
evidence base on research assessment in order to make this possible. For example, it could 
be achieved by making data that can be used for research on research available, by 
participating in research on research, or by funding research on research. Data sharing should 
be the minimum commitment and data should be shared through open infrastructure, while 
respecting personal data protection. 

III. Organise and operate the Coalition along the following principles: 

• Signatories of the Agreement will be entitled to become members of the Coalition, provided 
they meet the conditions for membership established in the governance documents of the 
Coalition. They may leave the Coalition at any time. 

• The Coalition will comprise its members; the General Assembly will define its detailed 
organisation and operating rules and procedures. 

• The Coalition will offer a space for mutual learning and collaboration that supports and 
facilitates the implementation of the Commitments by the members, while respecting their 
autonomy. 

• For this purpose, working groups will be established on specific topics as ’Communities of 
practice’. Working groups will be proposed at the initiative of members and other members’ 
participation is voluntary. Other means, such as workshops or webinars, may also be used to 
support mutual learning and collaboration. 

• The communication of individual members’ progress in implementing the Commitments will 
primarily be based on publicly shared self-assessment. Such a trust-based approach is 
expected to facilitate information exchange and collaboration, including joint 
experimentation, when appropriate.  

• Support for Coalition work will primarily consist of cash and in-kind contributions from the 
members, or funding from research funding organisations. 

• The Coalition’s work will be supported by a ‘lean’ organisation. Decision-making will rely on the 
General Assembly, and structures such as a Steering Board, supported by a Secretariat. The 
Coalition should have the capacity to manage its budget. 

• Mechanisms for periodic interactions with, and involvement of, national and regional 
authorities will ensure national/regional policies and frameworks are conducive to the 
Coalition’s work.  

• The Coalition will seek collaboration, complementarities and synergies with other existing 
initiatives and organisations, as appropriate. 
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IV. Respect the following timeframe: 

• The signatories of this Agreement agree to share with each other and with their community 
how their organisation has started the process of reviewing or developing criteria, tools and 
processes in line with the core Commitments and according to an action plan with defined 
milestones, by the end of 2023 or within one year of signing the Agreement. 

• Signatories of this Agreement agree to regularly demonstrate progress towards reviewing, 
developing and evaluating criteria, tools and processes that fulfil the core Commitments, with 
a touch point at end of 2027 or within five years of signing the Agreement, by which time 
they will have worked through at least one cycle of review and development of their 
assessment criteria, tools and processes. 

Signatories that are not assessing research projects, researchers, research units or research 
performing organisations commit to contribute to the reform and share progress with each other 
and the community respecting the same timeframe.  

 

By signing this Agreement, signatories are entitled to become a member of the Coalition. While 
acknowledging that this Agreement does not have any legally binding effect, it represents a public 
commitment to contribute actively and constructively to reforming research assessment. 

 

______________________ 
Signature and date 

 

______________________ 
Name and position of the signatory representing the organisation 

 

______________________ 
Name, position and contact details at the organisation for coordinating signature follow-up 

 

  



 AGREEMENT ON REFORMING RESEARCH ASSESSMENT 20 July 2022 

 12 

The following annexes do not form an integral part of the Agreement; they are provided to support its 
implementation. Annex 1 outlines the need for reform, Annex 2 clarifies the terminology used, Annex 3 
suggests a reform journey, and Annex 4 provides an initial toolbox containing practical tools and options 
for consideration. 

Annex 1 – The need for research assessment reform 

Research assessment reform 

Shared commitments for research assessment reform, to be achieved in an agreed 
timeframe, will enable recognition of the diverse outputs, practices and activities that 
maximise the quality of research and its resulting impacts, facilitate a move away from 
inappropriate uses of journal- and publication-based metrics, and reinforce trust in 
research. 

There is broad agreement on the need for research assessment reform - There is broad agreement 
among the research community that to further support the quality of research and the 
attractiveness of research environments, research assessment practices need to be reformed. 
This is due to a variety of interconnected underlying reasons, including i) to allow research 
assessment to support positive research cultures; ii) to ensure assessment practices stay relevant 
as research processes and the expectations of research evolve; and iii) to live up to the increasing 
demands placed on research by the many societal, environmental, democratic, and economic 
challenges we face. While the motivations behind this process may differ, they all point in the same 
direction: reform is needed, primarily to further support the quality of research. 

Assessment processes relying predominantly on journal- and publication-based metrics are known to 
result in a ‘publish or perish’ culture that falls short of recognising diverse approaches and could come 
at the expense of quality – The dominance of narrow journal- and publication-based metrics, which 
are often used inappropriately in research assessment, can be a hurdle to the recognition of 
diverse contributions and may negatively affect the quality and impact of research. For example, 
this dominance can: promote quantity and speed at the expense of quality and rigour; lead to the 
emergence of predatory journals and conferences; encourage publishing in paywalled journals 
because of their high impact factors, despite the availability of open access alternatives; lead to 
risk-aversity because taking risks may reduce the chances of publication; generate excessive 
attention to rankings that hinders collaboration; and waste efforts, time and resources through 
the duplication of work as ‘negative’ findings go largely unreported. Research assessment 
practices should induce a research culture that recognises collaboration, openness, and 
engagement with society, and that provides opportunities for multiple talents. 

Joint commitment is needed that builds on progress made - Several organisations, inspired by the San 
Francisco Declaration on Research Assessment (DORA), the principles proposed by the Leiden 
Manifesto for research metrics, and the Hong Kong Principles for assessing researchers, have 
already started reforming research assessment. Coordinated action now is needed to build on this 
and gather sufficient mass to enable systemic reform of research assessment practices. 

https://sfdora.org/
https://sfdora.org/
http://www.leidenmanifesto.org/
http://www.leidenmanifesto.org/
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pbio.3000737
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Coalition on research assessment reform 

The Coalition invites all organisations to join, and thereby contribute to advancing research 
assessment reform, and enable recognition of the diverse practices and activities that 
maximise the quality of research. 

Collaboration on the basis of common principles will facilitate progress in research assessment reform 
– Thus far, progress across research organisations and countries has been uneven, and ongoing 
efforts are fragmented. Collaboration on research assessment reform will allow signatories to 
move forward on the basis of common principles. This will also diminish the perceived ‘first-mover-
disadvantage’ involved in changing a culture of research assessment based on quality, trust and 
risk-taking that is applied globally. 

The Coalition will allow signatories to test different approaches while avoiding contradictions across 
assessment practices – The Coalition will facilitate exchange of information and mutual learning, 
and will enable access to tools, networks and working groups so that decisions can be evidence 
informed, and so that those currently less advanced on their reform journey can benefit from 
established good practice and build capability swiftly. It will allow signatories to, individually or 
collectively, develop, pilot and implement, assessment criteria, tools and processes; while avoiding 
contradictions across assessment systems, types and purposes, through continuous dialogue. The 
Coalition does not aim to overhaul existing practices overnight, but to facilitate reform through an 
iterative process that leaves room for diverse starting points and approaches. 

To reform research assessment, the Coalition has developed this Agreement, whereby organisations 
commit to implement tangible changes within an agreed timeframe and/or share insights on changes 
that have already been made – The Coalition on reforming research assessment is global in scope 
and brings together research funding organisations, research performing organisations, 
national/regional assessment authorities and agencies, as well as associations of the above 
organisations, learned societies and other relevant organisations, all willing and committed to 
improve research assessment practices within an agreed timeframe. Research organisations have 
achieved different levels of progress in research assessment reform. Leading organisations in this 
field will be able to share their insights and support the development of a coherent assessment 
ecosystem. Organisations that have not yet engaged in reforms will be able to identify and learn 
from successful ideas and practices. 

Contextual considerations 

Favourable framework conditions and sustainable funding are needed to achieve reform – 
Organisational reform initiatives are sometimes hampered by national regulations or their limited 
autonomy under national systems. The Coalition calls on national administrations to ensure that 
national framework conditions facilitate reform. Current inappropriate uses of journal- and 
publication-based metrics may be exacerbated by the pressure on research systems due to the 
very limited amounts of funding available compared to the pipeline of talented researchers 
competing for that funding. The move towards more qualitative assessment could also require 
additional resources if not accompanied by changes in assessment frequency. Sustainable levels 
of funding and a balance between competitive and non-competitive funding streams will therefore 
be critical to reform. 
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Assessment practices should vary depending on the type and purpose of assessment concerned – 
Reformed practices for assessing individual researchers for the purposes of recruitment or career 
evaluation should consider their individual contexts and careers. Research units should be 
assessed not only on their research outputs, but also on their broader contribution to the research 
ecosystem. Research assessment by research funders should consider disciplinary, multi-, inter-, 
and trans-disciplinary research, as well as the contribution to knowledge generation and scientific, 
technological, economic, cultural and societal impact. Many research careers go beyond research 
and include teaching, patient care, academic citizenship and other roles, and it is important to 
consider this work in their evaluation. While this Agreement focuses on the specific challenges of 
improving research assessment, it may provide an opportunity for academic institutions to extend 
the Principles of this Agreement to broader academic assessment that includes research, teaching 
and service to society. 

Reform processes should enable the reinforcement of the autonomy, profile and strategic goals of 
research organisations and allow for differences in implementation – Reform will need to be flexible 
and adapted by research organisations to take into account the diversity of disciplines, the variety 
of competency areas and talents, the differences between cultures, countries and regions, the 
diversity of languages used in the performance and communication of research, the diversity of 
research maturity levels, the diversity of research organisations and their missions, as well as the 
differences between career stages, ranging from early career to senior. The direct involvement of 
researchers and organisations able to represent this diversity will be critical to successful reform. 
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Annex 2 – Glossary 
Research assessment – In the context of this Agreement, research assessment encompasses: 

• The assessment of research performing organisations and research units, by assessment 
authorities, research funding and performing organisations, for the purposes of allocating 
funding; public investment accountability; informing decisions on research priorities and 
improving the definition and implementation of research strategies. 

• The assessment of research projects by assessment authorities, research funding and 
performing organisations, and prize awarding organisations; for the purposes of allocating 
funding, informing project management and future research funding decisions, and making 
prize and award decisions. 

• The assessment of individual researchers and research teams by research funding and 
performing organisations and prize awarding organisations; for the purposes of allocating 
funding, recruitment and hiring promotion, professional development review, and prize and 
award decisions. 

Researcher – In the context of this Agreement the term researcher refers to all fields of research 
and scholarly pursuits and at all career stages, including doctoral candidates. 

Research culture – In the context of this Agreement, we adopt the Royal Society’s definition of 
research culture: “Research culture encompasses the behaviours, values, expectations, attitudes 
and norms of our research communities. It influences researchers’ career paths and determines 
the way that research is conducted and communicated.”3 

Research on research – In the context of this Agreement, research on research (also known as 
meta-research, the science of science and meta-science) is defined as the study of research itself. 

Quality – In the context of this Agreement, research quality is defined as is captured in the 
principles [under ‘Quality and impact’]. 

Impact – In the context of this Agreement, impact is defined as is captured in the principles [under 
‘Quality and impact’]. 

Diversity – In the context of this Agreement, diversity is defined as is captured in the principles 
[under ‘Diversity, inclusiveness and collaboration’]. 

Ethics and integrity – In the context of this Agreement, ethics and integrity are defined as is 
captured in the principles [under ‘Principles for overarching conditions’]. 

 

 
  

 

3 https://royalsociety.org/topics-policy/projects/research-culture/ 

https://royalsociety.org/topics-policy/projects/research-culture/


 AGREEMENT ON REFORMING RESEARCH ASSESSMENT 20 July 2022 

 16 

Annex 3 – Reform journey: a suggested process for 
achieving the Commitments 
The reform journey4 sets out a suggested, non-prescriptive step-by-step process to help 
organisations achieve the Commitments. This journey is presented as chronological steps; 
however, the change process will probably not be chronological, and organisations can adapt the 
journey and start from the step they deem most appropriate for their context. 

1  Allocate resources, whether in terms of capacity or budget, to actively engage in the reform 
journey 

2  Communicate your intention to reform, explain how you have started the process of 
reviewing or developing criteria, tools and processes in line with the core commitments 

3  Evaluate current assessment practices in terms of alignment with the Principles and 
Commitments, consider also what currently works well and how this can be retained in 
parallel to any new practice - Re-evaluate at fixed intervals, whenever broad reforms to 
assessments are implemented, or when problems are identified 

4  Engage those being assessed in the development and design of assessment criteria 
and processes, work with researchers to enable consideration of differences between 
disciplines and career levels 

5  Develop existing and design new assessment criteria, tools, and processes with 
assessors and those that are assessed; consider the diversity of contributions including: 
diverse outputs beyond journal publications and in different languages; diverse practices 
including those that contribute to robustness, openness, transparency, and inclusiveness of 
research and the research process including peer review, teamwork and collaboration; and 
diverse activities including teaching, leadership, supervision, training, and mentoring, 
according to the nature of each research discipline 

6  Interrogate developed and new approaches by working with assessors and those that 
are assessed (e.g. who might new approaches discriminate against; how might they be 
gamed; what are the potential unintended consequences) 

7  Implement developed and new assessment criteria, tools, and processes according to 
the Principles and Commitments; consider awareness raising, rewards, policies, training, 
infrastructure, and capacity building and include data collection to support monitoring, 
evaluation and mutual learning 

8  Evaluate developed and new assessment criteria, tools, and processes 

9  Share data / information, participate in mutual learning within and beyond the 
Coalition, supported by mechanisms developed by the Coalition 

10  Coordinate with other organisations at national and international level, and promote 
international coordination and harmonisation 

11  Continue to evolve assessment criteria, tools, and processes based on learning from 
own evaluations and those of others 

 
 

 

4 Inspired by SCOPE (https://inorms.net/scope-framework-for-research-evaluation/) 

https://inorms.net/scope-framework-for-research-evaluation/
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Annex 4 – Toolbox: practical tools and options to 
consider 

��� Note to the Reader: we have added the draft toolbox to enable a more comprehensive 
overview. However, the toolbox is subject to continuous development and will take the form 
of a ‘living’ document/webpage. 

 

Commitment Examples of tools to support this commitment/ 
options to consider 

Recognise the diversity of contributions to, 
and careers in, research in accordance 
with the needs and nature of the research 

• Enable greater diversity in career paths and profiles 
by recognising more diverse competencies and 
talents5 

• Use approaches that allow academics to make a mark 
in one or more key areas of study that are 
important to them, and allow their area profile to 
change over the course of their career6 

• Use a portfolio approach to test competencies or 
progression in different domains relevant to the 
researcher’s role7 

Base research assessment primarily on 
qualitative evaluation for which peer 
review is central, supported by responsible 
use of quantitative indicators 

• Consider specific actions captured under the Leiden 
Manifesto8 

• Explore options for assessment; as a rule of thumb, 
use quantitative indicators for quantitative things (if 
that is what is appropriate to assess): publications, 
funding, citations and students, and qualitative 
indicators (such as case studies, narratives or 
statements) for qualitative things: excellence, quality, 
value, impact, and be very cautious about using 
quantitative indicators for qualitative things9 

• Actively engage in and learn from research on research 
work to develop new improved metrics, and consider 
appropriateness of their use 

 

5 https://www.universiteitenvannederland.nl/recognitionandrewards/wp-content/uploads/2019/11/Position-paper-
Room-for-everyone%e2%80%99s-talent.pdf  

6 https://www.universiteitenvannederland.nl/recognitionandrewards/wp-content/uploads/2019/11/Position-paper-
Room-for-everyone%E2%80%99s-talent.pdf  

7 https://embassy.science/wiki/Resource:Ca0ed587-ac8e-4259-9cc7-74de01941cd1;  
https://assets-eu-01.kc-usercontent.com/546dd520-97db-01b7-154d-79bb6d950a2d/6eb2e1cc-068a-4283-b6de-
a281868b749d/Qualification-portfolio-professors-UMC%20Utrecht.pdf  

8 https://doi.org/10.1038/520429a  

9 https://thebibliomagician.wordpress.com/2019/12/11/introducing-scope-aprocess-for-evaluating-responsibly/  

https://www.universiteitenvannederland.nl/recognitionandrewards/wp-content/uploads/2019/11/Position-paper-Room-for-everyone%e2%80%99s-talent.pdf
https://www.universiteitenvannederland.nl/recognitionandrewards/wp-content/uploads/2019/11/Position-paper-Room-for-everyone%e2%80%99s-talent.pdf
https://www.universiteitenvannederland.nl/recognitionandrewards/wp-content/uploads/2019/11/Position-paper-Room-for-everyone%E2%80%99s-talent.pdf
https://www.universiteitenvannederland.nl/recognitionandrewards/wp-content/uploads/2019/11/Position-paper-Room-for-everyone%E2%80%99s-talent.pdf
https://embassy.science/wiki/Resource:Ca0ed587-ac8e-4259-9cc7-74de01941cd1
https://assets-eu-01.kc-usercontent.com/546dd520-97db-01b7-154d-79bb6d950a2d/6eb2e1cc-068a-4283-b6de-a281868b749d/Qualification-portfolio-professors-UMC%20Utrecht.pdf
https://assets-eu-01.kc-usercontent.com/546dd520-97db-01b7-154d-79bb6d950a2d/6eb2e1cc-068a-4283-b6de-a281868b749d/Qualification-portfolio-professors-UMC%20Utrecht.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1038/520429a
https://thebibliomagician.wordpress.com/2019/12/11/introducing-scope-aprocess-for-evaluating-responsibly/
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Abandon inappropriate uses in research 
assessment of journal- and publication-
based metrics, in particular inappropriate 
uses of Journal Impact Factor (JIF) and h-
index 

• Consider specific actions described in the San 
Francisco Declaration on Research Assessment 
(DORA)10 and the Leiden Manifesto11 

Avoid the use of rankings of research 
organisations in research assessment 

• Consider specific actions described in the INORMS12 
tools for rethinking global university rankings 

• Consider the recommendations in the Metric Tide 
report13 

Commit resources to reforming research 
assessment as is needed to achieve the 
organisational changes committed to 

 

Review and develop research assessment 
criteria, tools and processes 

 

[Part 1 – Criteria for units and institutions] 
With the direct involvement of research 
organisations and researchers at all career 
stages, review and develop criteria for 
assessing research units and research 
performing organisations, while promoting 
interoperability 

• Consider a ‘narrative CV for institutions’ that could 
include case studies on how early sharing of data or 
collaboration efforts have resulted in knowledge 
generation e.g. others building on shared data or 
collaboration leading to outputs or impacts that 
otherwise would not have been achieved 

[Part 2 – Criteria for projects and 
researchers] With the direct involvement of 
researchers at all career stages, review and 
develop criteria, tools and processes for the 
assessment of research projects, research 
teams and researchers that are adapted to 
their context of application 

• Pilot alternative/new assessment criteria, tools, and 
processes (e.g. narrative CV format, competency-based 
CV format, evidence-based CV format, diversification of 
research careers and associated career progression) – 
a more comprehensive overview of options is set out 
under ‘tools to support steps in the reform journey’ 

Raise awareness of research assessment 
reform and provide transparent 
communication, guidance, and training on 
assessment criteria and processes as well 
as their use 

• Host webinars to inform applicants of assessment 
processes and allow for questions and answers 

• Provide training, guidance and support to 
assessment panels, committees and juries 

• Publish webpages and reports to communicate the 
transparency of research evaluation processes14 

• Ensure transparency of research assessment 
processes - good examples for promoting 
transparency include: strict conflict-of-interest 
regulations, applicant right-to-reply procedures, and 
open (non-anonymous) reviewing15 

 

10 https://sfdora.org/read/  

11 https://doi.org/10.1038/520429a  

12 https://inorms.net/wp-content/uploads/2022/07/principles-for-fair-and-responsible-university-assessment-v5.pdf 

13 https://doi.org/10.13140/RG.2.1.4929.1363  

14 https://www.scienceeurope.org/our-priorities/research-assessment/research-assessment-processes/  

15 https://www.scienceeurope.org/our-priorities/research-assessment/research-assessment-processes/  

https://sfdora.org/read/
https://doi.org/10.1038/520429a
https://urldefense.com/v3/__https:/inorms.net/wp-content/uploads/2022/07/principles-for-fair-and-responsible-university-assessment-v5.pdf__;!!DOxrgLBm!CKFWHsE6kgQK_B3CjPoPs9bBBLmNbzIXqEyNvyWH5n06edfwytmgmmESjDffPq0R6WY4yk4qGV5d59oif1xF7kV3iH0P$
https://doi.org/10.13140/RG.2.1.4929.1363
https://www.scienceeurope.org/our-priorities/research-assessment/research-assessment-processes/
https://www.scienceeurope.org/our-priorities/research-assessment/research-assessment-processes/
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Exchange practices and experiences to 
enable mutual learning within and beyond 
the Coalition 

• Build national assessment consortia, consider existing 
national consortia for reforming responsible 
assessment: in Finland16, Norway17, and the 
Netherlands18 

• Foster an international debate on recognition and 
rewards 

Communicate progress made on 
adherence to the Principles and 
implementation of the Commitments 

 

Evaluate practices, criteria and tools based 
on solid evidence and the state-of-the-art 
in research on research, and make data 
openly available for evidence gathering 
and research 

 

Step in reform journey Examples of tools to support this step / options to 
consider 

Allocate resources, whether in terms of 
capacity or budget, to actively engage in 
the reform journey 

• Create an assessment policy committee at your 
organisation 

Communicate your intention to reform, 
explain how you have started the process 
of reviewing or developing criteria, tools 
and processes in line with the core 
commitments 

• Consider the SCOPE framework19  for research 
evaluation to support this step 

 

Evaluate current assessment practices in 
terms of alignment with the Principles and 
Commitments, consider also what 
currently works well and how this can be 
retained in parallel to any new practice - 
Re-evaluate at fixed intervals, whenever 
broad reforms to assessments are 
implemented, or when problems are 
identified 

• Consider the HuMetricsHSS Initiative approach20 to 
value-based assessment and the SCOPE framework21 
to support this step 

• Consider reviewing assessment frequency22 

• Consider streamlining application forms for capturing 
recurring application details (for example link to 
ORCID23) 

 

16 https://doi.org/10.23847/isbn.9789525995282  

17 https://www.uhr.no/en/front-page-carousel/nor-cam-a-toolbox-for-recognition-and-rewards-in-academic-
careers.5780.aspx  

18 https://recognitionrewards.nl/  

19 https://inorms.net/scope-framework-for-research-evaluation/  

20 https://humetricshss.org  

21 https://inorms.net/scope-framework-for-research-evaluation/  

22 https://doi.org/10.31222/osf.io/82rmj  

23 https://sfdora.org/resource/swiss-national-science-foundation/  

https://doi.org/10.23847/isbn.9789525995282
https://www.uhr.no/en/front-page-carousel/nor-cam-a-toolbox-for-recognition-and-rewards-in-academic-careers.5780.aspx
https://www.uhr.no/en/front-page-carousel/nor-cam-a-toolbox-for-recognition-and-rewards-in-academic-careers.5780.aspx
https://recognitionrewards.nl/
https://inorms.net/scope-framework-for-research-evaluation/
https://humetricshss.org/
https://inorms.net/scope-framework-for-research-evaluation/
https://doi.org/10.31222/osf.io/82rmj
https://sfdora.org/resource/swiss-national-science-foundation/


 AGREEMENT ON REFORMING RESEARCH ASSESSMENT 20 July 2022 

 20 

Engage those being assessed in the 
development and design of assessment 
criteria and processes, work with 
researchers to enable consideration of 
differences between disciplines and career 
levels 

• Consider the SCOPE framework for research 
evaluation to support this step24 

Develop existing and design new 
assessment criteria, tools, and processes 
with assessors and those that are 
assessed  

• Consider the future evolution of HRS4R25 as a 
mechanism that could support institutions in the 
development of recruitment processes 

• Consider the Open, Transparent and Merit-based 
Recruitment of Researchers (OTM-R)26 checklist for 
institutions27 

• Consider when to test specific aspects as part of the 
process, e.g. what needs to be included in application 
materials? In interviews? Or in other parts of the 
process? 

• Consider the relevance of quantitative and qualitative 
indicators: use quantitative indicators for quantitative 
things and qualitative indicators for qualitative things28 

• Diversify indicators (Open science badges; Publons, 
ORCID, open peer review; CRediT; Reporting guidelines 
e.g. EQUATOR Network) and metrics (Altmetrics, 
PlumX)29 

• Consider post peer review funding applications 
lottery30 

Consider the diversity of contributions • Consider CV formats31 that enable consideration of 
diverse contributions to knowledge, to training and 
development of other researchers, to the wider 
research community and to society 

• Value diverse activities (knowledge transfer activities, 
training and mentoring of researchers, public 
engagement actions, actions that contribute to a 
positive research culture, engagement with key 
stakeholders e.g. patients, professionals, political 
decision-makers) 

• Value diverse outputs (FAIR data sets, replication 
studies, registered reports32, pre-prints) in different 
languages in accordance with the Helsinki initiative33 

 

24 https://inorms.net/scope-framework-for-research-evaluation/  

25 https://euraxess.ec.europa.eu/jobs/hrs4r  

26 https://cdn1.euraxess.org/sites/default/files/policy_library/otm-r-finaldoc_0.pdf 

27 https://cdn5.euraxess.org/sites/default/files/policy_library/otm-r-checklist.pdf 

28 https://thebibliomagician.wordpress.com/2019/12/11/introducing-scope-aprocess-for-evaluating-responsibly/  

29 https://doi.org/10.31222/osf.io/82rmj 

30 https://www.nesta.org.uk/feature/innovation-squared/reducing-bias-funding-decisions/  

31 https://doi.org/10.31222/osf.io/82rmj 

32 https://www.cos.io/initiatives/registered-reports  

33 https://www.helsinki-initiative.org/read  

https://inorms.net/scope-framework-for-research-evaluation/
https://euraxess.ec.europa.eu/jobs/hrs4r
https://cdn1.euraxess.org/sites/default/files/policy_library/otm-r-finaldoc_0.pdf
https://cdn5.euraxess.org/sites/default/files/policy_library/otm-r-checklist.pdf
https://thebibliomagician.wordpress.com/2019/12/11/introducing-scope-aprocess-for-evaluating-responsibly/
https://doi.org/10.31222/osf.io/82rmj
https://www.nesta.org.uk/feature/innovation-squared/reducing-bias-funding-decisions/
https://doi.org/10.31222/osf.io/82rmj
https://www.cos.io/initiatives/registered-reports
https://www.helsinki-initiative.org/read
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• Value diverse impacts 

• Consider limiting the number of outputs assessed 
(moving away from lists of outputs towards limited 
selection of key accomplishments and why they are 
important)34 

Consider diverse research careers • Value diverse researcher career profiles 

• Value data stewardship,35 potentially as a crucial 
element of some researchers’ roles (avenue for career 
diversification) 

Consider diverse practices including those 
that contribute to robustness, openness, 
transparency, and inclusiveness and research 
processes including peer review, teamwork 
and collaboration 

 

Robustness of research and the 
research process 

• Assess alignment with research integrity values 

• Value knowledge of rigorous experimental design36 

• Value contributions such as peer review and editorial 
roles 

• Value teamwork and collaboration 

• Value outputs associated with robust, open, and 
transparent research (FAIR data sets, replication 
studies, registered reports,37 pre-prints) 

Openness, transparency of research 
and the research process 

• Consider the UNESCO recommendation on open 
science38 

• Value activities associated with openness (training, 
awareness raising, priority setting partnerships39, 
outreach) 

• Value outputs associated with openness (FAIR data 
sets, pre-prints, open software, open code, 
translations)40 

Inclusiveness of research and the 
research process 

• Value inclusion of stakeholders in the research 
process, from defining priority research questions to 
knowledge translation41 

• Consider diversity in research teams at all levels, and 
in the content of research and innovation 

 

34 https://news.cancerresearchuk.org/2018/02/20/improving-research-evaluation-dora/  

35 https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pbio.3000737 

36 https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pbio.3000737 

37 https://www.cos.io/initiatives/registered-reports  

38 https://en.unesco.org/science-sustainable-future/open-science/recommendation  

39 https://www.jla.nihr.ac.uk/about-the-james-lind-alliance/about-psps.htm  

40 http://eurodoc.net/open-science-ambassadors-training/m1-open-science  

41 https://www.umcutrecht.nl/en/science-in-transition   

https://news.cancerresearchuk.org/2018/02/20/improving-research-evaluation-dora/
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pbio.3000737
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pbio.3000737
https://www.cos.io/initiatives/registered-reports
https://en.unesco.org/science-sustainable-future/open-science/recommendation
https://www.jla.nihr.ac.uk/about-the-james-lind-alliance/about-psps.htm
http://eurodoc.net/open-science-ambassadors-training/m1-open-science
https://www.umcutrecht.nl/en/science-in-transition
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• Consider the EDI dimension: 

- Consider 36042 or organisational rather than 
individual references 

- Include implicit and unconscious bias training in 
training for assessors43 

- Consider post peer review lottery for funding 
applications44 

- Consider gender blinding, blinding of other data 
prone to biases, e.g. moving educational history 
down in applications45 

• Include EDI statement in assessment processes46 

Consider diverse activities including teaching, 
leadership, supervision, training, and 
mentoring, according to the nature of each 
research discipline 

• Assess competencies relevant to a respective role47 

• Consider the international initiative on Rewarding 
Teaching48 

• Recognise leadership competencies  

Interrogate developed and new 
approaches by working with assessors and 
those that are assessed (e.g. who might 
new approaches discriminate against; how 
might they be gamed; what are the 
potential unintended consequences) 

• Consider the SCOPE framework for research 
evaluation to support this step49 

Implement developed and new 
assessment criteria, tools, and processes 
according to the Principles and 
Commitments; consider awareness raising, 
rewards, policies, training, infrastructure, 
and capacity building and include data 
collection to support monitoring, 
evaluation and mutual learning 

• Establish training programmes 

Evaluate developed and new assessment 
criteria, tools, and processes 

• Consider the SCOPE framework for research 
evaluation to support this step50 

 

42 https://doi.org/10.31222/osf.io/82rmj 

43 https://royalsociety.org/topics-policy/publications/2015/unconscious-bias/  

44 https://www.nesta.org.uk/feature/innovation-squared/reducing-bias-funding-decisions/  

45 https://www.science.org/content/article/can-anonymous-faculty-searches-boost-diversity  

46 https://ofew.berkeley.edu/recruitment/contributions-diversity/rubric-assessing-candidate-contributions-diversity-
equity  

47 Link to EU competence framework for researchers (Knowledge Ecosystem Project) / 
https://www.vitae.ac.uk/researchers-professional-development/about-the-vitae-researcher-development-
framework/developing-the-vitae-researcher-development-framework  

48 https://www.advancingteaching.com/  

49 https://inorms.net/scope-framework-for-research-evaluation/  

50 https://inorms.net/scope-framework-for-research-evaluation/  

https://doi.org/10.31222/osf.io/82rmj
https://royalsociety.org/topics-policy/publications/2015/unconscious-bias/
https://www.nesta.org.uk/feature/innovation-squared/reducing-bias-funding-decisions/
https://www.science.org/content/article/can-anonymous-faculty-searches-boost-diversity
https://ofew.berkeley.edu/recruitment/contributions-diversity/rubric-assessing-candidate-contributions-diversity-equity
https://ofew.berkeley.edu/recruitment/contributions-diversity/rubric-assessing-candidate-contributions-diversity-equity
https://www.vitae.ac.uk/researchers-professional-development/about-the-vitae-researcher-development-framework/developing-the-vitae-researcher-development-framework
https://www.vitae.ac.uk/researchers-professional-development/about-the-vitae-researcher-development-framework/developing-the-vitae-researcher-development-framework
https://www.advancingteaching.com/
https://inorms.net/scope-framework-for-research-evaluation/
https://inorms.net/scope-framework-for-research-evaluation/
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Share data / information, participate in 
mutual learning within and beyond the 
Coalition, supported by mechanisms 
developed by the Coalition 

• Build national research assessment consortia, 
consider existing national consortia for reforming 
responsible assessment: in Finland,51 Norway,52 and 
the Netherlands53 

Coordinate with other organisations at 
national and international level, and 
promote international coordination and 
harmonisation 

• Foster an international debate on recognition and 
rewards 

Continue to evolve assessment criteria, 
tools, and processes based on learning 
from own evaluations and those of others 

• Engage in research on research 

 

 

51 https://doi.org/10.23847/isbn.9789525995282  

52 https://www.uhr.no/en/front-page-carousel/nor-cam-a-toolbox-for-recognition-and-rewards-in-academic-
careers.5780.aspx  

53 https://recognitionrewards.nl/  

https://doi.org/10.23847/isbn.9789525995282
https://www.uhr.no/en/front-page-carousel/nor-cam-a-toolbox-for-recognition-and-rewards-in-academic-careers.5780.aspx
https://www.uhr.no/en/front-page-carousel/nor-cam-a-toolbox-for-recognition-and-rewards-in-academic-careers.5780.aspx
https://recognitionrewards.nl/
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