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Context: developments and changes (1)

• VSNU/NWO/KNAW ‘Recognition and Rewards’: emphasis on quality, 
research as a team effort, education, impact and leadership instead of 
on accomplishments in individual research and quantity

• Strong advice against the use of quantitative indicators such as the h-
index and Journal Impact Factor (JIF)

• Emancipation of disciplines with less co-authoring 



Context: developments and changes (2)

• Expectation that academic research also contributes to societal 
challenges 

• Open science: involvement of (societal) stakeholders who deliver data 
and have access to it (open data), open access availability of academic 
research (open access). 

• DORA: San Francisco Declaration On Research Assessment

• Movements in the Netherlands: Science in Transition, Platform H.NU, 
WO in actie.



Context: SEP through the years

• SEP since 2003/2009
• Evaluation as a means to learn
• Well-argued qualitative assessments 
• Context and mission of the research unit are leading
• Societal relevance is an important criterion (committee should be able to 

assess it well)
• Flexibility, also in the use of indicators

• But: difference between intention and practice

• SEP 2021-2027: reflects, supports and stimulates abovementioned 
developments

• SEP 2021-2027: not only text, but also instructions and explanations



What has not changed? (1)

• Main goal of SEP is to make the quality and societal relevance of 
research visible and to safeguard and improve it when necessary.

• SEP is a flexible instrument at the service of a productive conversation 
in light of a unit’s own aims and strategy.

• SEP evaluations are commissioned by the executive board of the 
university, the board of NWO or the board of KNAW.



What has not changed? (2)

• Three criteria: research quality and societal relevance of research, 
and viability of the research unit.  

• Evaluation is based on a critical and honest self-evaluation report 
written by the research unit.

• Accountability towards government and society in a publicly available 
qualitative assessment by the review committee. 



Most important changes

• Less use of quantitative data, only use of specific indicators when 
they are necessary to support the self-evaluation.

• Committees no longer assign scores and make comparisons between 
units but provide qualitative assessments and recommendations.

• 4 specific aspects (3 of which are new) among the 3 criteria:
• Open Science

• PhD Policy and Training

• Academic Culture

• Human Resources Policy



Specific aspects: Open Science

• The extent to which the research unit involves stakeholders in the 
preparation and execution of research, and the accessibility of 
research results. For instance:
• Open access

• Open data

• Transparent use, reuse and storage of data (FAIR principles)

• Design of research projects together with stakeholders

• The definition of Open Science is in development, see 
https://www.openscience.nl/

https://www.openscience.nl/


Specific aspects: Academic Culture

• Reflection on internal culture and on the measures taken to ensure 
openness and safety. Includes, for example:
• Openness and inclusiveness 

• Scientific integrity

• Dealing with ethical dilemmas 



Specific aspects: Talent Management

• Human Resources policy regarding diversity and talent (Recognition 
and Rewards). For example:
• Promotion of diversity (including gender, age, ethnic and cultural background 

and disciplines)

• opportunities for training, development, coaching and mentoring for 
researchers 

• career perspectives for researchers and research support staff



Three criteria versus four aspects

• Many possible aspects can be addressed when discussing the three 
criteria. These four are specifically highlighted in the SEP to ensure 
that they are reflected on in every evaluation. 

• Aspects are not assessed and described separately, but discussed in 
concert with the three main assessment criteria

• Not every aspect has to be discussed for every criterion. They are 
integral aspects of each of the three main assessment criteria, but 
possibly to varying degrees. 



Implications SEP 2021-2027 for Boards

• SEP assessments are part of the institution’s quality assurance 
cycle 

• Initiate conversation about aims and strategy with research units at 
an early stage

• Have yearly conversations about aims and strategy

• Ensure that self-evaluation reports are of good quality and serve 
the needs of the assessment committee

• Include the secretary of the committee at an early stage in the 
preparation of the assessment



Changes self-evaluation report

• Not 15 but 20 pages, excluding appendices and case studies

• Summary of self-evaluation report including case studies, committee’s 
assessment report and position document of the board are made publicly 
available within six months of the site visit

• Table of contents: Introduction →Mission and strategic aims → Strategy, 
Evidence (indicators) → Results (in narrative) → Strategy for future. 

• One or more case studies (for research quality and societal relevance)

• Self-evaluation report and committee’s assessment report according to DORA 
principles



Committee composition and secretary

• Include a PhD member to the committee (mandatory)

• Include at least 1 early/mid career scholar (mandatory)

• Composition of committee matches aims of research unit (e.g. non-academic 
expert)

• Appropriately diverse

More strict requirements concerning secretary:

• Emphasis on independence from institution under review

• Familiarity with recent developments in research (evaluation) and context of 
scientific research in the Netherlands and able to inform the committee about 
this.



Questions?


