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ProjMgt Overall Nedelnik |include in the annex the questionnaires done - see Annex
ProjMgt t;:lgeeosn Nedelnik |imbalance in the number of subjects from universities, AV CR and other research organizations clarified - see p. 5
WP d,i section 6 Nedelnik |surprised that auditors assessed the first phase of evaluation methodology in 2004 clarified - see p. 15
WP d,i szc;u;n Nedelnik |needs completion, quantification and qualification of the range of respondents done - see p. 8
explain the sectoral breakdown and especially the inclusion of applied research as a separate category.
WP d,ii | Section 7.2 | Nedelnik [The taxonomy would, for completeness, have to include categories such as basic research, clarified - see p. 18 & 19
development, etc.
Section 7.2 If there is the ratio for expenditure on basic research, applied research and experimental development
WP d,ii 1 ) Malek |[is 30% - 25% - 45%, then it is not clear why four of the six selected fields are basic research and only [clarified - see p. 18 & 19
one area is applied research. What about evaluating experimental development?
ProjMgt overall Kebo  [quality in the links to materials presented in the annexes done
ProiMat overall Opatrn It would be useful if all claims in the Report cite particular data in the Appendices. I would appreciate done
Mg P Y |links to the specific sections in the Appendices, which would make the reading more efficient
: The authors refer to a number of interviews in R & D institutions. What is missing is a description of . P
ProjMgt overall Kebo - N " done in monitoring report
these "information sources".
The comment mainly refers to the presentation of the
The report limits itself to presenting the conclusions on the percentile shares of the individual types of results. of WPA.“'.] the Intermj Report. Regarding th? .
. . ; . . : N analysis of positive or negative aspects, more qualitative
funding following directly from the tables contained in Annex 1, and in some cases to the formulation 5 N e
- N B y o . . analysis has to amend the presentation of quantitative d:
Chapter 2.1 . of qualitative conclusions, without any analysis of positive and negative aspects or any analysis of the | "
WP a Musilova N N N N in the next months. Regarding The case of C) (p.4 of the
R&D Inputs reason for the negative aspects. Since in the case of c) not even the source of the data, the period they|. N N
refer to or the methodology for obtaining the data are given, it is not possible to judge how reliable interim report and p 14. of the Annex), the Interim repor
they are ! should refer to the source (OECD) and might include the
Y table of the annex - then the structural mismach can eas
be seen.
At the end of Sec. 2 I would appreciate some synthesis of the “input” and “output” data and their . .
N N N " A A comparison between input and output data can only be
comparison with other countries, especially the benchmark ones. How much money (measured in EUR N h N
° . C . |accomplished in the subsequent analysis. As costs of a
Chapter 2.1 and in fractions of GDP) and how much human resources are necessary to produce a scientific paper in
WP a Opatrny . 3 . s . researcher depend largely upon costs for salary and
R&D Inputs the Czech Republic and elsewhere? What is the impact measured by citations generated by a unit of N A .
N " ) B equipment the value of such a cost/paper in internationa
input resources here and elsewhere? How do these figures differ for different research fields and for comparison does not make lot of sense
different types of institutions? What are the trends? P !
It should be clearly explained early at the beginning of the IR which Czech specific institutions are .
Chapter 2.1 . included into two broad R&D sectors discussed in the section. For example, Government Sector We ask _our colleagues fro_m Te_chnology Cen_tre tq provid
WP a Munich |, : U ) " such a list for the second interim report, which will be
R&D Inputs includes the Academy of Science (its institutes) but the footnote #1 mentions only Public Research
L attached as an Annex.
Organisations.
Recently, quite detailed analysis of the Czech R&D system has been published by the Czech Statistical |Will be done in detail in the 2nd Interim Report. The dat:
Chapter 2.1 Office (CSO), containing quite a lot of information of the similar kind as this Report and its Annexes published in OECD and EUROSTAT are however stemmin
WP a 3 . Opatrny |(economic data and their comparison with the situation abroad, bibliometric results, statistics of from the same source as the national data (CZ statistical
R&D Inputs o N : : [ : - : N .
citations, etc.). I would appreciate if the authors mention the main similarities and differences office), hence differences may only concern interpretatiol
between their results and those by the CSO. data.
The relatively high proportion of Government funding of business research is something that has been
catching the eye here for some time. I would expect that the report would be more specific in The question is - whether the public money provided to
WP a Chapter Opatrn commenting this fact: is it good or bad? Why the high proportion ,should not necessarily be business enterprises is used well. For a detailled analysis
2.1.3 P Y lemulated“? What exactly happens with the public money that goes to the industry here and in the that we need to retrieve the information from the survey
countries with the high proportion of government funding of research in the private sector? The Report |and further qualitative interviews.
should contain more detailed analysis that could help with making decisions in this issue.
Chapter . . . .
WP a 213 Kebo Higher Education Sector (HES) - The link to the current state of affairs should be made here ?7??
Statement is wrong: HERD funded via national private
sources is 1% in 2008 whereas GOVERD funded by priva
_ . . . P N sources is 11% (and was even higher in 2007). Also
WP a Chapter Kebo Governmental Secto_r the declaration thzft a 5|gn|f|car_1t pl_'oportlon of R & D funding is from private compared internationally the Government R&D sector
2.1.3 sources, when the difference to the bad Higher Education is only 7%. N A " )
shows higher funding levels from Business Enterprises th
the EU-15/27 average (9%) whereas the Higher Educatic
Sector is far below EU-15/27 average.
"increase in share for fundamental research from 25% to 30% and a drop for applied research from
Chapter 30% to 25%." - I would appreciate more elaboration of this division: how do these numbers look like We did not have the time yet to get to know the reasons
WP a P Opatrny |in other countries? What can be the explanation of this shift? Could it be that the same activity that e ne y 9 .
2.1.4 N A © “ ; - - this increase/decrease in the Czech Republic.
has previously been described as ,applied research" is now in grant applications described as
,fundamental research™?
"the Higher Education Sector that so far has failed to attract significant amounts of R&D funding from
the Business Sector.™ It would be useful to hear some more discussion of why it is so: is it because of - . . B
Chapter - X e X " " . This will be investigated further, as a first step it was
WP a 1.4 Opatrny |the inability of Universities to offer interesting results to the business or because the business necessary to look at the status quo of fundin
o enterprises are not motivated to go to the Universities with their requests? What should be done to Y a 9
change this situation?
Chapter
2.1.4 - HES e . - s
WP a middle of Kebo  [This finding requires a clarification by the authors, what is it based on and what are the causes See above
the page
The definitions of basic and applied research applied are
What is the information content of providing the shares of basic/applied research spending when those of OECD. Only at this broad level an international
definitions are not clarified and, more importantly, harmonized for international comparison (which is,|comparison can be achieved, but I agree that due to lack
WP a Chapter Juraida therefore, not provided)? Also, for the purposes of the ongoing reform of R&D funding, it is imperative |clear boundaries the use of this type of comparison is
2.1.4. ] to know for each major field of science its share on total funding and its share of funding coming from [limited. When comparing use of R&D funds it will be mor
grants as opposed to institutional funding. These shares should then be compared internationally in important to look at the types of research grants awarde
the next report. in the Czech Republic vs. other countries which may serv
as a point of reference.
The idea was to provide a first, macro-view on R&D fund
S - " . . in the Czech Republic. The role of intermediate agencies
WP a Pp 2-3: Munich The whole description is not clear enough as concerns the original source of R&D funding, intermediate and type of institutions is a) considered in the governanc

agencies and the type of institution where money are spent.

part of the report and b) requires further investigations i
the next steps of the project.
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It is becoming recognized in the literature and OECD publications too, that there is no strict line
WP a Pp4,24 Munich |between fundamental (FR) and applied research (AR). This makes any comparison of funds allocations |I fully agree.
between FR and AR very questionable.
,Most interestingly, funding flows from the Business Enterprise Sector towards the Higher Education
Sector are still at very low levels and show little development since 1999, which is a confirmation of
Annex rather weak science-industry linkages in the Czech Republic." It would be useful to hear more " .
WP a Chapter 4 Opatrny discussion why is it so: is because of the inability of Universities to offer interesting results to the See above, will be accomplished for the next report
business or because the business are not motivated to go to the Universities with their requests? What
should be done to change this situation?
errors and inconsistencies, which can be easily corrected in a later version of the report: Examples: 1)
The reversed headings for the columns for CPP/JCSm and CPP/FCSm in comparison with JCSm and
FCSm. 2) The contradictory commentaries regarding the inclusion of self-citations in CPP on pages 9
and 10 of Annex 2: “The fourth indicator is the average number of citations per publication with The first two issues are dealt with, I have got no idea wh
Chapter 2.2 exclusion of self-citations (CPP)” - Annex 2, page 9; “As discussed above, self-citations are included |is meant with the last statement, as the report discusses
WP d,ii R&D Musilova |in the calculation of the ratio’s CPP/FCSm and CPP/JCSm” - Annex 2, page 10, whereas the CPP data |the figure, and distribution of output share for the CR ov
Outputs do not include self-citations, while the JCSm and FCSm data clearly include all citations. 3) The the years, and the data tabels in F and G support this
unclear meaning of the statement ... the huge shift from publications with no collaboration at all, finding, I would say ...
towards publications resulting from national cooperation, thereby showing that internal cohesion has
improved in the Czech Science system” (page 6 of the report) in the context of the tables in Appendix
F and Appendix G of Annex 2.
| pp.4, intro ‘ The intro qn b.llbhf)metl'lc anally5|s shou[d state clel:arly thaF it considers o.nIy output, not producgwty 1 will have a look at this in the introduction, and will mak
WP d,ii Munich |and that citation impact provides very imperfect information about quality of research. Otherwise, . . . .
2.2 ™~ N . N n N this more clear in the introduction.
most readers not familiar with bibliometrics will make wrong conclusions.
Chapter 2.2 The part of the IR on R&D publication outcomes, does not explain carefully enough that evaluation of
L p . . research institution or of a field within a country has to consider three fundamental entities together: |Linked to the previous comment of Munich, and will be
WP d,ii R&D Munich N o : Lon N A
Outputs (i) the volume of research output, (ii) average quality of research output, and (iii) inputs used to incorporated in the text as well.
P create those outputs.
As WoS is currently allowing for international macro-
bibliometric comparisons, as Scopus misses in some 25%
all covered publications address information (over 4 milli
publications are suffering from this). One of the problem
related to using Scopus compared to WoS is the much
Are the authors convinced that WoS alone is reliable enough to get qualified conclusions? Should other |[broader coverage, resulting is huge shifts in scores for
WP d,ii | Chapter 2.2 | Opatrny |databases (Scopus, etc.) not be taken into account? Is it not dangerous to endorse only the WoS bibliometric reference values, and nobody has got any id
position at the bibliometric market? yet how this work out in macro bibliometric studies (mor
is not always better). And finally, since the Scopus
classification system is under lots of criticism, this is beir
revised (actually by my colleagues here at CWTS). so thi
means no field normalized impact measures can be
produced by using Scopus compared to WoS).
We are currently discussing this with Stepan J, but feel tI
goes beyond the scope of the current study. We will get
Given the dramatically increasing bibliometric output and citation impact in locally published journals |[back to him on this, but feel the discussion he wants to
wp d.ii | chapter 2.2| Juraida generating little international citation impact, one needs to see separately international and locally start here only interferes with the current audit, and is
! P B ) produced IF output, in social and behavioral sciences in particular. The increasing impact noted in the |strongly related to their funding/evaluating model (the
report may be a mirage of local citation communities with little international impact. grinder), and we do not want to get involved in this
disscussion on yet another level of playing field as the
current study.
"the number of citation received (which are indicators of impacts) by researchers from the Czech L n .
L Chapter Republic is more than six times higher in 2005-2009 than in 1993-1997." Do the authors have any This is being tackled by the part R°d.”9° worked on, and
WP d,ii Opatrny |. N N N : . part of the second step of our analysis, namely the secto
2.2.1 idea what was the main cause of this dramatic change? It would be interesting to see what are the and institutional analysis
contributions of the Higher Education Sector and of the Government Sector to this change. ysis.
WP d,ii Chapter Kebo (It would be appropriate to clarify the functions of publications and comment the statement made. This comment by Kebo is unclear by me, and I cannot
2.2.1 comment on that, sorry !
WP d.ii Chapter Opatrn It would be useful to give reference where are the data on which the conclusions are based: is it rovided for
. 2.2.2 PAtMY | Appendix E od Annex 2? P
What is meant by “productivity per researcher”? FTE appointment counts? It would be preferable to  |This is still open for discussion, I feel the people would lil
WP dii Chapter Jurajda know (and compare internationally) the number of physical researchers in the country’s government |to see the productivity per reseracher, but as I stated
! 2.2.4 ] sector (can be obtained from the LFS or government payroll statistics). One would also like to see the [clearly, this type of data material is difficult to obtain, ar
shares of major fields of science on bibliometric output relative to their shares in funding. thus hard to interprete and compare with one another.
Table 17 should be directly accompanied with a brief explanation of the abbreviations. It is claimed in
WP d.ii Annex p. Opatrn the text that ,An extensive explanation of the indicators is given in Appendix B", however, Appendix B rovided for
! 117 P Y |in this Annex has nothing to do with bibliometry as it deals with R&D&I Governance & Management; P
one should go to Appendix B of Annex 2
WP b&c | Chapter 3.1| Jurajda Can you highlight the spegﬁc implemented value added of any of these National Plans and strategies? \ater
Have any of these strategies been properly evaluated?
chapter 3.2.
WP b&c (Last Malek [Not an "amendment of 2002 R & D Act" but a new law adjusted
paragraph)
Chapter ,The Technology Agency and Grants Agency operate both at the policy-making level .." I am not sure . . .
WP b&c 3.4.1 Opatrny if I understand this statement. adjusted and improved wording
Chapter
3.4.1 - - . x . - . . .
WP bac | Agencies, Kebo The‘descrlptlon of the agencies (TACR and GACR) is completely subjective and inconsistent with the improved
reality
page 11 last
paragraph
Chapter The authors note how the Council will be converted, which should probably be mentioned in the
WP b&c | 3.4.2 - RDI Kebo e ! adjusted
X conditional
Council
Chapter The description of the Academy should be completed with links to the R&D support system and a
WP b&c | 3.4.2 - RDI Kebo specification of the benefits as well as the drawbacks arising from the inefficient financing of ZV [??] at a later stage
Council not directly linked to education
WP bac Chapter Opatrn It would be nice if the author elaborate more on the statement ,The Czech R&D&I Council benefits improved
3.4.2.1 P Y |from the presence of the Prime Minister." P
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How can an R&DA&I council composed of members employed full-time elsewhere and operating with
Chapter essentially no funding for its own analyses and virtually no staff or administrative backbone fulfill its
WP b&c 3 4;12 1 Jurajda |role of a “central coordination body” for the ongoing reform and for the future of Czech R&D&I at a later stage
e management? Does any country you are aware of operate with so little analytical support for annually
distributing about 1bln Euro of R&D funding?
Chapter N N " P . .
WP b&c 3.4.2.3 Opatrny It would be useful to specify the mentioned ,direct resources of the institutes" in more detail done
Chapter Re the Academy, I would appreciate more details on how the authors came to this conclusion: is it
WP b&c 3 4’)2 3 Opatrny |based just on the bulk economic data covering the Academy as a whole or does it reflect the situation [done
e of most institutes?
Chapter ,We notice also the constant increase in the share of targeted funding allocated to the Ministry of
WP b&c 3 4p3 Opatrny |Industry and Trade, despite the creation of the Technology Agency."It would be useful if the authors |at a later stage
o elaborate on this topics, saying more about their views on the usefulness of this fact.
Chapter Broad objectives - I hope that at some later stage the Report will contain a more specific information
WP béc 3.5.1.2 Opatrny that would help a little bit in solving this dilemma at a later stage
Chapter I think this is a useful feedback. I would appreciate if the authors could specify here those ,sporadic canot be done yet - will do so in the future, if there are a
WP b&c Opatrny N “ N N A o
3.5.1.3 exceptions" as particular examples of a good practice. best practices'
Chapter "all ministries rigorously applied the prescribed processes" I would be interested whether the authors we did sFate thft this was based on mfolrmatlon ct{rrentl
WP b&c Opatrny n L at our disposal", and we do expect practice to be diverge
3.5.2 are aware of the practice of the Ministry of Industry and Trade
from theory and apparences
At various places of the report including appendices, the report is not carefully enough distinguishing [we have adapted the text (ch. 6 of our annex C); ProjMg
WP di| Chapter4 Munich between (i) methods used to evaluate scientific achievements (Evaluation methodology - EM) and (ii) |please adapt Intro to chapter 4 of IR accordingly; a more¢
! P rules guiding allocation of public funds (Funds allocation methodology - FAM). This being left detailed analysis & recommendations are subject of the
unspecified, the analysis and presentation sometimes becomes ambiguous and lacks clarity. next reports
) Chapter 4.1 It wlould be approgrlate to specify the % of the total in ordler to avoid nj@mterpretgtlons, for exlample this is not clear to us - will be sorted out in the next repc
WP d,i | - Research Kebo during the evaluation of the VZ [??] through cluster analysis and the Minister was interrogated in I 3 .
) A (detailled analysis of inst.fund.
Intentions Parliament.
We have added a short introduction explaining our data
Chapter 4.2 basis and have adapted ch. 3.2 and 3.3.3 of AC; we have
. P C The authors had at their disposal 2 versions of the 7 methodologies - their information sources now included the 2010 version, too (and in addition, we
WP d,i | - the Point Kebo N o
system represent therefore about a third had summary descriptions from the Technology Centre
about contents of the other versions); ProjMgt, please ta
this into account in ch. 4.2.1 of IR
. Chapter This is a list of negative comments on the evaluation methodology. The authors should indicate where |we adapted ch. 3.4.2 of AC; Proj.Mgt, please take into
WP d,i Kebo L N
4.2.2 this information comes from - resources? account for chapter 4.2.2 of IR
WP di Chapter Opatrn This section is more or less just a collection of opinions on the Evaluation Methodology. I would see prev.remark; we do not directly comment on relevan
! 4.2.2 P Y appreciate if the authors of the Report comment more on their relevance our own assessment is written down in ch. 6 of AC
Chapter It is mentioned that authors do not know of anyone performing a simulation of the effect of the use of |good to know; we will contact Munich and analyse his
WP d,i | 4.2.2 page Munich [the EM for the distribution of institutional funding. There had been simulation done by the RVVI material for the next report (we did not know about the
20 secretariat and it appeared in the official document “Preparation of Evaluation Methodology 2010”". document he quoted)
. Chapter It is good to offer a comparison of evaluation systems in different countries. I would appreciate more (will be expanded in next report (more about funding and
WP d,i Opatrny o s N N
4.2.3 details in this comparison add. Countries)
. . . . . . we remain with our conclusions but add in the intro to cr
WP d,i Chapter Opatrny This section contains rather general statements. I would appreciate if concrete arguments are applied of AC how we reached them. Examples, numbers,
4.2.4 to support them. N
calculations are planned for the next report.
In addition to what is mentioned, value added of the EM is that it evaluates all recipients of
WP di Pp 19, 28 Munich institutional support in the country and that it has helped to develop info system on research outputs. |we include these points (info systems to 3.4.2, quality
! P19, Among negative attributes of the EM it should be mentioned that it does not generate evaluations standards to ch. 6, both of AC)
benchmarked to world quality standards in each field
. . The Academy did not finish development of its own internal evaluation system yet - the system is still |corrected in the Annex Report, PriMgt. also please correc
WP d,i Pp 19: Munich g " :
at the early stage of development. in Final report (p. 19, first line).
Other sources of university funding (not listed) are (i) funding of educational activities (notably
Po 20 Munich greater funding pillar compared to R&D institutional funding), (ii) specific research funding of research |will be included in the next report, where we do a more
P related to PhDs, (iii) investment (maintenance and upgrades/expansions) funding chapter for detailed analysis of inst. Funding
education.
The IR reviews R&D evaluation and funding systems in the Netherlands, France and the UK. Since I some corrections will be made now, but what is perceive
WP d,i Pp21 Munich |know the UK system quite well, I find the overview (in Appendix 1, starting on page 90.) rather as missing (information about allocation of funding) will
incomplete and sometimes even misleading. included in the next report)
. |Annex p. 85, . N . . corrected in the text (we had no translation at the time,
WP d,i Sec. 333 Opatrny |The information about the Evaluation Methodology 2010 is not completely correct, only a summary from the TC)
The authors should be more specific: do they know of particular high-quality institutions that score low
. in the evaluation system and would be unjustly under-financed and do they know of particular
ProjMgt | Chapter 5 Opatrny lowquality institutions that would get the money since they score high? Which ,significant and high- covered at the S&T field level
quality research resources" in particular are endangered?
I would expect that the Report should give us a detailed analysis of what would be the advantages and
disadvantages of various models of coexistence of the Academy and Universities and would appreciate
ProjMgt | Chapter 5 Opatrny |hints of what could be the best for the future of the Czech research. I would also appreciate a more will be done in a later stage
thorough comparison of the performance of the Czech Academy of Sciences with its counterparts in
other countries (especially the Max Planck Society in Germany)
,Feedback is urgently needed about the connection between funding and the achievement of these
ProjMgt | Chapter 5 Opatrny |wider societal objectives." I strongly agree with this statement. But I miss some hint as how to wording improved
accomplish such a feedback.
ProjMgt | Chapter 5 Opatrny Although it is well kpown that the Academy usles its own evaluation system, I am missing an not sure whether this belongs to the tasks of this audit
independent analysis of how good the system is.
Chapter 5 - The authors should indicate here the cause for this gap. Not only universities should here develop
ProjMgt Conslusions Kebo activities and be more motivated. Does support for engineering education truly exist in the Czech will be done at a later stage

republic?
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ProjMgt Chapter_ 5- Kebo The ESF was created to encourage convergence of less developed regions, as the authors should point taken
Conclusions know.
ProiMat Chapter 5 - Kebo When describing the national RDI strategy one should clearly define the National Innovation Strategy improved wordin
Mg Conclusions (NIS) - is that one and the same? Are the authors having a third generation NIS in mind? P 9
. . |I do not understand the sentence: "unhealthy separation of higher education and research, research . "
ProjMgt | chapter 5.2 | Nedelnik institutes of the Academy and the Universities". improved wording
Recommend I would appreciate of the authors would be more specific about the ,significant risk" and the expected
ProjMgt N ,damage" that would result from application of the new allocation system.It would be good if the done
ation 1. . LN
authors comment more on the costs and risks of such a ,do nothing" approach
Recommend Recommendation no.1 presented at the very end of the IR (section 5.4) is very strong. I support the
ProjMgt ation 1 Munich |recommendation but it should be accompanied with explicit and straightforward arguments why any |done
: alternative temporary solution would be inferior one.
Recommend I completely agree with this recommendation. However, in the present form I find it rather general
ProjMgt ation 2 and vague and would appreciate if the authors in some later stage of the project provide us with more |will be done at a later stage

detailed suggestions.




