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SAKSTITTEL:
Sketch of Evaluation Process of Research Strategy 2005-2009, New Research Strategy Process 2009

Henvisning til lovverk, plandokumenter og tidligere behandling i styret:
Hovedproblemstillinger i saken:
Intro

The NCHR Research Strategy 2005-2009 was to be evaluated after 3 years – i.e. at the end of 2007. Due in part to the change of Director, and the NFR evaluation of legal research in 2009, postponing the evaluation until 2009 seems appropriate.

If carefully planned and implemented, the evaluation may serve at least three purposes:

· Assist the Board in assessing strengths and weaknesses of the Research Strategy 2005-9 and its implementation.

· Provide added input to the evaluation of the Norwegian institutions for legal research.

· Enhance the process toward a new Research Strategy 2010-2015, e.g. to be decided by the Board in December 2009.

Objectives of the 2005-2009 Research strategy

The objectives of the 2005-2009 strategy were to “contribute to make NCHR a leading international research environment for international human rights. …

The priority areas shall influence the allocation of NCHR’s resources, such as support to research groups, research applications, recruitment, office space, administrative funds, etc. Such a research strategy makes it easier to discuss and handle dilemmas that might occur between ideals about freedom in research, societal responsibility and financial needs. One important purpose with the research strategy is to define concrete research projects and to generate external financing within the priority areas.”
Evaluation: Objectives and Process

The evaluation should seek to determine how well these objectives have been met, given the resources available; especially concerning international publications and competence building within human rights research in the various disciplines represented at NCHR, most prominently: Law, political science, philosophy, anthropology.

The timing of the evaluation may benefit from coordination with the assessment of the faculties of law in Norway, undertaken late 2008-early 2009.

The evaluation may also feed into the preparations, during 2009, of a possible new Research strategy for 2010-15 to be decided by the NCHR Board late 2009.

Time line:

Fall 2008:

· Develop Mandate for evaluation.
· Appoint external evaluators, if desired.
· Provide self-evaluation, at least with regard to

· lists of publications, doctoral defenses, Post-Doc’s etc, with a cut-off date e.g. Jan 1 2009 or April 1, 2009.

· evaluations by individual researchers.
The plans for a new research strategy for 2010-15 should start, e.g. with 

· a discussion among the researchers about a good process, lessons learned etc.

· expectations and requirements from the Board

· input from the Programmes
· etc
March 2009:

· A ‘self report’ from NCHR must be provided by March 6, 2009, to the Faculty as part of the evaluation of legal research. This may also be of use for the evaluators of the Research Strategy.

May 2009: 

· Evaluation Report completed, in time to integrate recommendations into the 2010 Research strategy.

Fall 2009

· Work on a new Research Strategy continues.
· December: Board decides on a new Research Strategy for 2010-15.

Format

To provide the Board with sufficiently independent assessment, it seems well advised to supplement internally produced documentation – publication lists, Annual plans and reports - with assessments by external reviewers/referees. While it may be too burdensome for them to read many of the publications, everything should be available to them on request. They should cover several of the disciplines present at the NCHR, and should be explicitly asked to address certain particular concerns, including the following. This may be done by studying the publications alone, but also possibly by performing on-site interviews, written e-correspondence, etc.
Particular Concerns

Given the multiple objectives of the evaluation, it may be particularly valuable to assess

· the ambitions in terms of domain of research topics, in light of existing and planned qualifications among the staff: Was it too broad? Too specific?

· The means: The role of the Director of Research; two research groups for social science/humanities and law, respectively; workshops on application writing; Funding primarily used to increase PhD-students’ exposure to international conferences etc.

· The ‘output’ regarding quality and quantity of publications, Competence building in Norway in terms of PhD students etc.

- with an explicit concern to draw lessons for the next Research Strategy.

Possible Evaluators

Potential evaluators might include:
· Michael Freeman – assessed research in 2007 (?) Political Science/Philosophy

· Martin Scheinin – assessed research in 2007 (?)  Law

· Sheldon Leader, Professor, School of Law, Essex/Human Rights Centre, Essex

· A faculty member from the Department of Sociology of Law at the UiO
· etc
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