
 

ANVUR 

 
Meeting of the Advisory Committee, March 22nd 2012 

MINUTES 

 

Agenda of the Meeting held on March 22nd 2012, 3 pm: 

1.       VQR 2004-2010 (Evaluation of Research Quality) 
2.       Organizational structure and funding 
3.       Report of the Board of Directors on the following themes: 

a.     Evaluation of University teaching quality and governance (Prof. Massimo 
Castagnaro) 

b.    Ph.D. (Prof. Andrea Bonaccorsi) 
4.      AOB 

 

Attendees: 

 

CUN Andrea Lenzi 

ESU Fernando M Galán Palomares 
Leonardo Esposito 

CNSU Elisa Ljljianic 
Stefano Lonardi 

Francesco Mattia Sgura 
CNEL Guido Fiegna 

Gianfelice Rocca (Chairman) 

Mariano Bella 

Conferenza Stato-Regioni Adriana Agrimi 

ERC Claudio Bordignon (in videoconference) 
CODAU Luca Bardi 

OCSE Dirk Van Damme (in videoconference) 

 

Absentees (justified): 

 

CRUI Marco Mancini 
CNEL Francesca Aulicino 

ERC Giorgio Margaritondo 
EUA Jean Marc Rapp 

Lincei Ciro Ciliberto 

 

  



The Chairman invites Roberto Farolfi to attend the meeting as a secretary. The Committee agrees. 

 

The Committee invites Prof. Stefano Fantoni, Prof. Sergio Benedetto, Prof. Andrea Bonaccorsi and Prof. 

Massimo Castagnaro from the Board of Directors and the Director Dr. Roberto Torrini to attend the 

meeting. 

 

1) VQR 2004-2010 (Evaluation of Research Quality) 

 

Prof. Sergio Benedetto, coordinator of the VQR, provides a brief description of the research evaluation 
activity starting in these days, following a consolidated schedule. He illustrates analogies and 
differences with other evaluation experiences performed in the UK. The importance of this activity is 
stressed, since it will both influence the distribution of resources, and pursue the main goal of 
presenting a rigorous picture of the Italian research status.  

Following closely any previous Italian round of evaluation, the VQR 2004-2010 will include works 
coming from every researcher of Italian institutes. 

The Italian VQR will be based on the evaluation of 200.000 products. Previous experiences in the UK 
were limited to a much smaller amount. The Committee expresses its concern about the capability of 
the Agency to cope with such a big amount of work, considering that it can rely upon narrow 
resources. 

Detailed results will be published for each structure, area and department. The Committee opines that 
granulometry and consistency of the presented data should allow comparisons between different 
departments within structures, and between similar departments of different institutions. 

The VQR will describe the quality of each specific research, not of the entire output. However, ANVUR 
plans to publish also some additional information. The Committee recommends producing and 
publishing data describing productivity of the evaluated entities and the extent of the quality 
variances that occur within each of them as well. 

The Committee considers that a 7-year period (2004-2010) is very long for this kind of activity. At a 
steady state the ideal interval between evaluations should be 4-5 years. The Board agrees on this 
matter. 

The Committee acknowledges that an effort towards internationalization has been made, but still the 
number of international reviewers (about 20%) is not completely satisfactory. The Committee also 
recommends translating a greater number of documents in English, since maintaining a good 
international reputation should represent a priority for the Agency. 

The Committee underlines the importance of the independence of reviewers. Prof. Benedetto 
mentions the existence of a strict Code of Conduct. 

The Committee points out that it is important to take into consideration the value of interdisciplinary 
research. The most interesting discoveries are indeed made when different disciplines meet. The 
Board agrees and explains that evaluators, while assessing interdisciplinary research, will appoint 
consensus groups by picking experts from different panels. 

  



2) Organizational structure and funding 
 

Dott. Roberto Torrini describes the organizational structure and explains bureaucratic and 
administrative challenges the structure is facing. 

Among them, the most critical points are the amount of resources, timing of financing and rigid 
bureaucratic procedures needed to obtain approvals for every new regulation or hire. The amount of 
human and financial resources available are severely narrowed, in comparison with similar agencies 
in other countries (French AERES is cited as an example). 

The Committee praises the Board for the job done with limited resources in these first months and 
wishes for the application – in the future – of a less rigid system and a reduction of bureaucratic effort. 
In particular, less rigid recruiting procedures for what concerns human resources employed for a 
limited time, are to be hoped for.  

Moreover, the Committee recommends the Board to produce a detailed planning of resources and 
an organogram at steady state, in order to make an esteem of the necessary means. 

 

3) Report of the Executive Board on the following themes: 

a. Evaluation of University Teaching Quality and Governance (Prof. Massimo 
Castagnaro)  

 
Prof. Massimo Castagnaro explains the recent Legislative Decree (D.lgs. 19 del 27/01/2012) and states 
that the law gives ANVUR 120 days to develop a document setting up principles of accreditation and 
evaluation procedure. 
 
Didactics and university governance will face two separate processes: accreditation and evaluation. 
While accreditation shall be a binary process, evaluation will assign scores to structures and courses. 
 
The process of evaluation will be divided into two parts: 

1. Development, for every institute, of an internal quality assurance (internal audit). The Agency’s 
role will be assessing assurance system and compliance level of the structures. 

2. Assessment of quantitative parameters 

The Committee agrees with the expounded scheme and recommends including among the parameters 
job placement indicators. 
 
The Committee also suggests the Agency to be very precise in defining the units of evaluation. 
The experience of NVAO (the educational accreditation organization of the Netherlands and Flanders) 
suggests that the chosen approach is correct; nevertheless, the idea of evaluating all structures and 
courses is ambitious, in comparison with available resources. The Committee recommends 
verifying if the law consents avoiding the evaluation of every single course: a feasible and effective 
alternative approach might be evaluating the capability of institutes to assess their own courses. 
 
Moreover, the Agency is counseled to motivate and promote a strong usage of Information 
Technology in the assurance processes. 
 
  



b. Ph.D. (Prof. Andrea Bonaccorsi) 

 
Prof. Andrea Bonaccorsi briefly describes the principles the Agency is considering to use, if it will be 
asked to prepare an analogous process of evaluation for Ph.D. courses. 
 
While accreditation will be mainly established on minimum thresholds, evaluation will be based on a 
comparative analysis of several factors. Elements that will be taken into consideration will include 
scientific productivity, attractiveness and internationalization, teaching quality, employability and 
students’ feedback. 
 
The Committee suggests ANVUR to take into consideration the importance of technology transfer and 
value the bridge existing between research and innovation. On the other hand, the Committee 
underlines that it is not task of the Agency to decide whether the ultimate goal of PhD courses is to 
produce industrial researchers or academicians. 
 
PhD programs – by nature – should not be homogeneous, and a possible standardization would be a 
threat posed by homogenous evaluation criteria. Different missions should require different measures; 
and all that should be taken into consideration. 

*** 

A document drawn up by the Committee member prof. Ciro Ciliberto, who was unable to attend the 
meeting, is distributed for information to the Advisory Committee members and to the Board of 
Directors members. 

 


