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Statement proposing amendments to the Evaluation System for 

Public Higher Education Institutions 
 

Introduction 

On 1 December 2020, the University of Iceland, the University of Akureyri, Hólar University 

College, the Agricultural University of Iceland, the Ministry of Education, Science and Culture, 

the Ministry of Finance and Economic Affairs, the State University Professors' Union, the 

Association of University Teachers at the University of Iceland, and the Association of 

University Teachers at the University of Akureyri entered into an agreement on the Evaluation 

System for Public Higher Education Institutions. In accordance with this agreement, the project 

management team at the Network of Public Universities in Iceland appoints a board for the 

Evaluation System. 

 

On 16 February 2021, the project management team appointed a six-person board for the 

Evaluation System for Public Higher Education Institutions for a three-year term: 

 

• Guðbjörg Linda Rafnsdóttir, pro-rector of science, chair (UI) 

• Ása L. Aradóttir, professor (public universities other than UI) 

• Guðmundur Freyr Úlfarsson, professor (UI) 

• Guðmundur Hálfdanarson, professor (UI) 

• Guðrún Jóhanna Guðmundsdóttir, specialist (representative of the Ministry of Finance 

and Economic Affairs and the Ministry of Education, Science and Culture) 

• Þórólfur Matthíasson, professor (union representative) 

 

The board employs Halldór Jónsson, director of the Division of Science and Innovation, and 

Brynja Dís Guðmundsdóttir, project manager at the Division of Science and Innovation. 

 

In accordance with the letter of appointment, the board is responsible for various regular tasks 

in connection with evaluating the performance of university employees, but also for conducting 

a comprehensive review of the Evaluation System. In accordance with the board's formal 

statement of duties, the first proposals must be submitted by 1 July 2021, to be discussed in the 

autumn semester by the public universities and other stakeholders. This comprehensive review 

must be fully completed by 1 December 2021. 

 

General considerations in the review process 

This review looks at the Evaluation System for Public Higher Education Institutions, but not 

the ways in which the results of performance evaluations are used in different funding 

distribution and motivational systems at the public universities.  For example, the review does 

not consider how aspects of performance evaluation affect positioning in state wage systems, 

promotion of academic staff, allocation of grants from funds such as productivity evaluation 

funds, transfer of job components, or the distribution of funding between schools at the public 

universities. 

 

The review emphasised that the Evaluation System should reflect commitment to a varied 

approach to performance evaluation for university employees and consideration of different 



publication conventions between disciplines. This is consistent with the Strategy of UI. Other 

universities and research centres that use the Evaluation System have also agreed to this 

approach within the Network of Public Universities in Iceland. 

 

The review aimed particularly at increasing the transparency of evaluation rules and the fairness 

of evaluation. Emphasis was on clarifying the factors that impact evaluation where there are 

gaps in the system. The aim was to help employees better understand the basis of the evaluation.  

 

The board for the Evaluation System has consulted with the UI Science Committee, the UI 

Academic Affairs Committee and other equivalent bodies at other public universities. In 

particular, assistance was sought from specialists in the evaluation of books, teaching quality, 

software, and intellectual property. 

 

Care was taken to ensure that the total impact of proposed amendments would cause as little 

'inflation' in the motivational systems as possible. The board for the Evaluation System has 

roughly assessed the projected impact of the amendments and it is believed to be negligible. 

The impact assessment for the proposals does indicate that there will be a slight increase in 

points for teaching, but this is consistent with the recommendations of the international review 

and the public universities' aim to increase the significance of teaching in performance 

evaluation. 

 

Entry into force and retroactive application 

It is proposed that the new Evaluation System enter into force on 1 January 2022. It will 

therefore be used to evaluate job performance and works published this year. The performance 

evaluation for 2022 will take place in February 2023. 

 

In 2009, significant amendments were made to the Evaluation System; for example, evaluation 

of published works changed slightly due to stricter requirements regarding publishers' academic 

working practices. There was a reduction in points awarded for publishing work with various 

journals and publishers whose peer review practices, for example, were not considered to meet 

the latest standards. In the interests of fairness, it was permissible to use the old evaluation 

system for the initial evaluation of new academic staff. This turned out to be complicated to 

implement and also difficult for new staff members to understand which evaluation rules 

applied retroactively at any given time. 

 

Considering that the proposed amendments do not involve any fundamental changes to the 

evaluation of published works or job performance, and in order to simplify initial evaluation 

and make the process more transparent, it is recommended that the performance and works of 

new academic staff who start work on or after 1 January 2022 be evaluated solely on the basis 

of the new Evaluation System. 

 

 

  



 

Main proposed amendments and explanations 

 

Section A – Research  
 

No amendments are proposed to the rule on jointly authored works, re-evaluation of older 

works, or special evaluation. It is proposed that the Finnish Publication Forum rating and 

classification system, developed by the Federation of Finnish Learned Societies (TSV), be used 

to classify publishers and journals to a greater extent than before. More details about this are 

provided in the proposal for a new Evaluation System. 

 

Theses (A1) 

Hitherto, Master's and Candidate's theses have been worth 15 research points. It is proposed 

that this provision be repealed, but that PhD theses continue to be worth 30 points. Awarding 

points for Master's and Candidate's theses has particularly benefited those applying for new jobs 

at the public universities. In light of the fact that the vast majority of applicants now have a PhD 

and that nobody is eligible to apply for such a position without a Master's of Candidate's degree, 

it is considered appropriate to remove this provision. 

 

Evaluation of published books (A2 and A3) 

The current Evaluation System sorts books into four categories. Each category represents a span 

of 25 points, with a maximum of 100 points awarded for books. It is recommended that this be 

simplified such that the highest category is worth 80 points, the second worth 60 and the third 

worth 40. The lowest category will continue to award 0-25 points. Based on an analysis of the 

evaluation of books in recent years, carried out in consultation with specialists, the board 

believes that this amendment will deliver fairer results and is conducive to increasing 

transparency. It is also proposed that in exceptional circumstances, an outstanding Icelandic 

book may be awarded 60 points, equal to an outstanding book published internationally. 

 

As previously, outstanding books must be published by the most respected publishers in the 

world. Publishers are now classified using the Finnish Publication Forum rating and 

classification system and a list of publishers in this category is updated regularly. 

 

Evaluation of book chapters will remain almost unchanged, according to this proposal. 

However, it will be highlighted that the combined evaluation of chapters by the same author in 

the same work cannot award more points than the maximum points value of the book in the 

relevant category (A2.1 to A2.4). 

 

Journal articles (A4) 

Articles in academic journals are evaluated in four categories and the international databases 

Scopus and Web of Science (WoS) have been used to support evaluation, as well as several 

Nordic databases. It is proposed that, as well as Scopus and WoS, the Finnish Publication Forum 

rating and classification system will be used rather than other Nordic resources. The reason is 

that the Finnish system appears to have a more solid foundation than the other Nordic databases 

and is updated regularly. The Nordic countries are increasingly relying on the Finnish 

Publication Forum. The basis for the Finnish system is explained in the proposal. 

 



It is also proposed that the board for the Evaluation System take responsibility for classifying 

journals not included in the aforementioned databases, in particular Icelandic journals. The 

board will gather information about working practices at these journals regarding peer review 

and academic assessment of published materials. Classification criteria will be comparable to 

the Finnish Publication Forum rating and classification system. These criteria are explained in 

further detail in Appendix I to the Evaluation System. In accordance with the classification 

criteria, it is recommended that articles published in journals in the Web of Science: Emerging 

Sources Citation Index will be awarded 15 points.  

 

It is proposed that articles published in so-called 'predatory' journals will not be awarded points. 

An appendix contains guidance on the tell-tale signs of these journals and how to avoid them. 

 

A special protocol from the former Evaluation System Committee authorised the awarding of 

additional points for journal articles with an impact factor in the top 2%. According to this 

provision, each author received 10 additional points and the first author 20 additional points. 

This meant that one journal article with multiple authors working at the public universities could 

generate over 100 or even over 200 points. It is proposed that this provision be removed, since 

it leads to inequality between disciplines and, under the circumstances described above, the 

awarding of an unreasonably high number of points for a single published work. 

 

Articles in conference publications (A5) 

No substantive amendments are proposed, but the list of outstanding conference publications 

will be based on the Finnish Publication Forum rating and classification system and updated 

regularly. It should also be noted that conference publications archived only in open digital 

repositories are not included in this category. 

 

Lectures and posters (A6) 

No amendments. 

 

Academic editorial work (A7) 

It is proposed that points be awarded for sub or co-editing, for example as a national editor or 

editor for a specific topic area. It is also proposed that points be awarded for editing a series of 

books. The annual maximum points for editing books and journals will also be standardised, 

meaning that the maximum value of journal editing will fall from 18 to 15 points per year.  

 

Reports, reviews and translations (A8) 

It is proposed that substantial reports be evaluated for a maximum of five points rather than 

three, as was previously the case. The purpose of this is to ensure consistency with the value of 

reports in Section D. It should be noted that reports are a declining publication format in 

universities. Nevertheless, there are frequent examples of substantial reports that are 

academically original, and these may be worth up to five research points.  

 

No other significant amendments are proposed, but the span of points available for individual 

sub-categories has been clarified in order to make the system more transparent and predictable.  

 

Creation of learning material for preschools, compulsory schools or upper secondary 

schools (A9) 

No significant amendments proposed. 



 

Innovation and knowledge transfer (A10) 

Several amendments are proposed in this section of the Evaluation System: 

 

• Start-up company. It is proposed that category A10.1 on start-up companies and 

knowledge transfer be moved entirely to service (Section D), since it is about the 

exploitation of research rather than research itself.  

• Participation in design and planning competition. It is proposed that participation in 

such competitions be awarded up to five points under the category A10.1.  

• Software. It is proposed that the evaluation of software be amended such that research 

software is evaluated under category A10.2 for research points, but other software is 

evaluated in the service section as "Transfer of specialist knowledge".  

• Patents. It is proposed that rather than awarding employees 10 points for published 

patents and five additional points for granted patents, employees will receive five points 

for submitting a priority patent application and 10 additional points for submitting an 

international PCT patent application or national patent application. This amendment is 

designed to motivate staff at an earlier point in the process. There will be no particular 

reward for granted patents. The reason for this is that it can take up to five years to get 

a patent granted.  Generally it is assumed that by this point, a licensing agreement will 

have been signed with a start-up company, founded by the employee in order to exploit 

an invention, or with an established company that will develop and market the 

technology.   

• Artistic innovation. This category is reserved for teaching staff hired to teach subjects 

related to the arts. It is proposed that an amendment be introduced such that an instructor 

hired to teach the visual arts may not receive points for artistic creation in another area, 

such as music. This is intended to create consistency with the rule for other academic 

staff, who cannot receive research points for artistic creations since they were not hired 

to create art. No further amendments are proposed in this category. 

 

Citations (A11) 

Citations are tallied for university employees on recruitment and an employee may apply for a 

recount in connection with the annual performance report. It is proposed that only citations in 

Scopus and WoS be counted, i.e. no points will be awarded for citations not included in these 

databases. It is known that citation frequency varies significantly between different subjects. 

The most points are awarded for the first citations, with a gradual reduction in research points 

as the number of citations increases. This is intended to redress the inequality between subjects. 

It is proposed that points should be reduced still further when the number of citations reaches 

4000 or higher. 

 

Grants from competitive funds (A12) 

No significant amendments are recommended for this category, but it is proposed that points 

for grants should not be counted in the initial evaluation of new hires. The reason for this is that 

it is difficult to obtain confirmed information about older grants awarded to new employees.  

 

  



 

Section B - Teaching 
 

Several amendments are proposed in this section, primarily pertaining to increased evaluation 

of teaching quality and rewards for innovation in teaching. 

 

Teaching experience (B1) 

No significant amendments are proposed in this category. Evaluation of teaching technology 

courses will be moved to the category for innovation in teaching (B4). 

 

Pedagogical works (B2) 

No significant amendments are proposed here, but the information will be simplified by 

combining two sub-categories for pedagogical works and clarifying evaluation criteria. 

 

Innovation in teaching (B4) 

It is proposed that the maximum number of points awarded in this category be reduced from 10 

points to five. Hitherto, the maximum number of points in this category has only been awarded 

for establishing a new study programme. However, in light of the fact that the public universities 

have recently emphasised the need to counteract the increase in study programmes, the board 

felt it was no longer appropriate to reward the establishment of new programmes.    

 

It is proposed that five new areas of evaluation be introduced, all of which are related to quality 

and achievement in teaching. These are: successful application for reduction in teaching duties 

to facilitate pedagogical development, admission to the Teaching Academy, evaluation of 

teaching portfolio by international experts, and development of courses for international 

networks such as Aurora. It should also be noted that the administration section includes new 

areas of evaluation related to administration of academic affairs. 

 

 

Section C - Administration 
 

It is proposed that the position of department head be awarded 10 points, rather than 5-10. The 

reason is that it has proved difficult to obtain standardised data on the extent of departments. It 

is also proposed that the position of faculty head be evaluated in three categories (30, 40 and 

50 points) depending on turnover, number of employees and number of students at the faculty. 

 

There are three proposed new positions that will be awarded points in the administration section: 

deputy head of faculty, director of academic development, and member of selection committee.  

 

 

Section D - Service 
 

In this section, the board has generally attempted to clarify evaluation criteria, especially where 

there is a significant span of points available. It is also proposed that an annual cap of 20 points 

be set on educational material for the public. This category has also been renamed: "Transfer 

of specialist knowledge". One new category is also proposed for this section: "Knowledge 

transfer that utilises methods in the field of art and technology". Software that does not meet 



the requirements for A10.2, including open access software, was added to the section on 

knowledge transfer. 

 

Category D7 on start-up companies and licensing agreements is now much better defined. There 

is, however, a significant span of points available, since start-ups and licensing agreements are 

evaluated, on the one hand, based on domestic and international impact and, on the other hand, 

based on the employee's contribution. It is possible to apply to have knowledge transfer re-

evaluated when its impact increases, but there is a cap on the total number of points available. 

It should be noted that employees of the Intellectual Property Committee of UI and Landspítali 

University Hospital take part in an annual evaluation of intellectual property and the committee 

can provide all the most important information about knowledge transfer of this kind. 


