ANNEX 3
Reply to the Comments on the Preliminary Evaluation Report

We thank Prof. S. Gutwirth and his team for their comments on our preliminary evaluation report. We have read and discussed their replies carefully, but decided to not change our report. Here are our replies.

1. The committee does not question the individual qualities of the senior researchers that are involved. As the committee has pointed out, many of them have international reputations and a good, and in some cases excellent track-record. 

2. The committee, however, was not asked to assess the individual quality of the participants, but to evaluate the added value of the network. On this point, the committee thinks its evaluation is fair and appropriate. The network has an interesting core, but the project should be straightened in a next phase. Some of the workpackages did not contribute much to the overall purposes of the network, one as far as we could see nothing at all. 

3. Belspo has invited an international committee to review the network. The committee has evaluated the network from an international point of view. Specific Belgian aspects (e.g. the added value of teaming up scholars from the two Belgian language communities) should be assessed by Belgian authorities, not by peers from abroad. From an international point of view, the track-record of the network (distinguished from the track-record of its individual participants) is in some respects not yet satisfactory. More English-language publications and a better website will be needed to establish the network in the global intellectual community. The committee recommends a more explicit outer-directedness. 

4. Assessed as an educational project, the life of the project has been too short to make a really sound evaluation. The committee notes, however, that in many countries, PhD students are expected to present their work to their peers in an earlier phase than it may be customary in Belgium. The committee recommends for the next phase to adopt the international customs on this. 

5. The network explicitly presents itself as an experimental, action research oriented project. In presenting their project, the network seems to have not realized enough that an evaluation like the one the international panel was invited to make, has to focus on the outcomes of action, not on the process. We do not question that the network has been inspiring to its participants. During the site visit, many participants have stressed the value of the network on this score. The panel, however, has no means to evaluate the process. It can only assess its outcomes, which were hardly mentioned in the overview document as well as at the site visit. On that score, we stick to the assessment we have filed.

6. The committee recommends that the next phase of the project should be concentrated on what in our judgement is its most promising aspect: the interaction between scholars from science studies and the law. By doing so, we believe that it will be possible to form a coherent research project with constructively interacting participants and workpackages. 

7. The incoherence of the present project is clearly reflected in the overview document and in the presentations at the site visit. The individual worpackages were presented by different scholars and not much effort was made to relate them. The committee believes that a fruitful interrelation of projects and workpackages should result from a successful network. By reconsidering the coherence of the cognitive aims, the structure, and the division of labour in the network in the next phase, this goal should be reached, which will also help "enabling young teams to benefit from the environment of excellence". 

8. The full list of publications provided by the network in addition to their comments of our preliminary evaluation report does not change our view of a lack of a good publication track-record. The key members of the network do indeed publish a lot but not all of these publications have an added value to the theme of the network. Moreover, the publication lists of some authors are too long and some even listed conference papers and other unpublished material. We recommend the network members to focus on the publication of a couple of high-profile publications a year. Thee committee also encourages the members of different workpackages to engage in joint publication projects. 

On behalf of the committee,
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Stephan Hartmann (President of the Committee)
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