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Panel B: Biomedical Sciences

INTRODUCTION
BACKGROUND
The overall objectives of Comparative expert assessment (CEA) of research and development in
Lithuania were:
To provide the Lithuanian public, policy-makers and decision-makers and the academic community
with the expert-based evaluation of the status and competitiveness of Lithuanian research in
comparison to the national and international practice.
Comparative assessment of research and development is an integral part of R&D evaluation system. In
2017 a renewed two-stage evaluation system was introduced, where the first stage (quantitative
assessment) is implemented by the Research Council of Lithuania (LMT) and the second stage (qualitive
assessment) is organised by the Research and Higher Education Monitoring and Analysis Centre
(MOSTA). The aim of assessment is to evaluate all participating Units of Assessment (UoA) using three
criteria: research quality, economic and social impact and development potential. The results of CEA
will enable the Ministry of Education and Science to allocate 60% of basic funding for R&D. CEA will be
organized every 5 years starting from 2018.
The assessment shall produce evidence based analytical material that carefully and in detail analyses
the research excellence and competitiveness of Lithuanian research, whilst also considering its
socioeconomic impact and the development prospects of research activities. This material provides
evidence for research policy making at different levels as well as enabling the research institutions
involved in the process to gain a significant impetus for improving their operations. The Higher
education institutions and their constituent faculties/departments/research groups or State research
institutes were evaluated. The institutions, involved in the assessment process, formed their Units of
Assessment (UoA) engaged in one area of research (agricultural sciences, humanities, biomedical
sciences, physical sciences, social sciences or technological sciences). One Institution could have more
than one UoA.
Altogether six expert panels (61 experts in total) were appointed to perform the evaluation. This
document is the report of Panel B: Biomedical sciences.
SCOPE OF BIOMEDICAL SCIENCES PANEL & INSTITUTIONS INVOLVED
The Panel was asked to evaluate the research using the following criteria: the quality of R&D activities,
economic and social impact of R&D activities and development potential of R&D activities and to score
each Unit on a five-point scale*, namely, ranging from excellent [5] to poor [1] or no R&D [0] The
evaluation period was 2013 – 2017.
The quality of R&D activities was evaluated in one of two levels – either in a research area (broad field)
or a research field (narrow field) depending on the size of the research field considering researcher’s
FTE and the study fields in which the UoA operates or hold a PhD right. Economic and social impact as
well as development potential were evaluated only in research area.
Panel B was asked to assess 17 UoA in 10 institutions. The scientific disciplines of these institutions
include Biology, Biophysics, Botany, Ecology and environment, Medicine, Nursing, Odontology,
Pharmacy, Public health, Zoology. The institutions were as follows:
Universities:
* The scale of each criterion can be found in the regulation of CEA methodology approved by the Minister of Education and Science in Lithuanian

at: https://www.e-tar.lt/portal/lt/legalAct/6de23010a2c011e78a4c904b1afa0332/OLQDQXSWpB
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1. Klaipeda University
2. Lithuanian University of Educational Sciences
3. Vytautas Magnus University
4. Vilnius University
5. Aleksandras Stulginskis University
6. Lithuanian Sports University
7. Lithuanian University of Health Sciences
Research institutes:
1. State Research Institute Centre for Innovative Medicine
2. Nature Research Centre
3. National Cancer Institute
MATERIAL ON WHICH ASSESSMENT WAS MADE
The evaluation by the Panel was based on the material prepared by the UoA, R&D activities evaluation
results provided by the Research Council of Lithuania (RCL) for the years 2013–2016, publicly available
information via the websites of the research institutions and other official sources as well as site visits
and meetings with the representatives of the UoA. The Panel and the organisers of the CEA do not take
any responsibility for the quality and accuracy of the information submitted by the individual UoA.
ASSESSMENT PROCEDURE
Experts from Panel B visited Lithuania on October 1 – 5, 2018 and during this period they made site
visits to all UoA. The final Panel B assessments were based on data provided for the experts with
contextual information about Lithuanian higher education and research system, as well as information
and documents necessary for the evaluation of the UoA and evidence gathered during site visits. At least
three Panel members were present at each visit. All provided materials by UoA were read in detail by at
least three Panel members and then discussed by the whole Panel on at least two occasions, namely,
before and after the Panel visits to the Units.
Expert assessment is carried out following the principles of transparency, equality, mutual recognition,
diversity, clarity, reliability, consistency, proportionality and non-discrimination.
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ASSESSMENT OF THE UNIT

ASU_EES, Ecology and Environmental Sciencies, Aleksandras Stulginskis
University
UoA abbreviation

ASU_EES

Name of the UoA

Ecology and Environmental Sciencies

Name of institution

Aleksandras Stulginskis University

Type of institution

University

No. of research staff (with PhD) FTE in 2017

4,15

No. of teaching staff (with PhD) FTE in 2017

15,1

The quality of R&D activities:
Research field:

Score No. of research staff
(with PhD) FTE in 2017

No. of teaching staff
(with PhD) FTE in 2017

Ecology and environmental (03B)

3

15,1

4,15

The economic and social impact of R&D activities
Score

3

Development potential of UoA
Score

3

The quality of R&D activities:
Ecology and environmental (03B)

The UoA is strong with limited international recognition (score: 3 good).
The selected best research outputs of the UoA include a very wide range of topics: forestry, pollution,
bioenergy, agricultural soils, invasive species, biodiversity, forestry and global change, bioenergy, and
mycology. Most activities reported belong to applied sciences in agriculture/forestry or engineering. The
research is published in moderate to relatively high impact journals, but the researchers from UoA are often
in collaborator roles in bigger author consortia and only a few of the best papers have been led by researchers
from the UoA. The recognition of ASU EES researchers by different national public and private stakeholders
is very good; a national award of science, a national business awards for best innovative technology, several
further innovation awards and recognitions, and recognitions of young scientists. Still, the fairly low
participation in competitive R&D projects is reflected by the ca 622000 eur contract funding reported within
five projects during the assessed period. During the UoA visit the volume of all R&D projects 2013-2017
funded by various sources, i.e. including non-competitive funding, was reported as 3,4 million eur.
The UoA reports the following indicators of quality progress during 2013-2017: over 50% increase in
publications in Q1 high-quality scientific journals, H-index of UoA scientists increased 20%, increased
number of international research projects, number of PhD students increased about 25%, improvements in
motivational systems. The international collaboration has European-wide dimensions and has resulted in
more than 15 joint publications with Swedish scientists, and 9-14 joint publications with Finnish, German,
Polish, Czech, Austrian and Italian scientists providing evidence of international recognition.
The economic and social impact of R&D activities
The UoA carries out important scientific research and is an important partner in R&D outside the academic
community (score: 3 good). The scientific research of UoA is important for society. The relationship with
business, decision-makers and the society is appropriate to a recognised institution carrying out academic
activities.
The general mission of ASU has been characterized by the unit representatives in the following way
(paraphrased): creating and disseminating scientific knowledge aiming at safe and healthy food and fullfledged living environment for Lithuanian citizens. This overall mission clearly has important socio-
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economic dimensions, not only for Lithuania but also in the wider global context. The R&D profile of the
UoA supports the accomplishment of the mission.
Research funding from the national and international public sector has declined throughout the assessment
period but this is not unique for the UoA but also found in many other Lithuanian biomedical UoAs. There
are some R&D contracts with the private sector, but their volume is low (research-business cooperation
agreements: n 5, total funding ca 111000 eur). Research outputs elaborated for private industry include
agricultural work (agronomy: fertilizers, pesticide effects, land use practices for wheat; forestry: global
change, pine genetics), engineering (biofuel production and purification - biodiesel, biogas, oil, alcohols),
water pollution and monitoring activities. There is no doubt that these research activities have important
socio-economic relevance and they already are or are expected to be beneficial for the Lithuanian society.
However, the technical and intellectual resources found at the UoA could probably support a clearly bigger
collaboration with public and private stakeholders.
Researchers from UoA participate in several important national boards and organizations. These commissions
concern mainly technical sciences, agronomy and agriculture including fertilizer technology, but also
rare/threatened species and national grant agency boards. Consultations are actively provided for ministries
and private stakeholders: mainly on agriculture, environmental technologies for water purification, water
quality and invasive species. UoA members have mainly been involved in organizing mostly national
conferences in the field of agriculture. Several UoA members are involved in editorial boards of journals,
but primarily in national journals (mainly agronomy and forestry), and in some low visibility international
journals (except for Eur. J. For. Res.) and serve as members in many established international organizations
such as IUFRO, DAISIE, AWCT and Global Research Alliance. Popularization activities are exemplary and
include both popular science articles as well as seminars and contracts to provide advice to farmers. In
addition, scientific and practical information is given to stakeholders active within water management,
biofuels and adaptation of forests to global change.
Development potential of UoA
The UoA has the potential to improve its ratings (score: 3 good). The UoA is capable of improving the
quality of its R&D activities and its economic and social impact assessments by 2 points within the next 510 years.
The scientific human resources of the UoA are listed as 4,15 FTE research staff with PhD and 15,1 FTE
teaching staff with PhD in 2017. PhD students were only seven in 2017 and no PhD thesis defences were
reported during the assessed period. The gender balance is good; chief researcher 1 F, senior researchers 1
F + 1 M, researcher 1 M, junior researchers 2 F + 1 M, professors 5 F + 8 M, associate professors 8 F + 4
M, lecturers 3 F + 2 M. The age group 25-34 years is underrepresented among the employees which is
somewhat worrisome. The employee recruitment/termination balance is positive. The human resource
management (HRM) including principles and practices of qualification, recruitment, evaluation, promotion,
rewarding, internationalisation etc are given due attention. The policies are university-wide, comprehensive,
understandable and transparent. Career advances seem to be fairly easy for productive individuals.
Researchers’ visits to other institutions in Europe are frequent and funding for such activities is available.
The infrastructure supports high-quality science, international collaboration and future development
potential. A total of 13 laboratories and facilities, eight of which operate on open-access principle, was listed
by the UoA.
The long-term R&D plans of the UoA, revised at least every three years, are based on the strategies of the
Faculty of Forest Sciences and Ecology as well as Faculty of Agronomy and they focus on sustainable use
natural resources and environmental protection. The research follows international trends: i) Biological
diversity, stability and changes of ecosystems under the conditions of climate change and human activity,
including integrated environmental monitoring, ii) Impact of the interaction between environmental factors
and climate change on the quality of soil and water, as well as the properties of raw vegetable material, iii)
Sustainable and innovative use of environmental resources and waste management in the field of renewable
energy, and iv. Ecosystem services, their appreciation and importance in bioeconomy including
agroinnovations. Not all current research outputs fall not within these areas and adjustments may be needed
in some research groups but the overall programme of the UoA is cohesive.
As the research and HRM strategies of the UoA are clearly envisioned, and the ASU and VMU leadership is
already partly shared, the merging of ASU, LUES and VMU is likely to be a relatively smooth process and
can be seen more as an opportunity in gaining a critical mass than a threat.
Lithuania: Comparative Expert Assessment of R&D activities
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Recommendations on the activities of UoA continuity and (or) improvement
The UoA is a comparatively small unit from the international point of view and probably cannot compete
with quantity of research but should primarily aim at quality. Quality in science is generally measured by
success in publishing in leading scientific journals. High-impact papers as well as capability to attract project
funding should be clearly rewarded through financial incentives. Some specific funds for such purposes are
already available (Breakthrough Fund TOP 2020) and such activities must be continued/strengthened. At
the same time, it is mandatory to develop rewarding for all personnel groups for work well done.
There is a clear Lithuanian niche for the UoA and while there is international competition within the R&D
topics, the chosen strategy seems to be successful for the UoA. The atmosphere of optimism and positive
pride was noticeable at the UoA. The UoA is encouraged to defend its legacy in agriculture, forestry,
bioenergy and environment research. Major R&D changes are not motivated but continuity of research is
essential in the middle of administrative reforms. There should anyway be flexibility for new projects if the
UoA manages to establish new collaborations.
The importance of internationalization cannot be emphasized too much. There are funds for ASU scientists
to attend conferences and do research visits abroad. However, the humble number of international scientists,
teachers and students coming to the UoA must be multiplied. Group leaders from abroad could probably
contribute with fresh but coherent ideas to further strengthen the UoA. While there is a salary gap between
Western Europe and Lithuania, the best changes to attract foreign blood to the UoA might be found e.g.
among Eastern European and Balkan region scientists, teachers and students.
A general problem in Lithuania seems to be the under-use of acquired research infrastructure. While the
problem was not that evident at the UoA, there is a need to be alert in finding a balance between the
infrastructure and scientists who effectively use it.
Some further specific actions are recommended:
- to ease the integration of those who do not feel welcomed into the merged university;
- to support those who already collaborate across the merging units: 1) projects; 2) publications; 3)
conferences; 4) PhD school; 5) field work etc.;
- to reward research groups that manage to attract foreign researchers and PhD students;
- to encourage researchers and teachers for mobility periods abroad;
- to require more research output from those who plan a permanent career at the UoA in order to avoid
stagnation;
- to make attractive motivation packages for top scientists by combining financial incentives and sabbaticals;
- to encourage communication in English, especially PhD theses and advanced teaching, but also to defend
Lithuanian traditions;
- to strengthen the connection with private stakeholders, both domestic and foreign, as the external funding
situation is currently non-sustainable;
- to ensure a critical mass in all activities which may require a consolidation of the research topics.

8

Panel B: Biomedical Sciences

GTC_1, Nature Research Centre
UoA abbreviation

GTC_1

Name of the UoA

NRC_1

Name of institution

Nature Research Centre

Type of institution

Research Institute

No. of research staff (with PhD) FTE in 2017

53,02

No. of teaching staff (with PhD) FTE in 2017

The quality of R&D activities:
Research field:

Score No. of research staff
(with PhD) FTE in 2017

Biology (01B)

3

20,51

Ecology and environmental (03B)

3

9,73

Botany (04B)

3

22,78

No. of teaching staff
(with PhD) FTE in 2017

The economic and social impact of R&D activities
Score

3

Development potential of UoA
Score

2

The quality of R&D activities:
Biology (01B)

The UoA is strong with limited international recognition (score: 3 good).
Selected best articles have been published in moderately high ranking international journals in the field and
their citation is not outstanding. The publications are mainly on microbiology, ecotoxicology, parasitology,
with limited coverage of other labs in this research field. Some articles belong to material sciences (thin layer
technology) or bioengineering/chemical engineering (biopolymers). In most articles, the contribution from
researchers of the UoA is quite visible, including first author and last author articles. In general, the
publications represent specialized contribution with little evidence of synthetic review type summaries that
could demonstrate that the researchers are authorities international players in the field. Overall several good
conference presentation in leading society conferences, mainly oral presentations with major contributions
from scientists of UoA, but conference presentations selected were not always connected with publications.
2-7 PhD students had been involved in years 2013-2017. Yearly, 1-3 PhD defences (3 only in 2016) in the
fields of microbiology, plant physiology, radiobiology, but many research labs have not been active. Average
PhD study period length quite long (6.0 yr.), and no PhD defences in 2017. Partly very good competitive
projects, including one FP7 project. Not all projects concern "Biology". Not all participating labs are equally
active in research and attracting competitive funding. Foreign collaboration partners are not leading
institutions and most of them are from the geographic neighbourhood (Poland, Belarus, Finland).
Ecology and environmental (03B)

The UoA is strong with limited international recognition (score: 3 good).
Best publications cover very heterogeneous fields including invasion biology, algology, allelopathy, plant
pathogens, limnology, fungi in buildings. The papers have been published mostly in solid (medium-high
impact factor) international journals, the authors are in visible places in the publications, and often a large
share of the work is done by the members of UoA. The research has been presented in quite good conferences
(mainly algology and limnology, invasion biology, allelopathy, some presentations concern engineering and
some "biology"), but international visibility could still be higher. Not all presentations included a large
contribution from members of UoA. Between 2013-2017, 2-8 PhD students each year have been working
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at their thesis, but there are no defences. Regarding the competitive projects, there are several good national
projects, one COST action and Lithuanian-Japanese project. Not all participating labs are equally active.
Botany (04B)

The UoA is strong with limited international recognition (score: 3 good).
Best research outputs have been published in low to medium-high impact factor (Fungal Diversity, The New
Phycologist) journals on a wide variety of topics: essential oils, vegetation plots, disease dispersal, mycology,
pathogen biology, invasion biology etc. From the perspective of this evaluation, it is unclear why many
publications are actually not included in biology or ecology/evolution. Several oral presentations have been
given in good conferences, and the diversity of topics is high (essential oils, plant pathogens, plant biology,
vegetation distribution, species invasions), and in most cases, the researchers of UoA have provided main
contributions to the presentations. However, the presentation topics do not fully match the best publications.
There have been very few PhD students during the evaluation period, and currently no PhD students. Five
defences during the evaluation period, and in most cases, the work has taken long (average length 5.6 yr.).
No PhD defences in 2016-2017. The topics of several dissertations actually belong to Biology or Ecology.
The amount of competitive R&D money is large, but a majority of this comes from a few big projects
(3342215 EUR of that came from an inventorization programme 2011-2014, Inventorization of the natural
habitats of the EU importance in Lithuania), and a Lithuanian-Swiss project. Although the output of several
labs is highly visible, not all participating labs are equally active, and many of the best research outputs could
well belong to other research fields.
The economic and social impact of R&D activities
The UoA carries out important scientific research and is an important partner in R&D outside the academic
community (score: 3 good).
Information about private sector projects is very heterogeneous. It includes a number of projects with private
partners (typically relatively small grants), but also Lithuanian Research Council projects and published
papers, most of which are already reported under "best research outputs". Good projects on monitoring,
agriculture and restoration with private partners, but most projects are actually associated with the public
sector. The sheer size of NRC makes it an important societal actor and there seems to be a clear need for the
expert services by GTC_1. There is evidence of providing actively advice at multiple scales from consulting
state agencies and private companies to private persons. Researchers of UoA are included in important
national councils at ministries, research grant agencies, nature reserves etc. providing advice on genetic
resources, Lithuanian language, nature reserve formation, grants, and accreditation.
Production of long-term time-series on biotic resources and habitats is absolutely necessary for
environmental policy-making and understanding of environmental changes at the national scale. The UoA
has been involved in preparing several major international conferences (co-organizer). Several members are
involved in editorial boards of journals, but primarily in national journals, and low-visibility international
journals, including even “predatory journals". The UoA researchers are involved in a number of good
international professional organizations and committees. There has been active popularization of results,
both in written media as well as in TV as well as supervision of school students. Whereas there are parts of
UoA work that have exceptional national importance, the international visibility is moderate.
Development potential of UoA
The UoA has the potential to maintain satisfactory or better ratings (score: 2 satisfactory).
The number of researchers is large for biology and botany, whereas ecology and evolution seem understaffed.
The age group 55-64 is over-represented, and the number of technicians is very high. The outgoing and
incoming mobility is good. The promotion practices for young researchers are unclear and there is no clear
career model in place. There is a certain positive trend in PhD studies in some research fields (biology), but
not in the two others. There are no strategic efforts to catalyse the joint work in complementary research
directions among the researchers in the past institutes of botany (assessed here) and ecology (assessed in
GTC_2); the research is very fragmented, and different teams in broad research areas seem to follow parallel
lines of research without efforts to collaborate.
UoA has unique biological collections and databases. Available equipment and research space are in general
at good to very good level, but from the site visit, the panel had the impression that many pieces of expensive
equipment are underused. There was also a significant fraction of unused or even empty lab and office space.
The way open access of research infrastructure operates was not fully clear, as researchers from different labs
10
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were seemingly willing to invest into duplication of equipment. Albeit the number of reported hrs used for
researchers outside the unit is quite impressive, this was not evident from the site visit.
The strategic plan of the UoA or the Institution is well-organised, concrete, comprehensive and detailed, but
based on the evidence of former performance, the panel was ultimately not convinced that it will be
ultimately put into action. The strategic topics in the strategy of development - biotic resources, molecular
basis of biological diversity and biological system functions - are relevant and justified considering the
character of NRC and its long-term programmes on natural resources. However, not all research carried out
is focused along these three main lines, and the initiatives to wind down unproductive lines of research are
weak. The five year trend in competitive funding from private and public national and international sources
is very negative. The number of PhD students is very low and not all of them seem to complete their studies.
Due to the funding situation and apparent problems in PhD studies and highly heterogeneous level of
performance of different labs, the overall outlook of UoA is negative.
Recommendations on the activities of UoA continuity and (or) improvement
The strategic thinking and planning should be much improved, including merging of groups working in
similar fields, decisions on possible continuation of non-performing lines of research, more active and
efficient use of research space and instrumentation. A major strategic challenge would be to better link the
activity of young and senior researchers and also of well-established and relatively new promising research
lines. There is a clear need to make sure that the expertise present in the 55-64 age group is maintained
within NRC and Lithuania, and accordingly, much stronger efforts are needed to improve PhD studies, both
in terms of attracting new PhD students as well as improving the success of graduation. Committee
memberships and consultancy are largely focused on Lithuania – this national expertise clearly needs to be
maintained, but there is a need for better representing the institute and the research made here in
international organizations. The motivation could be increased by focusing on the leadership for greater
visibility and activity in both public and scientific relationships. The research topics are scientifically
interesting and applicable, so reaching higher visibility and higher-quality publications are not be unrealistic
tasks.
Presently, the budget strongly depends on governmental support and domestic grants. The grant application
activity should be much higher, especially regarding international grants. It would be highly desirable to
diversify the strategic partnerships: collaboration with leading partners from Western Europe or the USA can
dramatically increase both the quality of publications and the success in winning international grants.
Individual visits show a somewhat better picture (USA, Italy, Sweden), so there is a potential in transforming
some smaller-scale, researcher-level scientific connections to larger-scale, institution-level collaborations.
This needs strategic thinking and support from the leadership. The key challenges here are not only
increasing the budget, but also implementing the research strategy by focusing the research activities,
catalysing collaboration, improving the use of research instrumentation and space and making the institute
more attractive for the younger generation.
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GTC_2, Nature Research Centre
UoA abbreviation

GTC_2

Name of the UoA

NRC-2

Name of institution

Nature Research Centre

Type of institution

Research Institute

No. of research staff (with PhD) FTE in 2017

62,84

No. of teaching staff (with PhD) FTE in 2017

The quality of R&D activities:
Research field:

Score No. of research staff
(with PhD) FTE in 2017

Ecology and environmental (03B)

3

43,18

Zoology (05B)

4

19,66

No. of teaching staff
(with PhD) FTE in 2017

The economic and social impact of R&D activities
Score

4

Development potential of UoA
Score

2

The quality of R&D activities:
Ecology and environmental (03B)

The UoA is strong with limited international recognition (score: 3 good).
Excellent research is made in fish ecology, ornithology and several other fields of environmental sciences.
Some outstanding publications have been achieved (e.g. MEE, Science): these are multi-authored papers
but the Lithuanian contribution is essential and very important. A way for further development is to get
dominant author positions in more publications and also a dominant role in winning competitive
international grants. This could be helpful also for attracting foreign colleagues and students to the UoA.
Given the size of the staff, we can see that most of these nice publications are dominated by a few colleagues
and many of the others have much more limited research output. The staff is quite young but the number
of PhD students should be increased (especially the number of foreign students). Most research results are
presented at great international conferences, maybe the proportion of poster presentations should be
decreased (at least the presentations that are considered the most important ones should be all oral
communications). The number and quality of scientific meetings organized are all right, this activity is
important both at national and international level.
Zoology (05B)

The UoA is strong at international level (score: 4 very good).
Research in parasitology is outstanding, original and well known worldwide. The publication record is
excellent (e.g. Trends in Parasitology) and the level of international visibility is high. Still, as we see this is
mostly the output of a single lab. We understand that the scientific field categories defined in the assessment
are somewhat artificial, so the size of this “subunit” and their cooperative abilities within the UoA are hard
to assess. Yet, as a lab, parasitology is excellent. Nice publications are well cited and the research results are
well-presented in various conferences at international level. More PhD students, especially foreigners (they
already have one), could help to maintain the continuity of the excellent research. Since intellectual capacity
is there, and the infrastructure and the equipment are excellent, we can imagine this lab increasing a lot in
the future. Good science must follow good researchers. Clearly, reaching a critical mass of students and other
seniors would also be a management issue.
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The economic and social impact of R&D activities
The UoA carries out very important scientific research and is an important partner in R&D outside the
academic community (score 4).
Many of the best experts of the country, in several fields, work in this institute. Their knowledge is always
available for consultancy and offering recommendations for various bodies. This is true especially for the
national level, but there are also many international examples. Several business partners are also involved in
collaborations related to pollination, fish migration and other issues. These are good examples for making
science visible and useful. The colleagues are involved in teaching to quite a large extent, but the exact
relationship (division of labour) with other institutes and universities is unclear. The fish ecology (toxicology)
unit is a great facility also for teaching and, potentially, for science popularization. Given the excellence and
social impact of some research fields (e.g. malaria), as well as the attractiveness of some topics (e.g.
ornithology), communication and public relations could be improved. Since this UoA is among the ones
with highest intellectual freedom, students (even at secondary school) could taste and learn this atmosphere,
which should be characteristic for scientific communities.
Development potential of UoA
The UoA has the potential to maintain satisfactory or better ratings (score: 2 satisfactory).
On-line services must be improved and a much higher number of PhD students should be attracted. The
quality of researchers is generally high, with some excellent and many average-level scientists and they enjoy
the rich intellectual freedom in the institute. However, to some extent, some more vision and clear strategic
planning would be helpful by the leadership. This is true especially for generating some healthy internal
competition in order to better differentiate between the best and the least outstanding scientists. This should
not be against the nice collaborative atmosphere between the most productive colleagues, of course. It is
good that PhD students write their theses mostly in English and students are good, but their number should
be increased – also from the countries of the region. More international grants, possibly with PIs and
consortium organizers from the UoA should help attracting students and seniors – the infrastructure,
databases and the equipment are ready for hosting larger or more excellent labs. The intellectual capital is
there, collaborations exists – so some more management and strategic planning could help to capitalize on
these. It is clear that serious externally driven reorganizations are not needed anymore – but some kid of
internal selection, based on a healthy level of competition and strategic leading would then be needed to
give a better shape to the very good scientific community. Note that the numerical value of developmental
potential might seem to be low but, according to the scoring system, this means actually small (but not
outstanding) improvement.
Recommendations on the activities of UoA continuity and (or) improvement
In general, the intellectual freedom of scientists is great, new ideas can become research directions very
easily, in a bottom-up way. This is nice, but the relationship with other institutes and universities should be
clarified, some internally-driven selection between research lines should be implemented and some strategic
planning is needed here. The researchers who are the most productive should be able to increase their labs,
attract more competitive grants and PhD students and hst foreign visitors. These core labs should freely
collaborate (like ornithology and parasitology). Other research directions (where international visibility is
much lower) should be refreshed or terminated – with the personnel integrated into the core groups.
Infrastructure should be carefully maintained and dveloped – in such a way that redundancy with institutes
performing better in a certain field (e.g. most molecular research in Vilnius University) should be minimized
an vice versa (e.g. zoology is stronger here). This needs clear strategies from both sides (the equipment is
given but its maintenance also needs optimization).
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IMC_IMC, State Research Institute Centre for Innovative Medicine,
State Research Institute Centre for Innovative Medicine
UoA abbreviation

IMC_IMC

Name of the UoA

State Research Institute Centre for Innovative Medicine

Name of institution

State Research Institute Centre for Innovative Medicine

Type of institution

Research Institute

No. of research staff (with PhD) FTE in 2017

30,31

No. of teaching staff (with PhD) FTE in 2017

The quality of R&D activities:
Research field:

Score No. of research staff
(with PhD) FTE in 2017

Biology (01B)

4

25,16

Medicine (06B)

3

5,15

No. of teaching staff
(with PhD) FTE in 2017

The economic and social impact of R&D activities
Score

4

Development potential of UoA
Score

2

The quality of R&D activities:
Biology (01B)

The Biology subfield of IMC-IMC has a very good scientific output and is visible at the international level.
The majority of their articles are produced by UoA staff and published in journals with a rather good Impact
Factor. This is supplemented by some more visible papers in which, however, the IMC contribution is
modest. The research topics in all fields of activity are well chosen. The scientific directions and long-term
research lines are well defined and coherent (stem cells, cellular immunity, innovative diagnostics). There is
an excellent research background in stem cell research both in terms of results and publication record (at
least 6 publications in international peer-reviewed journals since 2013) as well as visible presence at
conferences abroad (Italy, Japan, Germany, USA). Study of endogenous porphyrins and induction of
protoporphyrin in rheumatoid arthritis are the topics - among many others - that have been investigated
with some success at the IMC. From 2013 to 2017, 15 to 19 PhD students/year have been hired. Those
results are in line with two of the three themes of research that have been clearly defined by the IMC. The
first being “New Stem cells and recombinant molecules technologies for tissue engineering and regenerative
medicine”; the second theme being “Research of molecular and cellular immunity in biological models in
vitro and in vivo”. The biology field has widely benefited from the creation of the Joint State Research
Centre which is the result of a project funded by the EU structural funds. Since Biology subfield of IMC is
among the best research units in Lithuania and it is clearly recognized on international level, the board of
evaluators decided that its quality of R&D corresponds to Very Good (4).
Medicine (06B)

The Medicine subfield of IMC-IMC has a good scientific output but for the majority of publications, the
UoA staff is not in the lead. Nevertheless, they contributed to several articles in top journals (JAMA, Nature
Genetics, JNCI, Nature Communications, JCO, Science Translational Medicine). The number of
presentations delivered at conferences abroad is limited. There are no international awards. The studies in
the Medicine field are in line with the third theme chosen by the Institute and is related to health promotion,
innovative diagnostic and therapeutic strategies, and disease prevention. This wide clinical spectrum explains
the large diversity of the topics, i.e., histamine metabolism in salivary glands in Sjögren’s syndrome (3
papers), Lynch Syndrome, BRCA1 and BRCA2 mutational profile in Lithuania as well as risk markers for
prostate cancer. Only one PhD student is listed (4th year in 2017). It appears that a better strategy still needs
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to be designed in order to coordinate the efforts and expertise of clinicians. In addition, there seems to be
no real doctoral school for clinical research. Since Medicine subfield of IMC is a well-developed research
unit and it is modestly recognized on international level, the board of evaluators decided that its level of
R&D activities corresponds to Good (3).
The economic and social impact of R&D activities
The UoA’s societal impact is well supported and illustrated by the creation of spin-offs based on the unit’s
work. Several molecules are planned to be registered as pharmaceutical products or will be involved in large
scale clinical trials in regenerative medicine. Some products are already present on the market in Lithuania,
UK, Denmark. About 10% of their total budget originated from R&D contracts with economic entities.
About 20% of the budget of the UoA has come from National Funding Programmes. These numbers
illustrate a good economic and social impact. The part of the budget coming from international funding has
been less than 1%. However, very recently two new staff members from abroad have been hired, both coming
with large grants (>600 k€) illustrating the attractiveness of the institute. These latest additions also led to a
substantial contribution from the Lithuanian Research Council. Since this information was not available at
the time of submission of the report of the UoA, the actual situation is much better than that described in
the report. Several members of the unit are involved in national boards (research council, health
administration). There is a good participation in national conferences, editorial boards of international
journals, and science popularization. The number of consultations to the public or economic entities is rather
modest. With regard to the business links, Professor Bumelis is a clear asset to the UoA because of his very
successful spin-off. However, the impression of the panel is that the business links could be further improved.
Since IMC performs a very important scientific research and it is recognized as a very important partner in
R&D topics outside the academic community, the board of evaluators decided that its level of economic and
social impact corresponds to Very Good (4).
Development potential of UoA
The UoA has a rather direct, simple and efficient management structure. The fact that research planning is
led by a deputy director for scientific affairs is a guarantee for sound coordination and a recipe against
duplication of efforts and spending. The UoA has identified three clear themes of research. In addition, the
UoA has recently moved to a new building with newly installed and efficiently adapted laboratory facilities.
At present, participation in EU projects is still too limited. The UoA has created a Research Management
Office to assist staff with EU participation. Negotiations are on the way with the European Infrastructure for
Translational Medicine with the UoA representing Lithuania. Projects with business partners are
implemented at the national level in the framework of the EU Aid Award “Intelligence” in the field of
medical devices for cardiology. In addition, a real effort has been made by the UoA to integrate R&D
infrastructures operating under open-access rules. A biobanking infrastructure is planned mainly for tissue
affected by rheumatologic processes which would increase its potential. The panel felt that the UoA should
further encourage staff to apply for international funding since state level resources are not predictable, and
their new infrastructure will be expensive to maintain at a high level. Also, PhD students should be
encouraged to spend time abroad. The majority of the current UoA staff performed their PhD studies at the
Institute. There are no foreign PhD students, and only 3 out of 10 went abroad for a short scientific exchange.
More attention should be dedicated to the recruitment of high level Lithuanian and foreign scientists into
the UoA projects. In general, the research facilities are very good. The UoA is associated with Kaunus
University, and students are registered with Kaunus University. The panel has some doubts that this is the
most efficient management.
Overall, the panel felt that the UoA has considerably improved its performance with respect to the previous
period, and still has the potential to further improve. Based on everything observed, the Panel expects that
the Unit will stay close to the current level of performance, which, in the defined scoring system corresponds
to Satisfactory (2) potential for development.
Recommendations on the activities of UoA continuity and (or) improvement
Overall, the panel felt that there is some unease amongst the UoA staff towards further reorganizations, and
that the staff is rather happy with the current management and infrastructure. The UoA should consider that
their staff could affiliate with other institutions than only Kaunas University. In addition, building on the
recent success of hiring new staff from abroad, as well as the creation of the Research Management Office,
further efforts should be made to internationalize by bringing incentives to PhD students and staff to increase
scientific exchange with the objective to improve participation in EU grants.
Lithuania: Comparative Expert Assessment of R&D activities
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KU_aplink, Biomedical Sciences (Environmental Science), Klaipeda
University
UoA abbreviation

KU_aplink

Name of the UoA

Biomedical Sciences (Environmental Science)

Name of institution

Klaipeda University

Type of institution

University

No. of research staff (with PhD) FTE in 2017

25,6

No. of teaching staff (with PhD) FTE in 2017

4,83

The quality of R&D activities:
Research field:

Score No. of research staff
(with PhD) FTE in 2017

No. of teaching staff
(with PhD) FTE in 2017

Biology (01B)

3

5,35

2,63

Ecology and environmental (03B)

4

20,25

2,2

The economic and social impact of R&D activities
Score

4

Development potential of UoA
Score

5

The quality of R&D activities:
Biology (01B)

The UoA is strong with limited international recognition (score: 3 good).
The UoA has quite diverse research topics and activities. The studies are mostly oriented into marine research
filed, and the scientific impact of the research in this field is good. The collaboration with foreign universities,
research institutes or researchers seems to be very good. It was not possible to define exactly the contacts
and visits of people in Biology field, but as the whole institute seems to work in very good collaboration, it
might be expected that the extensive list of networking is true for both fields in the UoA. The international
cooperation in publishing scientific work is also good, but the proportion of papers among the best outputs
showing total independence from other institutions is relatively low. Indicating that the unit is good in
providing expertise in national and international level but is lacking a leading role in conducting relevant
high international impact complex studies alone. Also, the mostly medium level of journals where the best
outputs are published is also decreasing the visibility and impact of studies performed. The scientific results
have been presented in various international conferences and workshops (relatively high share of posters
among best outputs), mostly in Europe. There has been one invited and one keynote lecture during the
assessment period. This subunit is very competitive for getting funds from national and international funding
programmes. The research environment generally made a very good impression, and the laboratories are
well equipped.
Ecology and environmental (03B)

The UoA is strong at international level (score: 4 very good).
Research field Ecology and environmental in the UoA covers a wide spectrum of marine ecology subjects.
The international networking is very good and resulted in successful outcomes through published papers,
joint projects, joint sampling campaigns, research mobility, etc. The research is published in good quality
journals. The researchers of UoA are the first authors of many of the presented best outputs, but at the same
time, the total independence from other institutions is not very high among them. The research results were
presented at relevant international conferences and workshops; there is listed one invited lecture during the
assessment period. The management of young researchers is good, and the number of full-time PhD students
in the UoA (22) together with the number of defended PhD thesis (13) and their quality seems to be one of
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the outcomes of overall strategy during the assessment period. The fact that a great number of foreign PhDs
(4 in 2017) continue their activities in UoA shows attractive perspective in the field. This subunit is a very
good competitor for funds from national and international funding programmes and through R&D contracts
with economic entities. The infrastructure research environment is very good. Two international awards
received during the assessment period – the nomination for the European Foundation Award of Responsible
Research Innovation and third place at the contest for Companies Providing Ecological Services.
The economic and social impact of R&D activities

The UoA carries out very important scientific research and is an important partner in R&D outside the
academic community (score 4). UoA supports decision and policy makers and environmental authorities in
the field of Baltic Sea status and biodiversity assessment, WFD and MSFD obligations, fish stock estimations
etc. The important research themes for society (municipal authorities) and business cover marine spatial
planning, water management, sustainable use of resources, accessibility of marine data, water quality issues
in ports. The cooperation with the business sector could be higher. The researchers of UoA are participating
and consulting in several national (Lithuanian Ministry of Environment, Lithuanian Research Council,
National Accreditation Bureau) and international (ICES, HELCOM, European Environment Board (national
representative) working groups or commissions (including COST activities). The UoA has provided several
consultations to the public, local municipality and Lithuanian Marine Museum and has organised two
international conferences.
The development potential of UoA

The strategic plan of the UoA is very convincing and points to activities and priorities leading to sustainable
and successful development. The great research infrastructure (including the access to the use of modern
research vessel) and well-equipped laboratories are driving the national and international competitiveness
and collaboration. Modern equipment open possibilities to plan and perform research from the gene to the
ecosystem level. The planned development, including the accreditation of laboratory services, developing
better services for the business needs and integrating of the open access resources into European MT (ESFRI)
infrastructure networks would increase the international collaboration in the future even more and increase
presently relatively low cooperation with the business sector. The already ongoing involvement of foreign
researchers and international PhD study programme will influence the international visibility and impact
positively. Considering the working environment and competitiveness for attracting national and
international funding the research staff sustainability is foreseen to be good and the share in the research
staff <35 years is expected to increase. The very good atmosphere in all levels of the assessed unit –
administration, researchers and students – ensures the strong collaboration inside of the unit. It is important
to clarify that the score for the development potential would be in fact 3 (the UoA is capable of improving
the quality of its R&D activities and its economic and social impact assessments by 2 points within the next
5-10 years.) which is impossible to give according to the scoring rules and matrix provided. The assigned
score 5 does not indicate the UoA would reach to the highest international level within next 5 years but is
more indicating the potential to reach a higher level in the field of Biology and improve the visibility and
international impact in the field of Ecology and environmental.
Recommendations on the activities of UoA continuity and (or) improvement

The better international visibility (publishing in higher IF journals), even closer collaboration inside the
UoA and stronger publishing results would improve the unit's performance and achievements. Attention
targeted to the commercialisation of scientific knowledge would make better chances for more diverse
funding. Publishing the appointment criteria for the academic position and promotion procedures in English
making it easier for the foreign researchers to (consider to) apply for the available academic positions in the
UoA. The number of international conferences, workshops and seminars organised by the unit should be
kept high in order to consolidate the position of the unit as a stronger international player. Talking about
further development and future of UoA, they might consider classifying the whole unit in the field of Ecology
and environmental.
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KU_sveik, Biomedical Sciences (Health Science), Klaipeda University
UoA abbreviation

KU_sveik

Name of the UoA

Biomedical Sciences (Health Science)

Name of institution

Klaipeda University

Type of institution

University

No. of research staff (with PhD) FTE in 2017

1,06

No. of teaching staff (with PhD) FTE in 2017

24,29

The quality of R&D activities:
Research field:

Score No. of research staff
(with PhD) FTE in 2017

No. of teaching staff
(with PhD) FTE in 2017

Medicine (06B)

2

0,54

10,45

Nursing (10B)

2

0,52

7,24

Public health (09B)

2

6,6

The economic and social impact of R&D activities
Score

3

Development potential of UoA
Score

2

The quality of R&D activities:
Medicine (06B)

This UoA has an interdisciplinary approach to the study of health, wellness and illness. Interesting activities
related to animal (dolphin) assisted therapies were mentioned during the site visit. However, the publication
outcome in the field of medicine is rather weak. Two out of the 5 selected best publications for the evaluated
5-year period do not appear to have an impact factor. The remaining three can hardly be counted because
in one of them Klaipeda University is not mentioned in the affiliations of authors and in two of them the
Klaipeda University is mentioned but not the Faculty of Health Sciences. Moreover, mentioned publications
are in the field of otorhinolaryngology, which is not a topic of research at the Faculty of Health Sciences.
International recognition of researches of the Faculty of Health Sciences in the field of medicine is not clearly
evident. Competitive funding obtained for research in the field of medicine is very weak.
Nursing (10B)

Important and quite innovative activity of this sub-unit is the addition of social aspects into the health care
research and practice. The research in this field is supported by competitive funding, such as cross-border
projects, but with a very limited budget In spite of this the researchers published mainly in scientific journals
with medium reputation. Most of the 5 selected best publications for the evaluated 5-year period have the
proper affiliation. One paper states the University of Klaipeda only. Such selection of the best publications
is surprising, as according to the Annual Reports they have more publications in journals with higher impact
factor.
Apart from common PhD students with universities in Finland, the students should have more possibilities
to be in contact with other international centres.
Public health (09B)

Researchers in this field appear to exert activities related to the actions of WHO. Projects obtained by
competition from both national and international agencies are well documented. Some of them deal with
research topics related to the problems of the region, such as stress on ships, what is positive. Nevertheless,
the research results are published mainly in scientific journals with medium reputation and with relatively
low share, i.e. low part of the research performed at the Faculty of Health Sciences. Only three out of the 5
18

Panel B: Biomedical Sciences

selected best publications for the evaluated 5-year period give as affiliation the Faculty of Health Sciences.
As affiliation of authors in one paper, the Faculty of Medicine of Klaipeda University is mentioned, although
such entity does not exist.
The economic and social impact of R&D activities
There is no doubt that this UoA and its research has a significant impact on the region. The researchers of
the Faculty of Health Sciences perform research and research related activities which are taking into
consideration the specificities of the region and which can, at least partly, solve the local problems. Such
activities need collaborative efforts at both national and international level which has already started to be
developed. At a good level appears to be the applied research which has already resulted in two patents.
Beneficial is also the development of innovative devices aimed to measuring physiological parameters.
Positive social impact is also evident on promoting the social work in the health care and such efforts could
be, or better should be further developed.
Development potential of UoA
The potential for future development is recognized. The score of 2, though it appears to be low, means,
according to the evaluation rules, that an improvement by at least one score is predicted. The panel believes
that the researchers of the UoA are able and willing to make significant improvements.
As stated by the representatives of the Faculty, future developmental strategies aim to take advantage of
applying health sciences to the problems of the marine region and achievements of marine sciences research
performed at the University. Several promising young scientists are currently employed and they showed
their potential to increase the scientific quality at the Faculty of Health Sciences.
Recommendations on the activities of UoA continuity and (or) improvement
The research work performed at this Unit is too broad and fragmented. It is recommended to focus on the
research topics in which the Faculty is strong. Certainly, an internalisation of the researchers, and particularly
the PhD students, is strongly needed. It is desirable to do so in both directions, namely to find the
possibilities to send the early stage researchers abroad, as well as to invite foreign researchers to come to
Klaipeda to perform collaborative research.
Education must always go in parallel with high level research work, particularly at master and PhD levels. It
would be beneficial for the Faculty to keep the master studies or higher level only of those study programs
which are supported by good research outcome. We highly advise that the Unit decreases number of fields
in which it declares its expertise, while other teaching fields should be transformed into other types of entities
(e.g. college). It is positive that current PhD students like their stay at the Faculty, but the strategy of
education of PhD students should be significantly changed. The main problem is insufficient interaction at
the international level. Moreover, performance of a high-quality research which is expected from PhD
students cannot be achieved if the PhD study is combined with employment outside the Faculty.
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LEU_B, Biomedicine, Lithuanian University of Educational Sciences
UoA abbreviation

LEU_B

Name of the UoA

Biomedicine

Name of institution

Lithuanian University of Educational Sciences

Type of institution

University

No. of research staff (with PhD) FTE in 2017

1,6

No. of teaching staff (with PhD) FTE in 2017

11,26

The quality of R&D activities:
Research field:

Score No. of research staff
(with PhD) FTE in 2017

No. of teaching staff
(with PhD) FTE in 2017

Biology (01B)

3

11,26

1,6

The economic and social impact of R&D activities
Score

3

Development potential of UoA
Score

2

The quality of R&D activities:
Biology (01B)

The UoA is strong with limited international recognition (score: 3 good).
There is some confusion as regards to why the selected research field is Biology as most research outputs
concern zoological taxonomy. The activities also concern ornithology, sports medicine and poultry science
(agriculture). The description of new species in the field of entomological taxonomy is very good as the
professional work is carried out all over the world and a large number of new species has been described.
However, the publication strategy is surprising: in the last years, papers in always the same journal (Zootaxa)
have been published. This is a very narrow, over-specialized research and publication strategy, not really
optimal for the targeted interdisciplinary research ambitions. Poultry science, sports medicine, and
ornithology are internationally less visible, and the contribution of UoA scientists in the papers selected as
best research outputs is low for ornithology and sports medicine. The overall circulation of research is low,
with poorly cited publications and a low h-index. International conference presentations are mainly on sport
physiology, sport medicine, also agriculture (poultry physiology). Most conference presentations are not
associated with high-level publications. Some visited conferences are high level, but there are also secondarylevel conferences and many poster presentations. Involvement in international projects is very limited. Only
2 PhD theses in entomological taxonomy have been defended. Participation in competitive R&D projects is
very limited as regards to the number of projects and financial volume. Almost no competitive grants have
been won in the last years. The score of the panel reflects the good research carried out by entomologists,
but most other lines of research are much weaker.
The economic and social impact of R&D activities
The UoA carries out important scientific research and is an important partner in R&D outside the academic
community (score: 3 good).
Links to industry are poor. Research funding from private and public sector is very low (no national
competitive R&D funding since 2014, small private sector grants). Research contracts with private sector
(some associated with public sector, e.g. preparation of Olympic athletes) are mostly on topics of sport
medicine/physiology, also some genetic resource preservation projects, a book on establishing Lithuanian
terminology of insects, poultry (agriculture) projects, an ornithology project. The private sector projects are
important at national level. Private consultations mainly concern agriculture (poultry) and short rotation
woody plantations, no activities for 2017. Participation / consultancy in various organizations is dominated
by activities at the national level. A broader expertise is recognized in the working groups and commissions
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set up by state authorities and in consultations provided to the public and economic entities. The scientists
of UoA are involved in national advisory committees at ministries of environment and agriculture and at
Lithuanian Olympic Academy, though the work at the Ministry of Agriculture seems to be of entirely
agricultural nature and not associated with the filed “Biology” assessed here. Several scientists belong to
good international professional associations (mainly lepidopteran and ornithological societies, a poultry
science association (agriculture) and sports colleague). No major international conferences have been
organized, some Baltic and some national conferences, overall limited number. Several scientists are
involved in editorial boards, but mainly in Lithuanian journals, and in some international journals of low
circulation and impact factor. Good national-level popularization activities and evidence of internationallevel popularization of sports education and physiology. Good national-level popularization of tropical
vegetation by greenhouse of the university, threats to global biodiversity and conservation of birds.
Development potential of UoA
The UoA has the potential to maintain satisfactory or better ratings (score: 2 satisfactory).
The number of academic staff is low. Many researchers and teachers are on part-time positions, whereas the
proportion of non-researchers (admin staff etc.) is very high. This is not sustainable, especially with the
relatively low budget of the institute. Limited PhD studies, only 1 active PhD student and 2 defences during
the period of assessment. With the lack of young scientists (no assistants, research trainees, juniors), small
number of PhD students and PhDs and generally insufficient human resources, it would be impossible to
follow the strategic plan of UoA written in the Unit Self-Assessment Report. From the site visit it became
clear that, with some exceptions, one of the acute weaknesses is the lack of English knowledge, at all levels
from PhD students to most senior faculty. This is likely the core reason for weak internationalization. The
international mobility of researchers is relatively low and there is lack of willingness to take up internships
abroad, most mobile are entomologists. The international collaboration is limited. Infrastructure is generally
of good level, but mainly sport medicine. The labs do not seem to operate according to open-access
principles. Age distribution of teachers is quite good, researchers non-sustainable. A large number of
employee positions has been terminated. Human resource management is overly centralized. There is no
clear career model in place, the explanations about promotion and career development are vague. The
university programs to support high level research are of low volume and unlikely to contribute to significant
progress. The strategic plan of UoA is in many ways very good, but there is no evidence that it has been
followed. The planned R&D activities focus on four directions, but the topics covered in the strategybiological diversity and biologically active materials in agriculture – are of limited capacity and the UoA
does not seem to have necessary resources. Except for the two-year project BIOMEDOCT, the rest of the
funding has been coming from the expertise in sport biomedicine which is not acceptable for development
of other subunits in UoA. Overall, the strategy of UoA is not established in a way that the groups (main
areas) are active in all relevant segments, especially towards national and international recognition, PhD
students and young and senior researcher mobility and EU funding. The UoA's assessment of the strengths,
weaknesses, opportunities and threats is not detailed and not very realistic, and there is poor understanding
of the worldwide standards for research and lack of self-criticism and honest recognition of major
shortcomings. So there is no strong plan and willingness to overcome the problems. Consolidation of three
universities (together with Vytautas Magnus and Aleksandras Stulginskis universities) into one university is
likely to strengthen human resources and result in improvements in conducting the research activities,
development of the content and competitiveness of research activities, and ensure broader national and
international presentation and application of UoA results.
Recommendations on the activities of UoA continuity and (or) improvement
Since the mission of UoA is the education of the society in accordance with the contemporary education
philosophy and recent scientific findings, all groups should take place in this mission and role of institution.
For example, the subunit with the highest impact of scientific results (researchers in the insect field) should
be more active, especially presenting their unique collection of Microlepidoptera. The main course for the
strengthening of UoA should be in the line of balanced development of all subunits (working groups and
areas). For example, biotaxonomy could be more strongly linked to biodiversity programmes, while the
sports medicine requires stronger internationalization. There is a need of strategic thinking of how to become
successful in obtaining competitive grant funding. International grant support could provide solutions for
two admitted weaknesses: a larger budget could support more younger colleagues and the cooperations could
make the UoA more attractive for foreign colleagues (or students). The scientific expeditions the UoA’s
researchers are involved in should result in more mobility actions, i.e. foreign colleagues visiting the UoA.
Lithuania: Comparative Expert Assessment of R&D activities
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The research journal portfolio should be diversified. In scientific conferences, it is encouraged to present less
posters and give more talks and visiting conferences should be seen as an opportunity to create collaborations
not as an opportunity to travel for travelling sake. There are no PhD students since years: admission of more
PhD students could be the easiest and cheapest way to improve recruitment of younger faculty in the future.
There is a need for a clear policy as regards to the capacity of PhD students and faculty to excel in foreign
languages, especially English. Preferably, this policy should incorporate writing the PhD theses in English
and making promotion practices dependent on international internships or sabbatical stays. Furthermore,
international visibility could be massively increased by increasing the involvement in scientific review and
assessment activities (e.g. more editorial board membership). The integration of the institute with other two
universities will drastically change almost everything, hopefully resulting in better indicators (e.g. more
interdisciplinary research projects).
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LSMU_BioMed, Medicine-biology-biophysics, Lithuanian University of
Health Sciences
UoA abbreviation

LSMU_BioMed

Name of the UoA

Medicine-biology-biophysics

Name of institution

Lithuanian University of Health Sciences

Type of institution

University

No. of research staff (with PhD) FTE in 2017

72,16

No. of teaching staff (with PhD) FTE in 2017

246,33

The quality of R&D activities:
Research field:

Score No. of research staff
(with PhD) FTE in 2017

No. of teaching staff
(with PhD) FTE in 2017

Biology (01B)

4

28,7

33,14

Biophysics (02B)

4

6,5

7,25

Medicine (06B)

5

36,96

205,94

The economic and social impact of R&D activities
Score

4

Development potential of UoA
Score

5

The quality of R&D activities:
Biology (01B)

Although division between Biology and Medicine in terms of the scientific output of this Unit is rather
artificial, bibliometric parameters reveal that Biology sub-unit of LSMU Biomedicine is recognized by a
constant rate of publishing in well recognized journals. There is a very good balance between publications
arising from a dominant, even from the exclusive work of the researchers working in the Unit and
publications occurring in larger international collaborations. It is worthy to mention publications in genetics
of cardiovascular diseases, ischemia, biochemistry and basic neuroscience, as some of the examples of
successful research practice. In addition, it is very positive to recognize many ongoing projects dealing with
attractive topics and with substantial budgets (over 300 or even 400 k eur). Additional recognized strength
of this Unit is the presence of basic researchers (e.g. biology, pharmacy, biochemistry) who are completely
integrated in the clinical environment which adds to truly translational nature of the research activities. The
board of evaluators uniformly recognized that Biology sub-unit of LSMU Biomed is very strong in its
research activities and it is clearly recognized on the international level. This means that its R&D level
corresponds to Very Good (4).
Biophysics (02B)

Although Biophysics represents a rather small community of LSMU Biomedicine, its activity is well visible
and recognized. Many of the articles are published as fully original works of this Unit, while some, mostly
in collaborations, but with a significant input of LSMU researchers, are published in the excellent journals
like Nature Communications, Journal of Cell Science, Frontiers in Physiology, etc. Another very positive
element is that such a small number of scientists attract substantial funds: projects dealing with for example
- midbody inheritance, tunnelling nanotubes or ischemia are bringing budget, which is, when normalized to
number of researchers, among the largest in Lithuania. Comparable to Biology, the board of evaluators
recognized that Biophysics sub-unit of LSMU Biomed performs very strong research activities and it is
clearly recognized on the international level. This means that its R&D level corresponds to Very Good (4).
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Medicine (06B)

Bibliometric data, but also discussion with researchers at this Unit revealed some highly productive fields
with several research groups with research efficiency comparable to the best European centres. Constant and
high-quality publishing, for example in the fields of cardiology, gastroenterology, respiratory medicine,
dermatology, neurology, regularly present in very well cited journals (e.g. The American journal of
gastroenterology, Nature structural and molecular biology, International journal of cardiology, Molecular
medicine, etc) are on the very high level. Activities of some laboratories where one can witness collaboration
between clinicians, biologists, even nurses which work part of their time performing sophisticated molecular
analyses can be seen as an impressive example of fully developed translational research within premises of
the hospital. When taking in account a large number of projects with a substantial budget and a very clear
strategy of the Unit with innovative and pro-active collaborations, evaluation board decided to recognize the
sub-unit Medicine of LSMU Biomed to be the only biomedical Unit in Lithuania which at the moment of
evaluation deserves “Excellent” score for their R&D activities. This means that in some, but substantial
number of elements of Medicine sub-unit of LSMU Biomed – R&D activities are on the highest international
level.
The economic and social impact of R&D activities
LSMU Biomed is one of the best national examples of collaboration with industry. There are number of
promising projects with potential to strongly influence society and economy. For example, VoiceScreen
application with private partners, search for biomarkers of GI tumours from the breath, gastric microbiome
- twin study with Sweden, gastric cancer biomarkers with Taiwan, biomedical electronic equipment for brain
post-stroke monitoring with private investment and KTU, study on circulatory metabolites by optical
method, development of methodology for assessing the activity of the coagulation system in relation to the
human genotype, development of new-generation orthopedic implants, etc. Members of LSMU are regularly
involved in important national and business missions, like preparing guidelines for Health Emergency
Situations Centre at the Ministry of Health, consultation for Samsung, Bayer, Novartis and many others. It
is very positive to detect that during the 2013-2017 period 917 conferences and seminars were organized by
various Departments of the Unit. The number of attendees reached over 131 000. Altogether this means that
the Unit has a very strong economic and social impact, which corresponds to Very Good (4) score.
Development potential of UoA
LSMU Biomed has been developing with the constant rate in the last decade. It is excellent to notice constant
investments in new equipment which is very actively used. Budget for improvements is coming from various
sources, including international projects and projects with industry. Evaluators recognized that in many subunits a smooth transition from senior researcher being previous heads of departments towards younger
generations occurred. Different from some other Units in Lithuania where too many positions are still in
hands of generations approaching retirement, LSMU Biomed has a clear strategy to support generations with
international education and modern approach in clinical research. Based on the methodology defined on the
national level, evaluation board recognizes that this Unit can improve for at least one additional point in the
next 5 to 10 years, which, according to defined table means Excellent (5) potential.
Recommendations on the activities of UoA continuity and (or) improvement
As already mentioned, evaluators decided that the sub-unit Medicine is, at the moment of evaluation, the
only biomedical sub - Unit in Lithuania which deserves the maximal score for its R&D activities. It is
important to add that although this means that the sub-unit is recognized as the international leader, this is
not the case for all of its elements. By this we want to stress that the excellent parts of this sub-unit, like for
example gastroenterology and cardiology, represent an example how Lithuania can be fully competitive on
international level. Those groups should be fully supported in their work and should be followed as examples.
We were happy to hear that the scientists with the highest output are clearly recognized and granted by
increased salary. We fully support that and recommend even more benefits in, for example, reducing routine
clinical obligations for researchers which have potential to bring even more grants. In addition, evaluators
want to add that other sub – units of this Unit are not far from the excellent level and that they should insist
on developing based on a current excellent potential. Evaluators do not see any obstacle that researchers
from the mentioned centres start to win the best European grants, H2020 and others. It is very positive that
Department of development has been founded – we highly suggest hiring as many people as possible with
needed skills in writing European project proposals and with knowledge in biostatistics. We believe that this
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would be a decision with very high chances of return on investment. In addition, we would like to consider
an option that clinicians could start their PhD during the second half of their residency. The current system
where those two processes are fully separated is taking too much time and leaving a very small number, if
any of them, who consider additional international education as postdoctoral researchers abroad. We would
like to see more PhD students who consider their international postdoctoral career (at least for 6 months) as
the obligatory part of their life-long education.
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LSMU_Nurs, Nursing, Lithuanian University of Health Sciences
UoA abbreviation

LSMU_Nurs

Name of the UoA

Nursing

Name of institution

Lithuanian University of Health Sciences

Type of institution

University

No. of research staff (with PhD) FTE in 2017
No. of teaching staff (with PhD) FTE in 2017

33,58

The quality of R&D activities:
Research field:

Score No. of research staff
(with PhD) FTE in 2017

No. of teaching staff
(with PhD) FTE in 2017

Nursing (10B)

3

33,58

The economic and social impact of R&D activities
Score

3

Development potential of UoA
Score

2

The quality of R&D activities:
Nursing (10B)

The LSMU Nursing has a strong national position and well visible international partnership in nursing
education area and plays an important role in national healthcare police making. The Unit holds the only
available nursing PhD research program in Lithuania and encourages young students to choose a research
career. Its involvement as a WHO collaborating Centre for Nursing demonstrates the quality and innovative
clinical cares provided by the Unit. Scientific publications appear in average-impact peer reviewed journals.
In the top-level publications, the unit’s members do not appear as a first or senior (last) author. For such
multi-authored paper in which several foreign laboratories are involved, the contribution of the unit’s
member is difficult to assess even though it is a first step towards a high international visibility. The
participation at international meetings is good even if it is difficult to distinguish among different listed types
of presentations (poster, oral presentation, invited lecture, keynote lecture). The total numbers of PhDs
awarded each year is good compared to the total number of PhD students. The percentages of Englishwritten thesis can be improved as well as well as the number of international students. All this written
suggests that LSMU Nursing represents a strong national unit in the field with rather limited level of research
on international scale. Thus, the board of evaluators decided that its level of R&D quality corresponds to
Good (3).
The economic and social impact of R&D activities

The unit is clearly an important institution in Lithuania for nursing education and its societal impact is
convincingly supported and illustrates by research and clinical topics related to public health (geriatrics,
rehabilitation and institute of sports). New facilities and infrastructures will be available in 2019 and they
might contribute to research development even though such infrastructures will require more interaction
among the teams in order to contribute to the development of innovative healthcare technologies. Most of
the total budget originates from national facilities programs and illustrates a good economic and social
impact. The major problem is the absence of any significant interaction with the private sector and other
decision makers. The panel considered that the Research Funding should be a priority. A peer-reviewed
journal published by the unit (NERP-Nursing, Education, Research and Practice) is an excellent initiative
and contributes to the dissemination of the Unit’s research activities. The unit is providing consultations to
the public entities but mainly at the national level. Extending this expertise at the international level should
be a priority. Only few Units’ members are represented in international working groups and commissions
although they are being active at the national level. Since LSMU Nursing performs scientific research which
can be recognized as important and this leads to some, rather modest level of partnership outside the
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academic community, the board of evaluators decided that its level of economic and social impact
corresponds to Good (3).
Development potential of UoA
The Unit will move to a new building at the end of 2019 and (this point was confirmed during the interview)
more than 50% of the space will be reserved for research activities. This means that an increasing number of
students can be trained successfully even though the panel of experts encourages the Unit to make these
infrastructures available to international students. Unit’s management will need to achieve an excellent and
sound coordination between the clinical staff and the PhD researchers. Limited collaboration is a major
obstacle considering the diversity of clinical tasks they have to be assumed. There are many available topics
to be studied by a relatively low number of people whose major activity is largely at the clinical level.
International visibility has to be improved: it will attract the attention and the interest of international
decision makers and research centres. Evaluation board recognizes that a significant effort has to be made to
improve for at least one additional point in the next 5 to 10 years which corresponds to Satisfactory potential
(2).
Recommendations on the activities of UoA continuity and (or) improvement
The panel of experts got an impression that the staff is rather satisfied with the current management and new
infrastructures. On the other hand, dialog between the clinical staff and the PhD researchers could be
improved. LSMU Nursing moves to a new building in 2019; it will be a unique opportunity to improve this
communication and to even better integrate basic researchers in a clinical environment. It will contribute to
the translational nature of research activities. The panel recommends that scientists with high outputs and
potential to apply successfully for grants should benefit reduction of clinical tasks. Budget focusing almost
exclusively on a national funding raised serious questions about the financial situation of the unit in the
approaching years. The panel strongly encourages more intense interactions with the private sector and the
international resources. New funding will be required to maintain a significant activity in the new
infrastructures available in 2019. Hiring new people with skills in writing European project proposals is
encouraged. This would help to increase European-level ambition, which currently lacks in all units. The
students should be encouraged to move abroad and to apply for European funding. During the interview the
feeling of the panel was that PhD students prefer to stay in the Unit rather than moving abroad. Even if it is
a difficult decision, international education it is an essential part of a scientist career.
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LSMU_Odont, Odontology, Lithuanian University of Health Sciences
UoA abbreviation

LSMU_Odont

Name of the UoA

Odontology

Name of institution

Lithuanian University of Health Sciences

Type of institution

University

No. of research staff (with PhD) FTE in 2017
No. of teaching staff (with PhD) FTE in 2017

40,58

The quality of R&D activities:
Research field:

Score No. of research staff
(with PhD) FTE in 2017

No. of teaching staff
(with PhD) FTE in 2017

Odontology (07B)

3

40,58

The economic and social impact of R&D activities
Score

2

Development potential of UoA
Score

2

The quality of R&D activities:
Odontology (07B)

The research output measured by number and quality of publications is good and researchers from LSMU
Odontology are frequently the first and/or the last authors. The self-assessment gives the impression that
there is a limited number of researchers that publish regularly, with a focus on dental implants and
endodontics. However, the site visit revealed that there are publications in most of the fields of odontology.
The number of publications and also the quality is increasing. There is relatively large number of reviews
among the publications, probably because the PhD-students are encouraged to write a systematic review at
the start of their studies. The students can choose it they want to write their thesis in English or Lithuanian
but English is becoming more common, partly because foreign examiners are invited more often. The faculty
has research collaboration with several universities abroad, including for example promising plans with Beirut
Arab University, but the contacts and outputs still seem to be sporadic. The list of received national and
international awards is very short. The participation in competitive R&D projects is also very short but the
faculty has just signed (August 2018) an agreement with Prodent worth close to 2 million €. Since
Odontology of LSMU represents a strong national unit in the field with some and rather limited level of
research on international scale, the board of evaluators decided that its level of R&D quality corresponds to
Good (3).
The economic and social impact of R&D activities
The social and economic impact of the research at the Faculty for Odontology is very modest. There are
some projects aiming to deliver products that can be commercialised, but they do not seem to be very close
to this goal. It is possible that one or two of these projects can deliver useful product in the predictable
future. The interactions with the government are limited to very few persons. The social outreach and science
popularisation activities are limited. Very few faculty members are involved as editors of international
journals or as members of international organisation. The Faculty has organised few international
conferences, once again limited to dental implants and maxillo-facial surgery. Very little interaction with the
society is reported and small attempts to present dental research in a popular way. This is a pity considering
the large number of students, residents and teachers - there are much more opportunities to interact with
the surrounding society, both on the regional and national level. Since the board of evaluators has been able
to detect a rather important scientific activities but with a very limited impact on society and with a very
limited number of projects with the private sector, the level of economic and social impact is estimated as
Satisfactory (2).
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Development potential of UoA
The Faculty of Odontology has shown an increase in both productivity and quality during the last three
years. An obvious strength and potential is the availability of 8000 new patients annually and a large number
of residents that need to participate in research projects. Patients and residents should create good
possibilities to increase the amount of clinical research, also in other fields than oral surgery and dental
implants. Although there is some research going on in the most of the fields of dentistry, there is a need to
broaden the research topics. There is a certain potential to develop research in other fields. Many of the
PhD-student´s projects are highly relevant and interesting. One is building a cohort of twins, presently 500
pairs of which 50 are verified to be monozygotic. This project has a great potential for interesting research
in the future. The cohort could lead to valuable international collaboration in the future. Another interesting
PhD-project is based on a new method to test the vitality of dental pulps using a laser Doppler. If this
approach could be successfully tested, this could become one of the standard methods in the clinic. The age
distribution among the staff is good. The PhD-students gave a very positive and optimistic impression. The
faculty needs to increase and deepen international collaboration. Presently there are many publications with
international collaborators but to really become international, there must be more active in exchange of staff.
The possibility to have international PhD-students should be explored and PhD-students and junior
researchers should be encouraged to spend time abroad. The overall impression is that both staff and PhDstudents have a very optimistic attitude. They are also quite satisfied with support from the university,
especially the Development office. This is of course strength but also a weakness, they have a bigger potential
than they think they have and should be more ambitious. The score Satisfactory (2), according to the
template developed by the Ministry of Higher Education and Science, means that we expect the faculty to
improve to some extent in approaching five to ten years.
Recommendations on the activities of UoA continuity and (or) improvement
The faculty should utilize more efficiently large number of patients and their large number of residents in
order to increase clinical research. They should be able to attract international PhD-students with the
possibilities to perform a good clinical research. The faculty should identify strategic international partners
and pursue collaboration with them. The research output of the Maxillofacial unit is better than Faculty
average but the faculty needs to work hard to raise the other units to a similar level. Although the PhDstudents seemed quite content at the faculty and wanted to stay, they should be encouraged to go for a post
doc period elsewhere. The researcher must be given time to do research. High quality research can not be
performed only at nights and in the weekends.
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LSMU_Pharm, Pharmacy, Lithuanian University of Health Sciences
UoA abbreviation

LSMU_Pharm

Name of the UoA

Pharmacy

Name of institution

Lithuanian University of Health Sciences

Type of institution

University

No. of research staff (with PhD) FTE in 2017

6,25

No. of teaching staff (with PhD) FTE in 2017

38,23

The quality of R&D activities:
Research field:

Score No. of research staff
(with PhD) FTE in 2017

No. of teaching staff
(with PhD) FTE in 2017

Pharmacy (08B)

4

38,23

6,25

Theeconomic and socialimpact of R&D activities
Score

4

Development potential of UoA
Score

5

The quality of R&D activities:
Pharmacy (08B)

The researchers at this Unit exhibit comprehensive efforts to make advances in line with modern scientific
trends in the pharmaceutical sciences. This is also reflected by a very good publication outcome. The panel
appreciate the list of the 5 selected best publications for the evaluated 5-year period, which were published
in well-known international journals with IF 3-6.7. These publications clearly demonstrate a dominant role
played by the researchers from the Faculty of Pharmacy. In each of them, a researcher from the UoA is either
the first author or the senior last author or both. Numerous original results were obtained by the researchers
of the UoA and this corresponds well to increasing number of citations. There are international collaborative
projects, such as two projects of H2020 and ERA NET. One of the successful collaborative H2020 projects
is focused on food, healthy living and healthy aging. The UoA is strong in organization of international
meetings. Of particular value are those which are being organised annually. The site visit made clear that
there is a good interaction and collaboration among the researcher within the UoA. Several motivated young
researchers are developing and/or working with modern up-to-date methodologies. Pharmacy Unit of LSMU
is a very strong research centre and it is clearly recognized on the international level. Thus, the board of
evaluators decided that its level of R&D quality corresponds to Very Good (4).
The economic and social impact of R&D activities

Applied research performed at the Faculty of Pharmacy is on a very good level. There are many links with
applied sector and during the visits evaluators learnt about ongoing projects and many other projects in
preparation based on collaboration with business sector. Organization of annual conferences and conferences
for young scientists has a visible social impact. We highly welcome popularization activities, which include
publishing general public oriented articles, which are increasing the awareness on the importance of scientific
work. This adds to visibility of the whole unit and the whole university. This level of the visibility is among
the best in Lithuania. The Faculty of Pharmacy performs significant activities for the business sector.
Promising agreements with companies have been detected and many are under development. Evaluators
noticed a visible transformation towards modern scientific methodologies, linked to activities which are
increasing the social impact. Both master and PhD students are involved in relevant activities. There are
even collaborations with foreign companies. A real positive feature is an existence of a spin off at this UoA,
which involves also PhD students. Since the Pharmacy Unit of LSMU performs a very important scientific
research and it is recognized as a very important partner in R&D topics outside the academic community,
the board of evaluators decided that its level of economic and social impact corresponds to Very Good (4).
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Development potential of UoA
The current infrastructure is very appropriate, which offers many possibilities for further development. The
site visit helped to realize that the Faculty is localized in a fascinating building with very suitable equipment
and laboratory space. It was very clear that most modern instruments are in use and that they are shared by
several researchers. In addition, the Faculty of Pharmacy is planning to create a new Centre on Applied
Chemistry and Pharmaceutical Research, which fits well in the strategy of new technologies and monitoring
systems. As one of the potential problems for the future we observed a relative lack of teachers aged 25-34
years. The scoring rules for criterion „Development potential“ allowed the panel only two options. The first
option was score 2, which means no improvement at all and the second possible option was 5 - meaning
improvement for several points, which is probably too optimistic. After a long discussion which took all
analysed parameters in account, the panel finally came to agreement that it is expected that this UoA will
continue to improve significantly in the next 5-10 years. Thus, according to defined scale, we decided to
grant Pharmacy with Excellent (5) for its potential.
Recommendations on the activities of UoA continuity and (or) improvement
The UoA is supposed to further develop its national and international position. To facilitate such process,
the panel has few recommendations: The internalization of students should be increased, which would have
a positive impact on their future development. It would be of benefit if the collaborations inside the unit,
namely between the groups working on pharmaceutical chemistry and those working in the field of drug
delivery become even more intensive. The connection between the clinics and the UoA should be increased.
Moreover, since there is no department of pharmacology at the Faculty of Pharmacy, the focus should be
given on further development of the Department of Clinical Pharmacy. The nanotechnologies and
nanomedicine, which are an important part of the research activities at present, should be further developed
and supported.
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LSMU_PubHealth, Public health, Lithuanian University of Health
Sciences
UoA abbreviation

LSMU_PubHealth

Name of the UoA

Public health

Name of institution

Lithuanian University of Health Sciences

Type of institution

University

No. of research staff (with PhD) FTE in 2017

6,25

No. of teaching staff (with PhD) FTE in 2017

43,55

The quality of R&D activities:
Research field:

Score No. of research staff
(with PhD) FTE in 2017

No. of teaching staff
(with PhD) FTE in 2017

Public health (09B)

2

43,55

6,25

The economic and social impact of R&D activities
Score

4

Development potential of UoA
Score

2

The quality of R&D activities:
Public health (09B)

The LSMU Public Health is the biggest public health school in Lithuania with twelve different study
programs and nine research groups. The strong line in the research profile of the Faculty of Public Health
is epidemiological research with the large scale databases. Recently a new research project focusing on “big
data” was initiated in collaboration with an IT-company. Data provided on the research work indicate a high
number of successfully published multicentre clinical trials. The publications selected for evaluation are
mostly in high impact journals, however the share of the highest impact factor publications for the Faculty
of Public Health is low (0.059, 0.005). It documents excellent participation in the international multicentre
networks, but neither in the leading roles (the 1st or the last author) nor the quality of original research
performed in the Faculty of Public Health. The participation in international networks (e.g. WHO, HBSC)
is rather well-developed. Similarly, participation in the competitive projects is good both at national
(Interaction of genetic and behavioural factors and risk of chronic diseases/NCD) and international levels
(e.g. ATHLOS/Horizon 2020; SILNE/7thFP; CRO SCREENING/EU Twinning project; Development of
the Model…/Norwegian Financial Mechanism). The Faculty of Public Health has both national and
international research funding to some extent. In general, PhD education functions well. During the five
years evaluation period altogether 21 PhD Theses were completed, which is good compared with the total
number of PhD students. The theses are mostly published in Lithuanian language and only some in English,
which should be improved by encouraging writing in English. No international PhD students in the Public
Health PhD program were detected. Based on defined scoring system, the board of evaluators decided that
above described level corresponds to Satisfactory (2), which means a satisfactory national player with low
level of international visibility.
The economic and social impact of R&D activities
The Faculty of Public Health deals with important research topics (socio-economic inequalities in smoking;
health behaviour among Lithuanian adult population; healthy ageing; national cancer screening programme;
physical and mental health; health behaviour of children and adolescents) and thus impacts strongly the
Lithuanian society. The collaborators are mostly from public sector; very few R& D activities with private
sector are mentioned. The Faculty researchers are members of the national committees, research council and
boards of health. In addition, Lithuania is represented in a subcommittee of the WHO Regional Committee
by the representative of the Faculty of Public Health. The Faculty has provided consultations in the field of
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health for the citizens, local community, professionals and policy makers. Science popularisation actions
have been accomplished by radio interviews, articles and seminars for parents, teachers and in the parliament.
Two examples of business co-operation agreements exist. The Faculty has been active in organising annually
international or national conference or scientific meeting with international collaborators such as WHO.
Participation in the international conferences, mostly with oral presentations, is good, but no information
about keynote lectures was presented. The Faculty researchers are members of editorial boards both in
Lithuanian and international journals, as well as members in international working and expert groups.
Altogether this means that the Unit is a very important in regard to economic and social impact, which
corresponds to Very Good (4) score.
Development potential of UoA
Based on the methodology that evaluators had to follow, the present stage of the development potential of
the Faculty of Public Health is estimated as Satisfactory (2) meaning that the level of performance may stay
at the Satisfactory level or increase into level of Good (3) or Very Good (4) in the next 5 -10 years. The
Panel believes that Faculty of Public Health in the Lithuanian University has capability to increase its scores
for one point in the next five to ten years. This is based on precise observations of current ongoing projects
and it is based on estimation of the output of current activities. This Unit is rather small, so we cannot expect
a large and very fast improvement, but it is realistic that, based on a current optimism and current projects,
every element of the Unit can improve for one additional point.
Recommendations on the activities of UoA continuity and (or) improvement
The panel found the general impression of the Faculty of Public Health to be positive having motivated
researchers, teachers, PhD students and administration staff. They reported beneficial support for research
activities, such as preparing funding applications and publications providing by the recently established
University Development Office. Collaboration within the Faculty of Public Health, University, at national
and international levels functions well. Since 2016 the Faculty is located in a new building with excellent
facilities. The Faculty should continue to work to increase the external research funding and prepare a
strategic funding plan and plan for taking a leading role in funding applications such as MSCA. Success in
funding would benefit PhD students and especially post-doc researchers to study and work more frequently
abroad at other universities and research institutes, which currently seems to be at a very low level. This is
necessary in order to create new innovative scientific ideas, competencies and networks. The Faculty runs
twelve study programs, which brings a lot of teaching obligations for the teaching and research staff and
decreases the time to be used in research activities. The Faculty needs to consider renewing the curricula /
integrating study programs to balance the staff’s time management and to ensure more time for research. A
new life-style-medicine program started recently being very popular among applicants. In creating new
programs, it would be necessary to revise previous ones.
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LSU_SBF, Faculty of Sport Biomedicine, Lithuanian Sports University
UoA abbreviation

LSU_SBF

Name of the UoA

Faculty of Sport Biomedicine

Name of institution

Lithuanian Sports University

Type of institution

University

No. of research staff (with PhD) FTE in 2017

21,66

No. of teaching staff (with PhD) FTE in 2017

60,14

The quality of R&D activities:
Research field:

Score No. of research staff
(with PhD) FTE in 2017

No. of teaching staff
(with PhD) FTE in 2017

Biology (01B)

3

19,16

53,85

Public health (09B)

2

1

3,15

Medicine, Nursing (06B, 10B)

2

1,5

3,14

The economic and social impact of R&D activities
Score

3

Development potential of UoA
Score

2

The quality of R&D activities:
Biology (01B)

Analyses of the scientific output of the sub-unit Biology revealed that there is a significant increase in both
publication quality and quantity during the past 5 years. Among the listed 32 publications, as examples of
the best research outputs, in the majority of them, authors from this Unit are at the first or the last place of
authorship and they mostly belong to Q1=highly ranked with moderate impact factors. Focus is mostly brain
and neuromuscular adaptations and mechanisms of body responses to heating and cooling. There is a long
list of international collaborations and students` mobility with leading international research groups.
Researchers and PhD students declare that they are all fully satisfied with their current situation stating that
the University provides sufficient support for them. All the PhD students were very positive and satisfied
with their supervisors. They have freedom to select their study topics. A part of them have been abroad for
a short period. Few of them have co-supervisors from abroad. Most of them would like to stay in the current
UoA after graduation and have a sense of security about their future. Of the listed 7 projects under the data
on participation in competitive R&D projects, there were 3 that could be considered as applied basic study.
Of note, there were 3 projects which were also reported by the other two UoAs under this assessment. The
UoA already has several prototype devices which have been developed by the UoA researchers. Based on
defined scoring system, the board of evaluators decided that above described quality of R&D activities
corresponds to Good (3), which means that Biology sub-unit of LSU-SBF is a strong national player in the
field with some level of international visibility.
Public health (09B)

In the presented documents, this UoA is relatively small with 1 chief researcher, 1 professor, 2 lectures and
2 assistants. There were 6 publications (2 in Q1=highly ranked, 3 in Q2=medium ranked and 1 in Q3=low
ranked) listed under the best research outputs during the past 5 years and among the 5 publications, only 2
first author papers indicating that the current performance is rather poor. There were five R&D projects,
three of them were completed and two are ongoing. However, no other information was given which makes
it difficult to give a proper assessment. In the site visit, no additional information was provided. Based on
defined scoring system, the board of evaluators decided that above described level of research activities in
the sub-unit of Public Health corresponds to Satisfactory (2), which means a satisfactory national player with
a low level of international visibility.
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Medicine, Nursing (06B, 10B)

In the presented documents, there are 1 chief researcher, 2 researchers, 2 professors and 3 associate
professors. They listed 8 publications as the best research outputs (5 in Q1, 1 in Q2 and 2 in Q3). Among
the 5 best publications, in 3 they are the first authors. The publications are good in its field and most of the
publications were published in 2017. There were 5 listed R&D projects and among them 2 are already listed
under the Biology and 1 is under Public Health. Thus, it is difficult to know which of these projects should
be under which UoA. The same as in public Health, no other information was given and no additional
information regarding this UoA was presented. Based on defined scoring system, the board of evaluators
decided that above described level of research and development activities corresponds to Satisfactory (2),
which means a satisfactory national player with a low level of international visibility.
The economic and social impact of R&D activities
The economic and social impact of this Unit can be seen in several good examples: there is a link to the
National Olympic committee of Lithuania and to different sport associations, like membership in Athletic
Federation of Lithuania, Lithuania Canoe Federation, and several other sports councils, like National
Olympic Committee. Very good participation is observed in several working groups, such as Baltic Sport
Science Society, European Network of Physiotherapy in Higher Education. In addition, we observed an
active role in science popularization. On the other hand, there is a limited number of international research
grants which could lead to larger impact on economy. In the past 2 years, the UoA has not won any
international funding programmes for R&D. The number of projects of R&D orders of state institutions and
municipalities and other institutions of the public sector have decreased from 2013 to 2017 and the total
amount is relatively low. There were total of 32 listed projects in annual report out of which 6 were reported
again in different years. The UoA carries out important research activities but has little interaction with
private sector, decision-makers, and the society thus the economic and social impact of R&D activities is
limited. This corresponds to score Good (3).
Development potential of UoA
The Faculty has expressed their desire to improve their international ranking from currently 200-300
(Shanghai Jiao Tong University Ranking) to 100. However, how the goal can be reached is not very clear.
The Faculty has its research traditions and is strong in research areas such as brain and neuromuscular
adaptations and mechanisms of body responses to heating and cooling. The Faculty has planned in the next
five years focussing on two major themes: Exercise and Nutrition in Medicine and Physiotherapy of
Neuromuscular System. How these focuses connect to the study programs of Biology (01B), Public Health
(09B) and Medicine, Nursing (06B, 10B) is not clear. The administrative personnel expressed their concern
about merging with other universities. Researchers wish that university could improve the service for the
ordering of the study supplies which took too long (minimum 6 months) currently. Researchers feel that
there is a lack of funding opportunities but they expressed that they got enough support from university for
research. The PhD students wish to have larger budgets for participation at the conferences. The UoA has
several research driven R&D products which are built by themselves. However, none of them have applied
for patents and involved companies. Overall, the UoA of Biology is capable of improving the quality of its
R&D activities and its economic and social impact assessments by 1 point within the next 5-10 years but
whether the other two UoAs can be improved by 1 point remain to be seen. This corresponds to Satisfactory
(2) potential for development.
Recommendations on the activities of UoA continuity and (or) improvement
The UoA should keep their strong research lines (brain and neuromuscular adaptations muscle hypertrophy
and atrophy, strength / endurance training and mechanisms of body responses to heating and cooling). In
addition, they should promote interdisciplinary research to get more international recognition and impact.
In addition, they should make effort to produce high quality research which is linked to study of physical
activity/sport and related public health to increase its impact on national policy decision making. What is
obviously missing is presence of more international research grants that would include funding for upgrading
research infrastructure for R&D. This might be improved by office or personnel hired to help researchers to
prepare commercialization of their R&D work in the area of sport and related subjects to improve its social
and economic impact for the society. The UoAs may benefit by encouraging researchers and PhD students
to have more incentives in their research work, particularly to encourage female researchers to pursue
professorship.
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NVI, National Cancer Institute, National Cancer Institute
UoA abbreviation

NVI

Name of the UoA

National Cancer Institute

Name of institution

National Cancer Institute

Type of institution

Research Institute

No. of research staff (with PhD) FTE in 2017

25,51

No. of teaching staff (with PhD) FTE in 2017

0

The quality of R&D activities:
Research field:

Score No. of research staff
(with PhD) FTE in 2017

No. of teaching staff
(with PhD) FTE in 2017

Biology (01B)

4

13,73

0

Biophysics (02B)

4

3,52

0

Medicine (06B)

3

8,26

0

The economic and social impact of R&D activities
Score

4

Development potential of UoA
Score

5

The quality of R&D activities:
Biology (01B)

The NVI is the only Lithuanian institution dedicated almost exclusively to Oncology, combining research
and clinical activities, as well as education and training of physicians and paramedical personnel in the field
of oncology. The recent joining to the European Organization for Research and Treatment of Cancer
(EORTC) has to be considered as a sign of international recognition of the quality of care provided at the
NVI and of the ongoing clinical research conducted in its labs. Namely, the scientific output in the sub-field
of Biology can be recognized as Very good. This is illustrated by the list of publications in peer-reviewed,
journals (Lung Cancer, Virology, British Journal of Cancer, Human Molecular Genetics, etc). Indeed, a
more detailed analysis revealed that, despite 15 different and/or unrelated topics covered in 20 papers, a
Lithuanian principal investigator (PI) was in the driving seat in 15 publications, the IF of which ranging from
7.2 to 0.9 (median 4.9). Nevertheless, at least 6 projects relating mainly to the field of epidemiology were
listed in the field of Biology instead of Medicine making the objective assessment rather difficult. This
specific point was discussed constructively and clarified with the senior researchers at the time of the visit.
Since Biology subfield of NVI is a strong research unit and it is well recognized on international level, the
board of evaluators decided that its level of research quality corresponds to Very Good (4).
Biophysics (02B)

Top research is conducted in the field of Biophysics namely in nanotechnology, nanomedicine, quantum
dots and photosensitizer. Two original papers are dealing with nano-engineered skin mesenchymal stem cells
(as quantum dots potential vehicles for tumour-targeted quantum-dot delivery). All the biophysics studies
have been conducted in Lithuania or in international projects with a Lithuanian scientist as PI. Impact factors
of 15 related publications range between 7.002 and 2.093 (median 4.383). The overall number of
publications, as well as the quality of the targeted journals in this highly specialized field, could be improved
and contribute further to the enhancement of the number of citations. Most awards are limited to Lithuanian
academies. Participation in international awards competition must be encouraged in order to improve the
international visibility of the research teams. In fact, when taking into account the scientific output in the
sub-field of biophysics, especially when one normalizes it to a rather small number of researchers and PhD
students, the observed parameters can be seen as good with a still limited international visibility. Since
Biophysics subfield of NVI is, similar to Biology, a strong research unit and it is well recognized on
36

Panel B: Biomedical Sciences

international level, the board of evaluators decided that its level of research quality corresponds to Very
Good (4).
Medicine (06B)

Majority of articles belonging to Medicine sub-field are published in good specialized journals. Impact factors
of 21 papers reviewed by the panel range between 36 and 1.487 (median 4.012). However, in the top-level
publications the unit’s members do not appear as first or senior (last) author. There are some presentations
in international meetings, but it is difficult to distinguish between oral presentations, full lectures, and invited
lectures. Improving international visibility and the number of defended theses should be a priority. When
analysing R&D activities in the sub-field MEDICINE, there are basically two types of publications. First,
these based on local databank such as the national cancer registry (based at the NVI), which are, interestingly
enough, often conducted in collaboration with other registries (i.e., Heidelberg, Germany). Secondly, the
publications based on rather large collaborations (i.e. lung cancer, site-specific cancer risk in the Baltic cohort
of Chernobyl clean-up workers), in which several countries are involved. Regardless of that, many
publications are published in good peer-reviewed journals such as the British journal of dermatology and
Annals of oncology. But they are mainly collaborative clinical trials. Nevertheless, more than 20 phases II to
IV clinical trials have been performed each year, involving more than 120 patients and 15% of the NVI’s
staff. Despite the 2017 membership of the NVI in the EORTC and its selection as centre for several clinical
trials in Lithuania, the current volume of scientific output is not at the same level as it is in the fields of
Biophysics and Biology. However, the NVI has to be considered as a strong and leading national player in
the field of Oncology that could improve significantly its international visibility by a more focused and
rational use of the limited resources available for clinical research.
Indeed, this lack of a clear institutional strategy for clinical research is illustrated by the very diverse subfields of investigation (mixing at random epidemiology studies with clinical studies as it was already the case
in the field of biology) such as: basal cell carcinoma, alcohol and cancer, iatrogenic large bowel injury during
colonoscopy, prostate cancer [x7], cancer vaccine, proctology & pregnancy, haematological diseases in
Europe, chemotherapy in non-small-cell-lung cancer, vitamin D and coronary artery disease, gastric cancer,
breast cancer, etc.
It appears to the panel members that there is some place for improvement in the use of human resources by
establishing a more efficient use of available research infrastructure and by coordinating more effectively the
research projects related to a same area and/or sub-field (for instance in the sub-field of prostate cancer).
Indeed, the topic of prostate cancer is a paradigmatic illustration of the imperative need to coordinate more
efficiently the strategy and the resource allocation for clinical research in a field where the NVI can count
on a Onco Urology Department recognized in 2017 as a Prostate Cancer Excellence Centre by the European
Association of Urology – the first such centre in the Baltic region. Nonetheless, several prostate cancer
studies have been conducted or are going on at the NVI with the department of immunology being
sometimes the only common denominator. In addition, there seems to be a significant gap between clinical
work (activities) and research laboratories. A gap that is not filled by the representatives of the Public
Authority who are both involved in the NCI as researchers and employees. Better interdisciplinary and
transdisciplinary research projects should be organised and coordinated first at the institutional level between
clinical and laboratory departments by the way of clearly identified research units managed and run by full
time researchers. This is the only way to develop more efficient and effective joint research projects meeting
international standards. Strategic priorities must be clearly defined and regularly assessed by multidisciplinary and trans-disciplinary discussions. Since Medicine subfield of NVI is well developed research
unit which is modestly recognized on international level, the board of evaluators decided that its level of
quality corresponds to Good (3).
The economic and social impact of R&D activities
The NVI is clearly an important and recognized national institution for cancer treatment, diagnostic,
education and research. More than 20 phases II to IV clinical trials, involving more than 120 patients are
performed each year. This can be illustrated by the study "Cancer surveillance using registry data: Results
and recommendations for the Lithuanian national prostate cancer early detection programme", which was
published in the European Journal of Cancer (IF 6) and had a national and international impact.
The participation of some unit’s experts to EU working groups is a strong asset of the Institute. Further
institutional development of the locally based high technology sector is a prerequisite to remain at the
frontline of the nanomedicine field which implies acquisition of new equipment, recruitment of human
resources and support of the most promising PhD students (who must absolutely get further experience
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abroad). A better interface and more effective collaboration between clinicians and techno-scientific
investigators is another prerequisite to any further development of the institute.
The most impressive impact for the future is the development of technologies allowing to improve the early
diagnosis, namely by genomic and proteomic markers, new radiological methods, and above all by
nanotechnologies for which some NCI investigators are in the front seat. Those people can be regarded as
experts by the academic and private sectors for the implementation of more individualized treatment for
each patient based on the prediction of the cancer response to treatment and/or progression by the way of
molecular and cell biomarker tests. But also, for better targeting strategy in order to minimize the damage
to healthy tissues. The overall number of PhD students is rather low in this promising sub-field of
nanotechnology (x 5), but quite satisfactory in the field of Medicine [x 77 (52 FTE)]. During the visit, no
clear answer has been provided regarding the current and future financing of the nanotechnology and
nanomedicine projects. There seems to be a problem at the national level as training and education are
mainly the task of universities. This can explain the relatively low number of PhD students in the promising
sub-field of nanomedicine at the NVI. Another direct consequence being the ineffective and inefficient use
of certain infrastructures and human resources for research projects and publication activities, despite the
expertise and great potential of human resources, and the interesting diversity of oncological pathologies
treated at the NVI. The NVI is also active to propagate scientific information via TV program, radio,
newspapers. Announcement of a treatment of hepatic cancer using a method developed and applied
successfully by Lithuanian members of the NVI (oncologists, radiologists) and medical experts from
Germany has probably contribute to attract the attention of young researchers and industrial funding. The
majority of PhD students are coming from Vilnius University (VU). They are regularly under the combined
supervision of the NVI and VU staffs and promotors. Since NVI performs a very important scientific research
and it is recognized as a very important partner in R&D topics outside the academic community, the board
of evaluators decided that its level of quality corresponds to Very Good (4).
Development potential of UoA
Since 2017, the NVI is operational for clinical trials in collaboration with European research centres.
Nonetheless, limited collaboration between clinical services and research laboratories could represent a major
obstacle bound to the quite different workload, obligation and priorities between the tasks of clinicians and
researchers. Furthermore, the NVI infrastructures and human resources are more or less efficiently used for
training and education inasmuch as the NVI depends mainly on universities for the recruitment of interns,
students, and PhD students. It could be worth considering the establishment of a doctoral school for clinical
research by a joint venture between the NVI and Vilnius University. However, there is clearly room for
optimism while considering the ongoing top projects such as the control of the national cancer registry based
at the NVI, the re-accreditation of the NVI by Organisation European Cancer Institutes (OECI), the
prospective installation of a stereotactic ablative radiotherapy equipment (SABR), and the ongoing
development of the laboratory of genetic diagnostics established in 2016. The recently obtained license for
biobanking (2017) provides another opportunity to use more efficiently and effectively patients ‘biological
material’ for local research activities and for collaborative studies through networking with Lithuanian and
international teams. In 2017, the NCI became also a member of the European Cancer Treatment and
Research Organization (EORTC) which represents a serious opportunity to extend the range of clinical
research and international visibility of the NVI's teams. Based on the number of publications in good
standing peer-reviewed journals in the 3 fields (Biology, Biophysics, Medicine), the panel members
underline the significant potential for further development. However, the management and the leading
investigators must be very cautious as the total number of projects has been decreasing steadily in the last
few years. Scientists and investigators at the NVI are often being financed by the allocations from the
Ministry of Science and Education or the LRC, the allocations being linked with the scientific production
of the Institution and other variables such as participation in different projects (both state and international
level). It is imperative that the National Cancer Institute strives more actively to participate in the
coordination of all or part of new H2020 projects, or at least be a partner.
Recommendations on the activities of UoA continuity and (or) improvement
The institution has, so far, a clear strategy in supporting publishing and development of several research
fields. This is demonstrated by the fact that NVI-Biophysics is a recognized national player in the field of
nanomedicine, nano-applications, imaging, radiotherapy, etc. However, it is important to underline the low
number of PhD students involved into this promising field (x 5 compared to x 77 in Medicine). The NVI
has a significant financial support from the State, but the recent balance in winning international research
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grants can certainly be improved, particularly in the field of medical research, by more sustained applications
for European Commission grants such as the Horizon 2020 of the ERC. To do so, the NVI management
must imperatively develop an effective office (with a dedicated expert staff and facilities) aimed at supporting
the “intra muros” strategy and logistics in order to help potential and confirmed investigators to apply more
efficiently for European grants. The NVI’s management and the local investigators should stop hiding behind
the classical argument under which the Lithuanian research units are not competitive enough to be able to
rival others EU countries in the competition for grants. A real biostatistics unit is not available at the NVI
despite the diversity and quality of clinical research which actually require statistical expertise from the start.
Moreover, the national cancer registry would also benefit of such a unit.
The research activity aims to implement new scientific knowledge in the clinic and is performed with modern
technologies. Filling the prevailing gap between the clinic and research laboratories mainly due to the
difference in the main tasks of clinicians and researchers remains as one of the major obstacles. The scientific
publications of the institute appear in international average-level journals and submission to the very best
journals in the field should be encouraged. In addition, when analysing the role of scientists from NVI in
several significant publications, it was noticed that the participating members from the NVI had not often a
dominant role (with some exceptions in the field of nanotechnology, Oncotarget, Lung Cancer), On the
other hand, collaborations with other EU countries (Belgium, Finland, France, Germany, etc) and with other
Lithuanian University of Health Sciences are in general satisfactory. Other research parameters such as
involvement in international conferences and international scientific awards, when normalized to a rather
small number of researchers, are acceptable, but could and should be improved. However, the number of
presented theses 2016-2017 is largely insufficient. It is noteworthy to mention again that the highest marks
in the field of MEDICINE are related to large collaborative studies published in Lancet oncology. In fact,
13 studies have been conducted in Lithuania or in international projects with a Lithuanian scientist as
principal investigator; 7 are studies made by European Survey Consortium, and large collaborative phase III
RCTs. However, the NVI neither coordinated any of the H2020 projects, nor was a partner in the period
covered by the documents. There is certainly place for improvement in the use of human resources by a
more efficient use of available research infrastructure and by coordinating more effectively the clinical
research projects related to one specific field. The scattered research about prostate cancer is just one
illustration of the room left for improvement in terms of coordination.
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VDU_BM, VMU Biomedical Sciences, Vytautas Magnus University
UoA abbreviation

VDU_BM

Name of the UoA

VMU Biomedical Sciences

Name of institution

Vytautas Magnus University

Type of institution

University

No. of research staff (with PhD) FTE in 2017

15,8

No. of teaching staff (with PhD) FTE in 2017

18,49

The quality of R&D activities:
Research field:

Score No. of research staff
(with PhD) FTE in 2017

No. of teaching staff
(with PhD) FTE in 2017

Biology (01B)

3

5,39

10,7

Biophysics (02B)

3

1,61

3,03

Ecology and environmental (03B)

3

8,8

4,76

Theeconomic and socialimpact of R&D activities
Score

3

Development potential of UoA
Score

3

The quality of R&D activities:
Biology (01B)

Overall good papers were published in specialized international journals that vary from moderately high to
low visibility, whereas the researchers of this research field are generally led authors and their share to the
published work is large. The most visible research direction is parasitology, but publications also concern
chitin structure and there are some contributions on genetic diversity of plants and mammals. Reported
papers were published in the journals with rather medium than high impact factors (3.4 average value).
Among 20 reported publications in the List of best research outputs, the number of papers showing total
independency from other institution is 6 (especially during last two years), and other numerical values
showing units participation in published papers work are quite high pointing to important role of the unit in
the research. From the other side, the best research outputs have rather few international collaborators which
in turn may decrease recognition and visibility abroad. International presentations have been delivered in
good professional conferences both in European (mostly) and overseas, 2/3 oral, primarily concerning
parasitology, but there are also some animal and plant genetic diversity presentations. Titles of the papers
and presentations generally do not fit to the topics of funded projects. They had 1 national and no
international awards for R&D activities. Participation in competitive R&D projects was quite high (5), also
the budget provided based on contract funding was high (1417568 eur). Good national projects, some
however, have not led to visible publications. With the such fairly high amount of competitive R&D money,
the subunit has been able to attract international PhD students (3 among 19) with steady production of PhDs
(6). Most of the researchers in this research field are highly focused and dedicated to the specific topics vectors, parasites and corresponding health issues which makes the subunit well recognized at national level.
International visibility should be stronger according to the research potentials, activities and results. Quite
intense international collaboration might improve their recognition in the future. In conclusion, the research
carried out is of high-level and recognized at national level - the unit is strong with limited international
recognition (score: 3 good).
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Biophysics (02B)

This subunit is even more focused with high level of specification which leads to recognition and uniqueness.
The scientists of the research area have published articles on methods development, antibiotics delivery,
neurobiology, pharmaceuticals, and medicine but there is little evidence of synthetic, summarizing activity
or pioneering work that could bring the whole research area ahead, and there does not seem to be a
characteristic world-leading/recognized position in any of the heterogeneous lines of research carried out at
this research area. Reported papers were published in the journals with rather medium than high impact
factors (3.4 average value). Among 20 reported publications in the List of best research outputs, the number
of papers showing total independency from other institution is low, the numbers of publications where
researchers from the subunit were the first or last authors are great indicators. These facts are not in a line
with number of PhD thesis defended. Only two PhD thesis defended in the period of assessment (20132017) is most probably the consequence of very law number of total FTE, the subunit is very small.
International presentations have been both in major as well as in less visible conferences, mainly European,
2 overseas, share of poster presentations is high (12 posters, 7 oral). The work published in the papers and
presented at the conferences as well as the titles PhD thesis fit to the topics of funded projects. Participation
in competitive R&D projects was quite high (5), also the budget provided based on contract funding was
high (913148 eur). It is rather good R&D funding, compared to unit size and outcomes, which should attract
more PhD students preferably from abroad. They had 1 national and no international awards for R&D
activities. High level of research leads to international recognition but international visits of researchers in
both directions should be longer than one week (which was the longest stay both in foreign institution and
in their UoA). This small subunit is faced with challenges in guaranteeing the continuity of PhD student
production and R&D activities. In conclusion, the research carried out is of high-level and recognized at
national level - the unit is strong with limited international recognition (score: 3 good).
Ecology and environmental (03B)

Unit in this research field deals with modern, attractive and multidisciplinary topics. The set of best
publications chosen highlights a very heterogeneous range of topics, including medicine, tree physiology,
landscape architecture, renewable energy policy, and air pollution. The papers are published in good to very
good professional journals (the average value of IF is 9.6). The real contributions of research to the high-IF
is visible but multiauthor papers is difficult to assess. Among 20 reported publications in the List of best
research outputs, the number of papers showing total independency from other institution is 5, the number
of publications where researchers from the unit were the first authors is 4 and where they took last position
is 3. With exception of papers done in UoA, the rest of the publications are with very small numerical values
related to the part of the work belonging to the institution. These values are also indicators of very high
number of co-authors in their publications. The international presentations were delivered on a variety of
topics at mostly focused conferences abroad, mainly European, 2 overseas with dominance of oral
presentations (14). Not all presentations were reflected in publications (e.g. plant biology). Participation in
competitive R&D projects was quite high (5), also the budget provided based on contract funding was high
(1399777eur). There have been several major FP7 projects and national projects on health and ecosystem
sustainability, but only some groups involved seem to be active. Although their research is based on data on
national level, their results are seen over the Lithuanian borders at satisfactory level. National and some
international recognition is confirmed by high number of PhD students with very interesting thesis and
published papers. During the assessment period 16 PhD thesis was defended which is very good success for
this subunit. International visits of researchers in both directions were not longer than one week. In
conclusion, the research carried out is of high-level and recognized at national level - the unit is strong with
limited international recognition (score: 3 good).
The economic and social impact of R&D activities
The UoA in whole has quite weak links with social events. Some consultations, participation of researchers
in working groups, commissions and contracts with private sector mostly belong to field of ecology. This is
also the case with traditional social event Researchers Nights. The members of ecology field are proven as
biosafety experts also in some international and national associations and they are often the members of
different committees and advisory boards. The lack of social impacts in the fields of Biology and Biophysics
might be solved by merging three universities which would enhance relation among science, technology and
society and also contribute to higher and more diverse international portfolio with clear economic and social
impact. Looking at the "Additional questions for the Unit" document it is evident that the external funding
for the unit has been decreasing very dramatically during 2013-2017 in the categories "National funding
programmes for R&D, International funding programmes for R&D and R&D contracts with economic
entities". Therefore, it is difficult to give a higher score than 3 for the present impact. A higher score might
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be motivated by researchers participation in the two large-scale European projects PHENOTYPE and
HELIX concerning environmental exposure and human health, but the overall trend is problematic. The
projects highlighted under private cooperation (section 14. 1 and 16.1) seem to be all associated with public
funding and are thus irrelevant for this criterion. The overall funding from private sector has been low and
is almost absent in 2017. The UoA members are involved in several important national and local boardsGMO steering committee, Lithuanian Research Council, Nemunas Valley, but only a few people are
involved given the size of the unit. The private and public consultation activity has been very limited. UoA
has been involved in organization of several international and national conferences. The UoA researchers
serve in editorial boards in mainly national journals, and in some international journal of relatively low
circulation. There is evidence of involvement in several national and international research organizations,
and active participation in COST. Under popularization, organization of Researchers Night and Spaceship
Earth science festivals has been mentioned. No popular science articles and media appearances reported. In
conclusion, this UoA carries out important scientific research and is an important partner on R&D matters
outside the academic community (score: 3 good).
Development potential of UoA

In general, the number of academic staff is appropriate, but many researchers and teachers are on part-time
positions. Critical mass seems to be lacking in Biophysics. Age distribution of academic staff is adequate.
Description of R&D research infrastructure is insufficient. It is mentioned that there are 44 laboratories, but
no connection to UoA is drawn. The description about laboratories capacities is too superficial to draw any
conclusion about the real quantity and quality of the infrastructure/equipment. Organization, future
directions and participation in external infrastructures inadequately described, concentrating on secondary
aspects (information technology etc). The only detailed information is the list of library databases.
Apparently, all research infrastructure is open-access, but the usage has not been specified. Research is done
in many modern and attractive fields. The capacity of UoA to participate in internationally significant
scientific work and raise international funding is realistic. The capacity of equipment would provide much
more results and success with good organization and participation of all three units. More scientific impacts
are expected from the fields of Biology and Biophysics (participation in international associations and
committees, expertise on international level etc). Principles and practices of human resource management
(recruitment, promotions, etc.) are described with sufficient details (e.g. numerical values for financial
incentives) and examples. The plan pays attention to evaluating the achievements and the motivation of
young researchers. The strategic plan of the UoA is short (two pages) but general priorities, objectives and
activities/measures are clearly defined with sufficient details. Stronger support from industry might be the
way to make future developmental strategy more prospective. SWOT analyses are realistic and it makes the
space for future development. Because of the universities merge (VDU, ASU, LEU) it is difficult to estimate
the development potential of VDU_BM. Some energy will be wasted during the transition period (one-twothree years?) but the merge also offers a fresh start for the involved units and some synergism,
complementarities and best practices. Based on the capacities of entire UoA together with merging positive
effects, this unit of assessment has a great potential to improve its assessments both of its quality of R&D
activity and economic and social impact.
Recommendations on the activities of UoA continuity and (or) improvement
Based on the document provided and also UoA visit, following actions are recommended:
- to work on integration of those who do not feel welcomed into merged university;
- to support the groups which already have some common activities with merging units: 1) projects; 2)
publication; 3) conferences; 4) PhD school; 5) field work etc.;
- to target the groups that may attract junior researchers and PhD students from abroad;
- to encourage the researchers and teachers to go abroad;
- to make a clear career model in place;
- to make motivation packages for top scientists more attractive;
- to define more coherent strategic research plans;
- to define key research directions in more appropriate way with explanation why these are the key research
areas to be pursued in the future;
- to write and defend PhD thesis in English;
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- to strengthen the connection with private stakeholders.
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VU_01_05B, Biology, Biophysics, Ecology and Environment Research,
Zoology, Vilnius University
UoA abbreviation

VU_01_05B

Name of the UoA

Biology, Biophysics, Ecology and Environment Research, Zoology

Name of institution

Vilnius University

Type of institution

University

No. of research staff (with PhD) FTE in 2017

35,05

No. of teaching staff (with PhD) FTE in 2017

49,65

The quality of R&D activities:
Research field:

Score No. of research staff
(with PhD) FTE in 2017

No. of teaching staff
(with PhD) FTE in 2017

Biology (01B)

5

32,7

26,33

Biophysics (02B)

4

1,83

8,99

Ecology and environmental (03B)

3

Zoology (05B)

2

7,08
0,52

7,25

The economic and social impact of R&D activities
Score

5

Development potential of UoA
Score

5

The quality of R&D activities:
Biology (01B)

The UoA is the leader at international level (score: 5 excellent).
The scientific output is outstanding here, also in international comparison. Researchers publish in the best
journals (e.g. Nature, Science), they are dominant authors in many publications and they are well known
players worldwide. Major grants (e.g. ERC) and prizes (e.g. L’Oréal) have been awarded to the colleagues
quite recently and they use this momentum very well to attract students and public interest. National-level
visibility has recently been dramatically increased – but also international visibility is quite high. The
researchers give presentations at high-level conferences. The number of PhD students is quite right but more
foreign students could be attracted, they could be more active and sometimes more ambitious (open for
international mobility and submitting more theses in English). The collaborative and communicative
atmosphere in this sub-unit is excellent, the age structure surely supports openness. The equipment and the
infrastructure still make it possible to attract foreign students and senior staff (not only from the region).
Biophysics (02B)

The UoA is strong at international level (score: 4 very good).
Research output is impressive, the quality of publications is excellent. This is a small sub-unit considering
the FTE values, so we mean per capita productivity (very few researchers, more teachers). International
visibility is quite nice but could be further improved. Students seem to be interested in working here and
their number is proportional to the size of the staff (more foreign students would be welcome). With respect
to subunit size, also the amount of competitive and non-competitive support is nice. Research results are
presented at very good national and international conferences. In both publications and grants, the
contribution of the subunit staff is relatively high, so they typically play a dominant role.
Ecology and environmental (03B)

The UoA is strong with limited international recognition (score: 3 good).
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Ecological research is at high level, yet, in order to maintain the critical mass of researchers, cooperation
with other labs and also other research institutes is essential. The colleagues published in excellent journals,
with an increasing tendency in quality. In most cases, they do not play dominant role in international
collaborations (like first or last author). Based on the size of the staff, the range of research topics is extremely
wide: this may be taken as an advantage (multidisciplinary interest, integrative attitude) bit it has also
negative effects (no real key player in any fields). However, even if we consider the very small size of the
staff (only teachers), the number of PhD students could be increased (and the trend seems to be negative).
Research results are presented at nice conferences but in too many cases in the form of posters. The ambition
/ motivation of PhD students could be increased: they should try to publish their first papers in stronger
journals, they should be more keen on visiting foreign labs and they should not prefer to write their
dissertation in Lithuanian (it is a trade-off between national culture and international visibility).
Zoology (05B)

The UoA is assessed satisfactorily at national level (score: 2 satisfactory).
Some good papers have been published but this output is not outstanding, even if we consider the size of
the unit (almost no research with some teaches). Similarly, to ecological research, cooperation is essential to
maintain the critical mass of researchers in this quite small research team. There is strong mutualism with
researchers from other institutes, this is nice and the strategic planning could be clearer and more conceptual
here. Also, within the UoA, there is nice collaboration with molecular research directions. The number of
PhD students is very small but there is a positive tendency. The range of research lines is very wide, most
of them cannot be maintained at the highest international level: this is partly understandable in a university,
still some optimization could be implemented. The visibility of research is not excellent, presentations are
given at some conferences but some of them are only posters.
The economic and social impact of R&D activities
The UoA carries out scientific research of exceptional importance and is an extremely important partner in
R&D outside the academic community (score: 5 excellent).
For the country, this Unit shows a nice example for working at the highest international level and, this way,
surely offers a nice career path perspective for the students - nationwide. The colleagues are members of
several national and international boards and committees, some of them are really well-known key players
in their field. They provide consultancy, they are members of several important boards and the visibility of
the research and teaching activity at the Unit is generally quite good. Since eminent foreign scientists
regularly visit the University, they play a major role in science communication and popularization. The
research community is very active in establishing industrial collaborations, thus, contributing to fund raising
from this sector. This is really nice and leads to excellent applied research (well based on the existing basic
research lines).
Development potential of UoA
The UoA has a great potential to achieve or maintain very good and excellent ratings (score: 5 excellent).
The atmosphere is excellent, people belonging to different labs communicate and know about each other’s
work. The leadership has implemented quite nice ideas in a very good direction (e.g. twin labs). Also, they
have very ambitious but realistic plans (e.g. teaming grant), they have a vision and the very high quality of
research here has a chance to improve further. The new premises are very nice and well used. Both the
students and the researchers agree that the admin system is professional and supportive. This seems to be
attractive also for the students (it is a major challenge to attract also non-Lithuanian students, this is in
progress). The ratio of PhD dissertations written in Lithuanian could be reduced (this is one of the very few
negative remarks we can make). The situation of part-time personnel and their relationship with other
institutes and research centres needs to be clarified along some strategic plan (it is often ad-hoc and unclear).
Some equipment and infrastructural elements are developed in parallel with other institutes, unnecessary
redundancies might be optimized. The leadership recently implemented excellent changes, in general.
Recommendations on the activities of UoA continuity and (or) improvement
The excellent infrastructure and the very good scientific research offer a very good basis to further increase
international visibility and attract more foreign students and seniors (maybe mostly from the North / East
European region). Even more important is the continuously improving management, being supportive for
hosting major grants – this must be kept flexible and adaptable for the fast rhythm of scientific life. In the
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competition for the best Lithuanian students, the Unit has a very good position. There are only a few students
but their conditions will improve soon and hopefully a critical mass will choose this Unit or their studies.
Maintaining the already running industrial collaborations is also a very promising direction. The conditions
are very good for attracting a few senior foreign researchers – this will further contribute to the positive
processes described above. One thing to improve is the ambition / motivation of students towards mobility
and internationalization, they still often think too locally.
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VU_6_10B, Medicine, Odontology, Nursing, Public Health, Pharmacy,
Vilnius University
UoA abbreviation

VU_6_10B

Name of the UoA

Medicine, Odontology, Nursing, Public Health, Pharmacy

Name of institution

Vilnius University

Type of institution

University

No. of research staff (with PhD) FTE in 2017

40,82

No. of teaching staff (with PhD) FTE in 2017

204,13

The quality of R&D activities:
Research field:

Score No. of research staff
(with PhD) FTE in 2017

No. of teaching staff
(with PhD) FTE in 2017

Medicine (06B)

4

36,63

160,61

Nursing (10B)

0

1,08

3,75

Odontology (07B)

2

0,12

11,17

Pharmacy (08B)

1

0,47

4,78

Public health (09B)

3

2,52

23,82

The economic and social impact of R&D activities
Score

3

Development potential of UoA
Score

3

The quality of R&D activities:
Medicine (06B)

Vilnius University – Medicine is a large biomedical unit which as its best research outputs declared
publications in the very good and excellent journals, but with a relatively small input from local researchers.
Although international collaborations confirm our estimation that this a very strong national unit with good
international visibility, we in addition want to stress presence of very good publications with a dominant role
of local researchers (e.g. International Journal of Obstetrics & Gynecology, Cancer Genetics, International
journal of cardiology, etc.). Although a good history of winning research grants is visible, and although
some grants are above 200 and even 450 k €, it is less positive that a very small number of attempts to apply
for the most important European funding schemes has been observed. This is partly caused by not sufficient
help from the Faculty or University, which should have dedicated personnel and offices for such activities.
Number of PhD students per year is 25-30, but their research is not always linked to presence of a significant
budget which can support high level research. Since Medicine subfield of VU is among the best research
units in Lithuania and it is clearly recognized on international level, the board of evaluators decided that its
level of quality corresponds to Very Good (4).
Nursing (10B)

Teaching of Nursing has been stopped in 2012 and it is in the process of evaluation of two new study
programmes. In the reports we received there are only few publications listed, but in them Nursing as
affiliation of the Vilnius University is not mentioned. All of the mentioned publications fit in the Medicine
and there are no ongoing research projects specific for Nursing reported. Since we can not detect activities
which can support Nursing as the independent sub-unit of assessment, this at the moment corresponds to
zero (0).
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Odontology (07B)

Odontology represents a very small research part of Vilnius University, with declared 3.7 FTE in research.
However, some level of research activities are present and interestingly, majority of reported best publications
are performed dominantly by local researchers. It is positive to observe presence of one active project, above
100 k €, granted by Lithuanian Research Council. Altogether this fits into national classification of a small
unit with a limited national impact and deserves Satisfactory (2) score.
Pharmacy (08B)

Similar to Nursing, evaluation team experienced difficulties to recognize what is the real outcome of this
sub - unit. In discussion with the management we understood that there is the process of reorganization
going on and that the structure of this field should be improved in the near future. Among several listed
publications it is unclear if all activities categorized as “Pharmacy” belong to Department of Pathology,
Forensic Medicine and Pharmacology of the Medical School, as declared in affiliations or there are some
other researchers involved in this sub-unit. Since importance of reported publications can be recognized and
since there are some active research projects, Pharmacy scored one point better than Nursing, but with still
a lot of work ahead in order to reach satisfactory level. Altogether this at the moment corresponds to Poor
(1) level of research activities.
Public health (09B)

The scientific output of Public health unit is visible in presence of rather small number of publications,
which corresponds to size of the sub-unit. On the other hand, we recognized publications in well recognized
journals and researchers from Vilnius University are equally involved in large international studies (for
example in asthma), smaller international studies (mental health) or they are focused on the public health in
the specific Lithuanian region (thyroid gland). Although the general output has primarily national
importance, it is positive to observe that researchers from Public health field have been regularly involved
in several projects, including FP7 and from other international sources. Based on the defined scoring system,
evaluation boards decided that research activity in Public Health corresponds to a strong national player with
very modest international recognition, meaning that it scores Good (3).
The economic and social impact of R&D activities
The cumulative work of Vilnius University Biomedical cluster, primarily its medical part with smaller roles
of public health and odontology, has a visible influence on Lithuanian society. There are some projects in
which researchers from this Unit are involved and the results of them influence the national strategy of
treatment of some diseases. For example, involvement in the European project DISCHARGE has potential
to influence national guidelines for treatment of patients with ischemic heart disease, while European
consortium ATHLOS could influence strategy and recommendation for healthy aging. It is also worthy to
mention research on genetic background of early onset diabetes in Lithuania and work on guidelines for
Health Emergency Situations. On the other hand, when compared to other Units, normalized to number of
researchers, connections to business sector and commercialization activities should be more intensive. Since
this Unit carries out important scientific research and is an important partner in R&D activities outside the
academic community, this corresponds to Good (3).
Development potential of UoA
Based on defined methodology which evaluators had to follow, the potential of this Unit is estimated as
Good. In this methodology system this means that the Unit has capability to increase its scores for 2, in the
next 5 to 10 years. We certainly believe this is the case, especially for the Units which received lower scores.
Nursing will benefit a lot from new organization and if the University will give it a full support, number of
publications and other scientific activities could increase it significantly. A very similar situation is with
Pharmacy, which needs to reorganize and start to collect published articles, which will lead to increased
scores. Odontology contains a huge potential in its patients and motivated management, so our view of their
potential is also rather optimistic. Our general opinion is that Vilnius University Medicine can benefit of
more collaboration within the University and that there are many opportunities for development. The work
with life style medicine and life style counselling, newly started by Public health is promising and has a
future potential. Based on the table with scores for developmental potential, this corresponds to Good (3).
Recommendations on the activities of UoA continuity and (or) improvement
While having long discussions on this Unit, evaluators uniformly pointed out that there are many very good
researchers who were somehow not well presented in the report, while with some parts of the Unit we had a
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lot of problems to clarify if the current uncertain situation is just matter of reorganization phase or there are
problems in Unit management. When compared to many other Units, either smaller or equal in size, both
discussion with management and with senior researchers left an impression that this Unit is more concerned
with dealing with problems than supporting positive elements within the Unit. For example, in several other
Units in Lithuania we have heard very optimistic examples of applying for international grant schemes and
we have heard a lot about offices which have been developed to support those strategies. In Vilnius University
Biomedical cluster, a dominant tone was brought by statements how Lithuania is „not competitive“ and how
there is a very little, if any help within institution to apply for European projects. When reporting the most
important research activities, it would be better to find a balance between international collaborations, which
are excellent, but also with publications with exclusive involvement of local researchers, which would much
more clear reveal strengths of this Unit.
Evaluators who were reading carefully report and those ones who visited the Unit got impression that
different parts of the Unit do not collaborate enough among themselves, which is as well influenced by the
fact that departments and laboratories are not placed within the same campus.
In conclusion, evaluators got impression that this Unit has more high-level researchers and publications
which deserved better visibility in the report. Moreover, management and the whole Unit should give more
influence to the best groups and should focus on those research fields in which this Unit can be recognized
as a real leader. Then, with more optimism and better organization, this Unit has potential to even improve
its already high level of research.

Lithuania: Comparative Expert Assessment of R&D activities

49

PANEL REPORT SUMMARY

OBSERVATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS ON TRANSFORMATION OF LITHUANIAN RESEARCH UNITS
This text, written by a group of experienced evaluators, has a main goal to stress our general observations
collected during reading the reports and during our visit of Lithuanian institutions. We wish to point out
observed unevenness in the stages of development among analysed universities and among the units within
the same universities. We as well wish to reveal problems in current pathways for professional advancement,
overall lack of postdoctoral researchers and a certain lack of motivation of PhD students. We wish to
comment on a lack of international exchange, poor English language skills and we wish to encourage the
best units to show more self-confidence, especially in applying for the major competitive international grants.
We do hope that this text will help Lithuania to improve its scientific output.
Lithuania is, by number of inhabitants, less than 3 million, a small European country which in the last
decades faced a serious transition. It regained independency in 1991 after a half of century inclusion in the
Soviet system and it joined EU in 2004.
Transformation towards modern units
When observing from the position of an independent evaluator, one can easily notice which research units
and universities transformed more thoroughly and which still struggle with remnants of the old system. As
one of the most informative illustrations one can mention the differences observed within the same
University. For instance, the Marine Research Institute of the Klaipeda University is completely inserted into
the European research area and in majority of elements it does not differ from any other institute in Europe.
Management is focused, optimistic and it has a clear vision of the future and their needs. Senior researchers
uniformly declared that it is “easy” to receive funding for PhD students in Lithuania and they all mentor,
one or several of them. PhD students regularly travel abroad and they all present their results at the
international conferences. Almost everybody in this unit speaks fluently English. Also, evaluators were
impressed that both senior researchers, but also younger ones do receive increased salaries based on efficiency
in winning grants. This is clearly a great example how to move forward – by supporting excellence which
then spontaneously brings natural selection and increases efficiency of the whole unit. Another example,
where the new management of the UoA implemented transformative changes is Vilnius University – Biology
cluster, where research, especially in some fields of molecular biology quickly reached the highest
international level and their visibility has been dramatically improved. While wishing not to hurt anyone,
but to the contrary, with a strong motivation to identify weak points and help to improve them, evaluators
have, in the same Klaipeda University, observed some units which gained much lower scores. When one
compares the unit with higher, to the unit with lower scores in the same University, differences are obvious:
in the weaker unit the majority of researchers do not speak fluent English and they declared that in Lithuania
it is “very hard” to get funding for PhD students. We even noticed that many senior researchers are not
motivated to mentor them. PhD students as well do not speak English at a satisfactory level and they do not
show particular interest in international education. In addition, their knowledge about the opportunities for
international grants for travel, for example, was much weaker than of their peers across the street. A similar
case occurred during the visit to the Lithuanian University of Educational Sciences, where the majority of
the senior staff needed translator and we could only meet a single student. Even worse, the majority of the
senior researchers seem to have no opinion about any of important topics we wanted to discuss.
By giving these examples we want to point out that the quality of research is not resulting from obscure
factors linked to luck, but from the level of success in incorporating well known international standards.
There is no progress without heads of departments with large international experience and a long history in
competition on European level; there is no progress without at least a strong wish to keep postdoctoral
researchers and without PhD students who are spending at least a part of their education abroad. There is no
progress if a research unit has no clear vision about the type of international grants it can attract or is willing
to compete for. Furthermore, a local office providing expertise and facilities must be made available by the
research institution in order to properly apply for grants and to manage projects. In many cases, only few
outstanding ideas or a few excellent researchers are more than enough for bringing big changes, provided
that the management is supportive towards needed reforms.
Lithuania, as a small country does not need to be excellent in all fields, no country in Europe is. But if
government indeed wants to accelerate progress, it is needed to recognize centres of excellence – promising
research units and successful people working in them. In the example of assessment of Klaipeda research
level (we are not commenting here teaching and social activities which are sometimes in weaker units much
better than science), the success rate is clearly linked to the level of transformation from the old, introverted
system towards the units which are ready to compete openly with units from all over Europe.
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Observations and recommendations on human capacities
One of the observations which was uniformly underlined by all evaluators came from discussions with PhD
students. Interestingly enough, in almost all analysed units, PhD students declared that “everything is
excellent” and they “don’t see a need for improvement”. We have not met units where PhD students had
practical and concrete wishes, except in only a very few which scored the best.
Although evaluators feel a great sympathy with the PhD students and although they clearly interpret the
positive attitude of PhD students as expressing some kind of patriotism and dedication to their institutions,
the evaluators, mostly coming from the north, central and west EU countries took the time to explain how
such questions in their own institutions would yield a very long list of harsh criticisms and demands. This
rather passive behaviour of PhD students can somewhat be explained by the answer provided to another
question related to training abroad. Indeed, PhD students do not see a real need to go abroad for postdoctoral
education. The panel’s general impression is that the Lithuanian research system would benefit greatly of
compulsory postdoctoral education and training abroad. Such a compulsory period should be a part of the
curriculum prior to any application for tenure-track positions as it is the case in almost all western countries.
The Lithuanian research community is in general still introverted and the panel members clearly see a
correlation between the units which scored the worst and their general attitude (i.e., senior management
people do not speak English, international collaborations are very weak). If Lithuanian young scientists were
more systematically driven to postdoctoral positions abroad, they would be better prepared to compete for
grants with other scientist everywhere in the European research area. Experience and exposure in any other
country brings always a different perspective, a more constructive vision of the present and the future, and
for sure would help to remove the remnants of the old system.
Similar to what has been observed with PhD students not expressing a clear wish to compete at the
international level, the same attitude has been seen among senior researchers. Nevertheless, the
consequences and the strategies to correct it are considerable. In fact, there are units scoring low that do not
even recognize that their low output is directly linked to their complete absence from national and
international competition. Those units must rapidly make efforts to compete effectively for international
grants and the unit’s management must change its policy and philosophy otherwise the unit will soon
disappear. Another dimension of the lack of international competition has been observed among the best
units: although they are able to win more competitive grants than those provided by the Lithuanian National
Council, such as European structural funds, there is still some kind of fearful approach towards H2020 and
similar schemes. We noticed several applications among the best units, but we feel a general lack of selfconfidence to take that important step forward. One of the most useful investments of Lithuanian research
system would be to financially support local and highly professional offices with expert staff used to properly
and professionally prepare and write grant proposals. Based on our report, Lithuanian authorities can detect
who are the best units and even more precisely, who are the groups of researchers which fully possess
capabilities to act as coordinators for the largest European projects. From our experience, we can clearly say
that those researchers should be fully supported: by giving them more flexibility in performing research,
exempting them as much as possible from routine administrative burden and by asking their advice about
how to support grant applications. The best Lithuanian scientists in the biomedicine field should be
offered efficacious help in preparing applications and this will, without doubt, bring numerous
benefits. We are listing at least some of them. Even in the case of not winning EU grants, visibility of
Lithuania will gradually increase, which will at the same time enhance chances to win grants in the near
future. Moreover, application for EU grants helps to detect modern directions taken in European research
area and indirectly, it will improve quality of national grants. Last, but not the least, we recommend that
Lithuanian authorities follow a simple rule: every Lithuanian scientist who applies for the most important
EU granting schemes (e.g. H2020) and passes a threshold – should be granted funding by a national grant.
This would in addition motivate Lithuanian researchers to invest time and energy for competition on EU
level.
One of the features of the Lithuanian research system observed by the evaluators is a general lack of
postdoctoral researchers. Actually, this fits well in the general attitude of PhD students described above,
as we observed a rather simple path: if you get a PhD position, often you can obtain your PhD status without
too much international competition, including the fact that an open position is often reserved for only one
candidate (not a rule, but often present). And then, if you decide to stay at your institution, which the
majority of PhD students declare as their personal wish, you do not need to invest a lot to get it. There is no
obligatory postdoctoral education and getting the position of lecturer, then assistant professor is somehow
much easier than in more competitive European countries. Such a too easy pathway for advancement is not
good for the Lithuanian research area. What would bring a lot of benefits would be reserving a budget for
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postdoctoral positions at Lithuanian institutions. This would bring several advantages: Lithuanian young
researchers would not immediately jump into rather comfortable position of a tenure track but would need
to bring 2-5 years working as experienced, full time researchers. And this postdoctoral category would make
a real difference. Another significant advantage would be that Lithuania could attract more international
researchers, which would bring a clear added value. Although we are aware that everything is linked to
available state budget, this is not so difficult to enforce. For example, it is possible to transform 20% of the
state PhD student budget into salaries for postdocs. It is important not to forget that it is much better to have
for example 2 PhD students and one postdoc than 4 PhD students. Another key challenge could be to attract
foreign PhD students, at least, from the neighbouring countries. The equipment and infrastructure capacities
are more than suitable for this step.
In conclusion, we believe that Lithuania is in a very good position for further progress. In every geographical
region there are laboratories reaching much higher level than others, and in every institution there are
researchers which already reached European level. They can be clearly recognized and we hope that this
report will help doing so. We clearly recommend that the best investigators need to be fully supported to
increase visibility of Lithuania on the world map and to bring additional research budgets. The worst units
must transform fast or merge with those who are successful. Although this might sound blunt, we believe
that Lithuania already faced spontaneous self-selection and this should be even accelerated: government
should increase the threshold level and offer budget for postdoctoral scientists and insist on compulsory
partial education abroad. Scientific units will need to become competent in winning the budget for those
requirements. Those who will succeed, will additionally benefit of those measurements and develop further.
Those who will not be capable of fulfilling those basic requirements will either experience a total
transformation or they will become incorporated in other units.
Ultimately, we want to add the final point: we noticed that many units declared research activities in subunits, although those activities are less than modest. Upon insisting to understand this logic, we finally got
an answer: actually, there are many units which want to maintain their teaching activities in a certain subfield while positioning themselves as unavoidable national sector of education for a specific population of
students. We fully understand that demand which is important for specific regions of Lithuania. However,
those types of units must then be ready to face transformation, either by incorporation into more successful
universities or into other type of entities, more specialized in educational activities. If you want to have a
status of University, you need to perform high level research, otherwise there is nothing bad in decision to
focus only on education and transform into specialized colleges or similar institutions. From the current
situation, evaluators expect that the number of research units would be smaller at the time of the next
evaluation cycle, inasmuch as the weakest units would transform into educational entities.
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