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[bookmark: _Toc224827078]Introduction

This report presents the results of the International Evaluation of Scientific Institutions of Latvia, bringing together findings from two complementary evaluation components: 
· the unit-level evaluation of all the research units submitted, grouped into six disciplines
· the consolidated institutional evaluation, which applies to institutions submitting two or more units

The evaluation started in June 2025 and was completed in early 2026. It covered the research activities of research institutions from 1 January 2019 to 31 December 2024.
The international evaluation was directed at institutions included in the Register of Scientific Institutions. Evaluation was compulsory for all state-funded scientific institutions. Private scientific institutions that are not Higher Education Institutions could participate on a voluntary basis. This report summarises the evaluation method, the scores across the six disciplines, and the Expert Group’s observations. The report then discusses policy implications and lists recommendations for future policy and evaluations.

The unit-level evaluation focuses on assessing the quality and performance of individual research units. Units were evaluated by international Expert Groups through peer review, based on documentary evidence, bibliometric analyses, selected research outputs, and on-site visits. Each unit is assessed against a common set of criteria covering scientific quality and impact, socio-economic impact, research infrastructure and environment, and the development potential of the unit, resulting in a score and a narrative assessment that reflects the unit’s research performance during the evaluation period. The results of the unit-level evaluation are presented and analysed in Section 2 of this report. 

The consolidated institutional evaluation builds on the unit-level results to provide an overall judgement of the institution’s research performance for institutions that participated in the evaluation with more than one unit. This assessment was carried out jointly by the Chairs of the relevant Expert Groups and combined evidence from unit scores and reports with an institution-level self-evaluation addressing mission, vision, strategy, and governance. The resulting institutional score and narrative assessment are intended to capture the balance of performance across units, highlight strategic coherence at the institutional level, and support the broader classification and policy objectives of the higher education and research system. The results of the consolidated institutional evaluation are presented and analysed in Section 3 of this report.



[bookmark: _Toc224827079]Unit level evaluation
[bookmark: _Toc200968910][bookmark: _Toc224827080][bookmark: _Toc422923029][bookmark: _Toc422924389][bookmark: _Toc423088150][bookmark: _Toc297809173][bookmark: _Toc424717698][bookmark: _Toc424717980][bookmark: _Toc424718511][bookmark: _Toc298670439][bookmark: _Toc301601457][bookmark: _Toc301607989][bookmark: _Toc301608011][bookmark: _Toc301610848][bookmark: _Toc301612390][bookmark: _Toc301612553][bookmark: _Toc301615062][bookmark: _Toc301615211][bookmark: _Toc301615275][bookmark: _Toc301615685][bookmark: _Toc302656376][bookmark: _Toc302656379][bookmark: _Toc510531471][bookmark: _Toc510531552][bookmark: _Toc527534674][bookmark: _Toc527534685][bookmark: _Toc1489088][bookmark: _Toc1489102][bookmark: _Toc1562922][bookmark: _Toc1562928][bookmark: _Toc3800509][bookmark: _Toc3800517][bookmark: _Toc3800525][bookmark: _Toc3800535][bookmark: _Toc3800574][bookmark: _Toc3800597][bookmark: _Toc3801015][bookmark: _Toc3801026][bookmark: _Toc3801069][bookmark: _Toc3801092][bookmark: _Toc3801104][bookmark: _Toc3802145][bookmark: _Toc3802188][bookmark: _Toc3802421][bookmark: _Toc3802477]Objectives of the evaluation
The Regulation on Procedures for Organising the International Evaluation of Scientific Institutions Activity[footnoteRef:2] defines the procedures by which the Ministry of Education and Science should organise the international evaluation of scientific institutions activity once every six years.  [2:  Republic of Latvia Cabinet Regulation No. 619. 2018. Procedures for Organising the International Evaluation of Scientific Institution Activity. Available at: https://likumi.lv/ta/en/en/id/301995-procedures-for-organising-the-international-evaluation-of-scientific-institution-activity] 

The overall objective of the international evaluation is:
[bookmark: OLE_LINK4]Improvement of the quality of research performed by research institutions in Latvia, including improvement of international competitiveness of research institutions, better integration in the European Research Area, increased competitiveness of the country as well as implementation of effective and evidence based research, technology development and innovation policy.[footnoteRef:3]  [3:  Objective of the assessment as defined in the Technical Specification, Annex 1 to contract between Ministry of Education and Science of Republic of Latvia and Technopolis Ltd. ] 


The international evaluation has to produce an analytical assessment that highlights the scientific performance and competitiveness, socioeconomic impact and development potential of scientific institutions. This assessment: 
Provides evidence for science policymaking and funding allocations
Enables the scientific institutions involved in the process to gain a significant impetus for improving their operations
The assessment is designed to meet the requirements of the Republic of Latvia Cabinet Regulation No. 619, 2018 (hereafter Cabinet Regulation) and therefore is based on the following principles: 
In evaluating the quality of scientific activity, fundamental and applied research shall be evaluated as equally significant
In evaluating the impact of scientific activity on the relevant field of science, its impact on the related fields, the conformity with the objectives of the State scientific and technological development, as well as education and innovation development policy shall be evaluated
In evaluating the economic and social impact of scientific activity, the potential of scientific results to promote higher education, social equality, integration and welfare, public health, national security, sustainable development of the social, economic and culture field, public understanding of the significance of scientific activity, as well as impact on the achievement of the objectives, development of priorities and areas of the Smart Specialisation Strategy shall be evaluated
In evaluating the research infrastructure and its conformity with the operation of the scientific institution, the conformity with the institutional management, ensuring open access, long-term development, and resource planning shall be evaluated
In evaluating the development potential of the scientific institution, the following aspects shall be evaluated:
the future vision of the scientific institution, including to what extent the evaluation of the strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats of the scientific institutions is justified
the development plan of the scientific institution for the management of the following factors:
the ability of the selected scientific objectives to influence the international scientific community
the ability to initiate new research directions
the ability to attract students, doctoral candidates, and foreign researchers
the ability to attract funding as a result of tenders
international competitiveness of the academic staff
In evaluating the quality of scientific activity, the cooperation of the scientific institution with the sector of national economy corresponding to the field of its activity shall be evaluated
[bookmark: _Toc224827081]Scope
[bookmark: OLE_LINK1][bookmark: OLE_LINK2]The evaluation was undertaken by seven Expert Groups of scientific peers. Each Expert Group has produced a detailed report, together covering 62 research units. Table 1 shows the distribution of units across disciplines. 
[bookmark: _Ref60928532]Table 1 Number of research units in each discipline
	Field
	Number of units

	Natural Sciences
	6

	Medical and Health Sciences
	6

	Agriculture, Forestry and Veterinary Sciences
	5

	Social Sciences
	22

	Humanities and Arts
	10

	Engineering and Technology 
	13



[bookmark: _Toc224827082]Summary of the Process 
The international evaluation is based on informed peer review conducted by panels of international experts. Its purpose is to assess Latvian research institutions against international standards of scientific quality, impact, and research infrastructure and environment. The detailed assessment criteria are set out in Appendix A. The evaluation draws on documentary evidence, a review of selected research outputs, bibliometric data and site visits to the institutions.
The process began with the establishment of Expert Groups and the preparation of background documentation to support their work. Expert Group members first conducted individual desk-based assessments of the provided materials. This was followed by an initial Expert Group meeting, during which preliminary assessments and scores were discussed and agreed.
Subsequently, the Expert Group visited the units to gather additional information, clarify outstanding issues and see the research infrastructure. After the visits, the Expert Groups reconvened to agree on their final assessments and scores. The process concluded with the preparation of Individual Reports, which were shared with the units for verification of factual accuracy. Figure 1 shows the process of international evaluation.
[bookmark: _Toc224238676]Figure 1 International Evaluation Process
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[bookmark: _Toc224827083]Expert Groups
To conduct the evaluation, 44 experts were selected and recruited to serve as peer reviewers in seven Expert Groups covering Medical and Health sciences, Humanities and Arts, Engineering and Technology, Social Sciences, Agriculture, Forestry and Veterinary science and Natural Sciences. Due to the large number of units in Social Sciences, two Social Sciences Expert Groups evaluated the units, with units split between the two groups. 

All Expert Group members were recruited according to the criteria defined in the Regulation on Procedures for Organising the International Evaluation of Scientific Institutions Activity. Evaluated units were informed about the Expert Group membership and approved the reviewers. 

In addition to the criteria defined in the Regulation, we aimed to ensure diverse geographical
representation as well as gender balance. To ensure continuity and some comparability, all Expert Groups included at least one member from the previous evaluation organised in 2019. 
[bookmark: _Toc224827084]Expert Group tasks
The documentary inputs to the international evaluation were the methodology that guided the process, the units’ self-assessment reports, selected research publications and bibliometric analyses. These were provided to the Expert Groups. Based on the documentary review, the Expert Groups provided an initial assessment and initial scores for each unit against the assessment criteria. 


The Expert Groups met in the first online meeting to review and moderate the initial scores. The Expert Groups followed the score definitions provided in the methodology of the evaluation. In addition, a senior member of the Technopolis team attended meetings to act as a moderator to ensure consistency across the Expert Groups. Following the meeting, the Expert Groups visited the units. After the visits, the Expert Groups attended the second online meeting to review the initial assessment and scores in light of the visits and make any final adjustments. After the visits to units, the Expert Groups prepared Individual Reports that were sent to the units for feedback on any factual errors. 

The Expert Groups visited all units and met with researchers and research managers/senior staff, cooperation partners and PhD students of the units. In many cases, units invited sectoral (line) ministry, other governmental agencies and industries.

[bookmark: _Toc224827085]Summary of scores and Expert Group observations
[bookmark: _Ref65330425][bookmark: _Ref65330447]This section provides an overview of overall scores and scores for each criterion assigned by the Expert Groups as well as insights from Expert Group observations. 
Figure 2 shows mean scores per discipline and illustrates a generally positive assessment across all disciplinary Expert Groups, with most mean scores clustering between 3.0 and 4.0. Social impact receives the highest scores overall. In contrast, impact on the scientific discipline is the lowest-scoring criterion across most disciplines, especially in the Social Sciences, where mean scores fall below or around 2.5. This pattern suggests that while research activity is viewed as nationally relevant and societally engaged, its international disciplinary visibility and influence remain comparatively limited.
[bookmark: _Ref223001642][bookmark: _Toc224238677]Figure 2 Mean scores per discipline
[image: ]

Overall research quality
Across the disciplines, Expert Groups consistently noted that many institutions have made tangible progress over the evaluation period and since the previous international evaluation. Improvements were observed in several areas, including better organisation of research, publication output, the quality of research infrastructure, participation in international collaborations, and the strengthening of doctoral training systems. 
Figure 3 shows that across most disciplines, score 4 is the most frequent overall assessment. Overall, very low scores (score 1) are rare across all disciplines, indicating that the evaluation did not identify widespread serious weaknesses.
Engineering and Technology and Social Sciences show a more differentiated distribution. In Engineering and Technology, score 3 is the most common outcome (around 45%), followed by score 4, and with scores 1 and 2 in the mix. This suggests greater heterogeneity within the field, with institutions ranging from moderate to strong performance. Social Sciences display an even clearer concentration at score 3. 
Notably, score 5 remains rare across all disciplines, appearing in Humanities and Arts and Medicine and Health Sciences. The overall pattern, therefore, points to a system where performance is concentrated in the upper-middle range (scores 3 and 4). 
[bookmark: _Ref223104680]Units with overall scores of 4 and 5 are listed in Appendix B. Across all disciplines, there are 26 such units, which is 42% of all evaluated units. 
[bookmark: _Ref223350916][bookmark: _Toc224238678]Figure 3 Distribution of overall scores
[image: ]

The Expert Group reports reveal important qualitative differences between disciplines, institution types, and levels of international competitiveness. Overall, Expert Groups observed a positive trajectory during the evaluation period, with increasing publication output, improving infrastructure, and greater participation in international collaborations. In all disciplines, several units have reached a very good level of research quality and are recognised as strong international players, supported by strong research infrastructures, participation in Horizon Europe projects, and growing citation impact. At the same time, the reports highlight that performance remains uneven, with leading research-intensive units coexisting alongside smaller or more teaching-oriented institutions whose research is primarily nationally focused. 
The overall score assigned by the Expert Groups is not a mechanical calculation derived from the individual criterion scores. Rather, it represents an integrated judgement based on the totality of evidence reviewed during the evaluation process. In arriving at this judgement, Expert Groups considered the performance of each unit across all evaluation criteria. The overall score, therefore, reflects a balanced assessment of the unit’s position and role within the national and international research landscape.
In practice, Expert Group considerations include the coherence of the research profile, the degree of international competitiveness, the scale and sustainability of research activity, and the strategic trajectory of the institution. Expert Groups frequently considered whether the different elements of performance were mutually reinforcing, for example, whether strong research quality was supported by an enabling research environment, or whether societal impact compensated for more limited disciplinary visibility in institutions with an applied mission. 
Research quality

The distribution of research quality scores (Figure 4) shows that performance across disciplines is concentrated primarily in scores 3 and 4. Engineering and Technology and Social Sciences show a heavier concentration at score 3 and have scores 1, indicating greater variability and the presence of some weaker performers within the fields. Overall, the figure suggests a system characterised by broadly satisfactory to strong research quality, with limited excellence at the highest level and few critically weak cases.

Many units have strong societal relevance and applied orientation, often closely aligned with national policy priorities and regional economic needs. While this contributes to strong economic and social impact, it can sometimes limit the development of more fundamental, hypothesis-driven research that drives international scientific visibility. Expert Group reports frequently identify units whose efforts are fragmented across numerous subfields, making it hard to achieve the critical mass needed to achieve international leadership in specific areas. Institutions often lack clearly articulated research strategies that identify distinctive strengths or areas of competitive advantage. In a number of cases, research agendas remain broad and unfocused, with limited prioritisation of fields where institutions could build critical mass and achieve international visibility. As a result, institutions often struggle to communicate clearly how their research profiles are unique or how they stand out in the national and international research landscape. 

The Expert Group reports suggest that many institutions place strong emphasis on quantitative indicators of performance, such as publication counts or citation metrics, or project counts, while paying less explicit attention to broader considerations of what constitutes high-quality research. Research quality cannot be assessed solely through citation metrics or publication counts. While such indicators provide useful information about visibility and influence, internationally recognised standards of research quality also emphasise aspects such as methodological rigour, originality, theoretical contribution, transparency, and the robustness and reproducibility of results. High-quality research typically demonstrates clear research questions, appropriate and well-justified methods, engagement with the relevant international literature, and contributions that advance knowledge in the field. Institutions, therefore, need to maintain an ongoing reflection on what constitutes good research quality in their disciplines and ensure that internal incentives, research cultures, and evaluation practices support these broader dimensions of scholarly excellence.

Expert Group findings suggest that while the overall level of research quality is good and improving, further progress will depend on increasing strategic focus, building critical mass in selected areas of excellence, and taking on leadership roles in international collaborative research networks.
[bookmark: _Ref223353821][bookmark: _Toc224238679]Figure 4 Distribution of research quality scores
[image: ]

Impact on the discipline

The distribution of impact on the scientific discipline scores (Figure 5) shows a generally more moderate performance profile than research quality, with most disciplines concentrated in scores 2–4 and relatively few high-end results. This pattern is not unexpected for a relatively small and poorly resourced research system operating in a highly competitive global environment. Achieving strong impact on science (shaping international debates, influencing leading journals, setting research agendas) requires critical mass, sustained investment, and visibility within international networks. Smaller systems often face structural constraints in building such a presence across all fields. The comparatively stronger socio-economic impact observed in the evaluation reflects a more embedded national role. Institutions are closely connected to local stakeholders, policy processes, and professional communities, enabling them to translate research into practical and societal outcomes. In this sense, the combination of moderate disciplinary impact and comparatively stronger socio-economic contribution is consistent with the profile of a small but engaged research system that plays a significant national role while still facing structural barriers to broader international influence. 

Strengthening impact on the scientific discipline remains important. Greater international visibility enhances the credibility, attractiveness, and competitiveness of the research system, including access to prestigious funding schemes and high-level collaborations. Improving disciplinary impact, therefore, supports not only academic standing but also the long-term sustainability and strategic positioning of the system within the global research landscape.

The reports highlight that some institutions are already successful in this regard. In Natural Sciences, Engineering, Medicine and Health Sciences, Humanities and Arts, a number of specialised institutes and large university faculties have achieved growing international visibility through focused research programmes, participation and leadership roles in international networks, and publications in high-impact journals.

Many institutions have significantly increased participation in Horizon Europe projects. While the number of Horizon Europe or Horizon 2020 projects can provide a general indication of international engagement, the Expert Groups emphasised that the quality and role within these projects are more important than the absolute count. In particular, leadership positions such as project coordination or work-package leadership demonstrate a higher level of scientific credibility, agenda-setting capacity, and influence within international research networks than participation as a minor partner. Therefore, evaluations place greater weight on evidence that institutions contribute intellectually and strategically to major international projects, rather than simply participating in a larger number of consortia.
[bookmark: _Ref223442802][bookmark: _Toc224238680]Figure 5 Distribution of the impact on the discipline scores
[image: ]

Economic impact 

The distribution of economic impact scores (Figure 6) shows that most disciplines are assessed positively, with scores 3 and 4 dominating across the board and several demonstrating pockets of very strong performance. Many institutions maintain close relationships with industry, public authorities, and professional organisations, which facilitates the transfer of knowledge into practice and contributes to national and regional economic development. In several fields, particularly engineering, natural sciences, and applied social sciences, research activities are closely aligned with national priorities and the Smart Specialisation Strategy, leading to collaborations with companies, public agencies, and sectoral stakeholders. These partnerships often take the form of joint research projects, consultancy, technology development, and the application of research results in industry and public services. 
At the same time, the Expert Groups observed that the scale and intensity of economic impact are influenced by structural factors, including the size of the national economy and the limited number of large, research-intensive firms in Latvia. In several cases, the capacity of industry to absorb and apply research results remains limited, which constrains opportunities for large-scale commercialisation and long-term research partnerships. As a result, economic impact often takes the form of incremental innovation, sectoral expertise, or regional knowledge transfer rather than major industrial breakthroughs. While collaboration with external partners is widespread, more systematic strategies for industry engagement, technology transfer, and the development of long-term research partnerships could further strengthen the economic contribution of research institutions. Institutions may benefit from exploring opportunities beyond the domestic market by engaging with international industry partners, for example, through participation in European research and innovation consortia, strategic partnerships with multinational companies, or collaboration with sectoral innovation networks and clusters. Such engagement can help identify international demand for research-based solutions, broaden the range of potential knowledge users, and strengthen the global relevance of applied research activities.
[bookmark: _Ref223453692][bookmark: _Toc224238681]Figure 6 Distribution of the economic impact scores
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Social impact 
Similar to the pattern observed for economic impact, the distribution of social impact scores (Figure 7) is generally strong across disciplines, with most assessments concentrated in scores 3 and 4 and very few low scores. Social impact, much like economic impact, represents a relative strength of the system, with broad and tangible contributions to society across most disciplines.
Many institutions demonstrate active engagement with society through participation in policy advisory bodies, collaboration with public institutions and professional associations, and dissemination of research through media, public lectures, and educational initiatives. In several disciplines, particularly in the social sciences, humanities, education, and applied fields such as health sciences and environmental research, experts noted that research findings are translated into practical guidance, policy input, or societal debate. Researchers also contribute to public understanding of key societal issues, including cultural heritage, social cohesion, public health, and environmental sustainability. These activities indicate that Latvian research institutions play visible and valued roles in national public life.
[bookmark: _Ref223459237][bookmark: _Toc224238682]Figure 7 Distribution of the social impact scores
[image: ]

Expert Groups observed that social impact is often achieved through numerous smaller-scale activities rather than through large, strategically coordinated initiatives. While researchers frequently engage with societal stakeholders, these contributions are not always systematically documented, evaluated, or embedded in institutional strategies. In several cases, the impact remains primarily national or regional in scope, with fewer examples of broader international societal influence. Expert Groups, therefore, encouraged institutions to develop more structured approaches to capturing and communicating societal impact, including clearer articulation of impact pathways, stronger engagement with international policy and professional networks, and more systematic monitoring of outcomes. Strengthening these practices could help make existing contributions more visible and reinforce the role of research institutions in addressing societal challenges.
Research infrastructure and environment

The distribution of research infrastructure and environment scores (Figure 8) shows generally strong performance across most disciplines, with the majority of assessments concentrated at scores 3 and 4. The results indicate that the research system provides a broadly supportive infrastructure and environment for research activity.
Many institutions have benefited from significant investments in facilities, equipment, and digital resources over the past decade. European Structural Funds and national programmes have played an important role in strengthening laboratories, research centres, and shared research infrastructure, particularly in the natural sciences, engineering, and health sciences. Expert Groups also noted that most institutions provide researchers with access to essential support services, including libraries, databases, research administration, and training opportunities. In several cases, institutions have developed specialised laboratories and research centres that enable participation in international projects and collaborations. Overall, the Expert Groups found that the physical infrastructure and basic research support structures in Latvia are broadly adequate to support high-quality research in many fields.
At the same time, the Expert Group reports highlight several systemic challenges affecting the research environment. In some institutions, parts of the infrastructure remain outdated or rely heavily on project-based renewal rather than stable long-term funding, which can limit continuity and strategic development. Expert Groups also frequently noted organisational constraints within the research environment, including high teaching loads for academic staff, limited protected research time, and a relatively small number of researchers with substantial research appointments. These factors can reduce the capacity to fully utilise existing infrastructure and to build sustained, internationally competitive research programmes. Strengthening research career structures, ensuring stable funding for infrastructure maintenance and renewal, and creating conditions that allow researchers to dedicate sufficient time to research would further enhance the effectiveness of the research environment across the system.
[bookmark: _Ref223512080][bookmark: _Toc224238683]Figure 8 Distribution of research infrastructure and environment scores
[image: ]

Expert Groups frequently observed that research strategies are often broad and aspirational rather than strongly prioritised, covering a wide range of topics without clearly identifying a limited number of areas where institutions aim to achieve international competitiveness. In several cases, the link between strategic objectives and concrete implementation measures such as resource allocation, recruitment priorities, or performance incentives remains insufficiently developed. As a result, research efforts can become dispersed across multiple fields, making it difficult to build critical mass and sustained research leadership. Expert Groups therefore encouraged institutions to develop more focused research strategies, identify distinctive areas of strength, and align organisational structures, staffing decisions, and funding mechanisms more closely with these priorities in order to strengthen their long-term research profiles.
Development potential

The distribution of development potential scores (Figure 9) suggests generally strong prospects for future research development across disciplines, with most assessments concentrated at scores 3 and 4. 
Across the Expert Group reports, development potential is generally assessed positively, reflecting the presence of committed leadership, ongoing institutional reforms, and a growing awareness of the need to strengthen research performance and international engagement. Many institutions have articulated strategic ambitions to increase the quality and visibility of their research, expand participation in international research programmes, and attract a new generation of researchers and doctoral students. Expert Groups noted that several units have already taken steps to modernise their research environments, develop interdisciplinary initiatives, and strengthen doctoral training systems. In assessing development potential, Expert Groups also considered the trajectory of recent performance, and the generally positive progress observed during the evaluation period suggests favourable prospects for further development. In addition, institutional integration processes, new research infrastructure investments, and expanding international partnerships provide opportunities for further development in a number of disciplines.
The Expert Groups emphasised that realising this development potential will depend on addressing several structural constraints that currently limit research capacity. These include the fragmentation of research efforts across many topics and institutions, limited success in securing competitive international research funding, and the relatively small number of researchers with substantial protected research time. In several cases, demographic trends and the age structure of the academic workforce also highlight the importance of succession planning and the recruitment of early-career researchers. Expert Groups therefore stressed that achieving the identified development potential will require sustained strategic focus, stronger prioritisation of research areas, and continued efforts to strengthen international collaboration, research leadership, and funding competitiveness.
[bookmark: _Ref223522959][bookmark: _Toc224238684]Figure 9 Distribution of development potential scores
[image: ]

Other Expert Group observations 
Funding levels
Low funding levels, for both base funding and competitive funding, are important structural factors shaping the performance of the Latvian research system. The use of European Structural Funds has enabled the development of research infrastructure, strengthened research groups, and supported early-career researchers. These investments have helped many institutions modernise their research environments and participate more actively in international collaboration. At the same time, the overall level of stable base funding available to research institutions remains low, which limits the ability of many units to plan long-term research programmes, maintain research infrastructure, and provide researchers with sufficient protected research time. Competitive funding opportunities are also limited relative to the number of institutions and research groups operating within the system, leading to strong competition for a relatively small pool of resources. 
Research system structure and capacity
Fragmentation of research capacity emerges as a recurring structural issue in the Latvian research system. In several disciplines, particularly in the social sciences and parts of engineering, research activity is distributed across a relatively large number of institutions and small research units, often with limited numbers of research-active staff in each area. In a country of Latvia’s size, this dispersion of resources can make it difficult to achieve the critical mass required for sustained international visibility, competitive research funding, and the development of strong disciplinary research communities. Expert Groups frequently highlighted the importance of greater strategic concentration of research efforts, including through institutional cooperation, possibly mergers, or the consolidation of research groups in selected priority areas. Recent institutional integration processes were generally seen as a positive step in this direction, with the potential to strengthen research capacity and shared infrastructure.
[bookmark: _Toc224827086]Field-specific observations
Humanities and Arts
Research quality in the humanities in Latvia is generally strong, with several institutions demonstrating performance that reaches international standards. In particular, research related to Latvia and the Baltic region, including history, folklore studies, literature, linguistics, art, music, and theology, was frequently assessed as methodologically robust and internationally relevant. The Expert Group noted that infrastructure supporting the humanities is good, with recent developments such as new interdisciplinary research spaces expected to strengthen collaboration and research capacity further. The Expert Group highlighted the Institute of Literature, Folklore and Art in particular as demonstrating outstanding performance in terms of research quality and international leadership through its interdisciplinary research, digital innovation, and strong societal engagement.
The Expert Group identified several structural challenges affecting the development of humanities research. Many institutions face limited and unstable funding, resulting in insecure employment conditions and a relatively small number of senior research leaders. The need for many doctoral students and early-career researchers to combine research with additional employment can slow research progress and reduce international competitiveness. The Expert Group also observed that cooperation between institutions could be further strengthened, particularly in areas such as digital humanities, where similar initiatives exist across multiple units but are not always coordinated. Despite these constraints, the overall level of research activity was considered impressive given the available resources, and the Expert Group concluded that with stronger internationalisation, and greater institutional collaboration, Latvian humanities research has significant potential for further development and increased international visibility.
Agriculture, Forestry and Veterinary Sciences
Research in the fields of agriculture, forestry, and veterinary sciences in Latvia is characterised by strong national relevance and a clear applied orientation, with institutions playing a central role in supporting the country’s bioeconomy, food safety, and environmental sustainability. The evaluated institutions collectively form the backbone of Latvia’s research capacity in these areas and provide important expertise for policymakers, industry, and the agricultural sector. Several institutes demonstrate research quality approaching international standards in selected subfields, supported by modern laboratory infrastructure, experimental facilities, and close collaboration with governmental bodies and industry partners. These institutions contribute significantly to knowledge transfer and innovation, and also play important roles in educating the next generation of agricultural and veterinary scientists. 
The Expert Group also identified several structural challenges that limit international competitiveness. While applied research addressing national priorities is well developed, hypothesis-driven and fundamental research remains relatively limited in several institutions, which constrains the production of highly cited publications and reduces visibility in leading international journals. Participation in major European research programmes and leadership in international consortia is still modest, and reliance on national funding and service-based income limits flexibility for pursuing ambitious research agendas. Despite these constraints, Latvian institutions have the potential to strengthen their role within the European Research Area in fields related to bioeconomy and “One Health”.
Medicine and Health Sciences
Research in the fields of medicine and health sciences in Latvia demonstrates a solid and improving level of quality, with several institutions reaching very good international standards, and the Institute of Organic Synthesis and the Latvian Biomedical Research and Study Centre standing out as internationally outstanding in biomedical and pharmaceutical sciences. The Expert Group noted improving publication quality, well-developed doctoral training, and growing participation in European research infrastructures and collaborative projects. Research activities are closely connected to public health priorities, clinical practice, and policy development, giving the sector a strong societal relevance and facilitating the translation of research results into healthcare improvements. Institutional reforms, including mergers and platform-based organisational structures, have strengthened interdisciplinary collaboration and reduced fragmentation within parts of the system. Overall, the Expert Group observed a clear positive trajectory, with improvements in research output, international engagement, and the strategic orientation of institutions.
The Expert Group also identified several structural challenges affecting the overall coherence and international competitiveness of the sector. Research performance remains uneven between university units and hospitals, where particularly challenging funding circumstances, insufficient protected research time for clinicians, and incomplete research governance frameworks constrain research activity. The expert Group also highlighted the need for stronger and more formalised collaboration between universities and hospitals in order to realise the potential of translational and clinical research fully. Research portfolios, in some cases, remain too broad relative to available resources. 
Social Sciences
Research in the social sciences in Latvia demonstrates a generally good level of quality, with clear progress observed since the previous evaluation period. Several institutions now operate at a very good level of performance, with the University of Latvia standing out as the strongest and most comprehensive institution across the evaluated criteria. Other institutions also show strong development potential and increasing international engagement. The Expert Groups noted that many units have responded constructively to earlier evaluation recommendations and are increasingly aligning their research agendas with national and European priorities, including the Smart Specialisation Strategy and Horizon Europe objectives. Overall, the sector demonstrates strong commitment and dynamism, with several institutions “punching above their weight” despite relatively limited resources and small research teams.
A key strength of the sector lies in its strong societal and economic engagement, with social science researchers actively contributing to policy development, public debate, and regional economic development. Close collaboration with ministries, industry partners, and public institutions is widespread, resulting in research that is highly relevant to national challenges such as regional development, security, digital transformation, and sustainability. Many units also demonstrate strong interdisciplinary collaboration and are increasingly involved in international research networks and surveys. Doctoral education is well established across most institutions, with generally sound completion rates and good supervisory relationships. These strengths contribute to a strong economic and social impact across the sector, often exceeding the level of impact on the scientific discipline.
The Expert Groups identified several structural and strategic challenges affecting the field’s international competitiveness. Research agendas across institutions often remain broad and fragmented, with several universities focusing on similar thematic areas such as sustainability, circular economy, security, and artificial intelligence, while collaboration between institutions working on these topics remains limited. In some units, a strong emphasis on applied research aligned with policy priorities has come at the expense of hypothesis-driven fundamental research and disciplinary development, which constrains international scientific impact. The Expert Groups also noted pressures to increase publication output that may encourage quantity over quality, as well as persistent funding constraints, particularly in institutions that receive little or no public research funding. 
The issue of fragmentation was particularly visible in the social sciences, where a number of private higher education institutions are active in research but often operate with relatively small research teams and limited access to stable research funding. While these institutions can make meaningful contributions to applied research, professional education, and societal engagement, Expert Groups noted that their research activities are sometimes dispersed across many topics and rely heavily on teaching-oriented staff with limited protected research time. In addition, Expert Groups observed that different units often pursue very similar thematic research topics, which further disperses limited resources and makes it difficult for individual institutions to develop distinctive research profiles. This can constrain the development of sustained research programmes and internationally competitive publication output. Expert Groups therefore suggested that stronger collaboration between institutions, clearer research prioritisation, and the pooling of expertise across organisational boundaries could help address fragmentation and build stronger research communities in fields where the current distribution of resources limits the attainment of critical mass.
Natural Sciences 
Research in the natural sciences in Latvia shows a clear upward trajectory, with several units reaching the level of strong international players and others performing well in more applied or regionally oriented roles. Across the field, the strongest units combine good infrastructure, focused research agendas, and active engagement in international collaboration, while also benefiting from recent improvements in doctoral training and research organisation. The Expert Group also noted very strong social impact across the natural sciences, reflecting close connections between research, policy, and societal needs, as well as a generally good fit with national research priorities and smart specialisation goals.
Latvia’s natural sciences base is relatively small and spread across diverse disciplines, which makes it difficult for many units to sustain high performance across a broad range of subfields. The Expert Group therefore emphasised the importance of clearer research prioritisation and specialisation, particularly for smaller institutions and regionally oriented universities. While physical research infrastructure is generally strong, the Expert Group noted the need to reinforce the “soft” aspects of the research environment, including mentoring, publication support, career development, and stronger embedding in international research communities. 
Engineering and Technology
Research in the fields of engineering and technology in Latvia demonstrates a generally good level of quality, with several units achieving very good international standards. In particular, a small number of institutions stand out as strong international players with high-quality publication outputs, strong citation performance, and active participation in international research programmes. These leading units also benefit from well-developed research environments, modern research infrastructure, and strategic management approaches that support talent development and international collaboration. Across the sector more broadly, many units have improved their research performance during the evaluation period, demonstrating growing international engagement, strong interdisciplinary collaboration, and alignment with national research priorities, particularly within the Smart Specialisation Strategy. The engineering field is also characterised by strong economic and societal relevance, with collaboration with industry, technology transfer activities, patents, and the creation of start-ups and spin-offs.
However, research performance varies considerably between institutions, and in many units, the number of internationally visible publications and highly cited papers remains limited. While applied research and industry collaboration are well developed, the Expert Group noted a relative scarcity of curiosity-driven fundamental research, which is important for long-term scientific advancement and for strengthening international disciplinary impact. Additional challenges include the relatively small number of active researchers in some units, difficulties in attracting and retaining doctoral students and highly qualified researchers, and the need for more strategic approaches to publication, project development, and human resource planning. 
[bookmark: _Toc224827087]A note on the evaluation process
[bookmark: _Toc224827088]Ensuring scoring consistency across disciplines
The evaluation applied the same methodological framework across all disciplines, including identical evaluation criteria, a five-point scoring scale, and common guidance for Expert Groups. Each score level was defined in advance in the evaluation methodology through short descriptions indicating the expected level of research quality, impact, and institutional development. These definitions served as cross-disciplinary anchors, enabling Expert Groups to calibrate their assessments against international standards rather than national comparisons.
Several procedural mechanisms were used to support scoring consistency. Expert Groups received methodological briefings and written evaluation guidance before beginning their work. During Expert Group discussions and calibration meetings, score definitions were reminded to ensure that Expert Groups interpreted the scoring scale in a comparable way. In addition, the evaluation team monitored scoring patterns across Expert Groups to identify potential drift in scoring behaviour. This monitoring showed that no Expert Group displayed systematic leniency or severity relative to others. For example, there were no disciplines in which high scores were unusually frequent, nor were there disciplines in which very low scores were systematically assigned.
At the same time, applying a consistent methodology does not imply identical outcomes across disciplines. Differences in scores reflect genuine differences in perceived performance levels as well as disciplinary characteristics. In international evaluation practice, methodological consistency means that the same principles are applied, not that the resulting distributions of scores must be identical across fields.
[bookmark: _Toc224827089]Disciplinary variation and forms of excellence
One important source of variation arises from differences in research practices across disciplines. Publication patterns, citation behaviour, collaboration structures, and the nature of research outputs vary significantly between fields. For example, in the natural sciences or medicine, research outputs typically take the form of journal articles published frequently and cited rapidly. In contrast, humanities scholarship often relies on monographs or major interpretative works that may take years to develop and whose influence accumulates slowly over time. Because of such differences, the evaluation methodology relies on bibliometrics-informed peer review rather than purely metrics-based assessment. Quantitative indicators such as publication counts, citation impact, and international collaboration rates were provided to Expert Groups as contextual information, but they were interpreted alongside qualitative evidence. In disciplines where bibliometric indicators are less informative, Expert Groups relied more strongly on expert reading of submitted publications and evaluation of intellectual contributions.
The evaluation criteria explicitly recognise multiple forms of research excellence, including theoretical originality, methodological rigour, societal relevance, and policy impact. For example, in humanities and arts disciplines, excellence may be demonstrated through influential monographs, contributions to cultural heritage, or interpretation of historical sources. In engineering or medicine, excellence may be demonstrated through highly cited journal articles, patents, or technological innovation. Expert Groups therefore evaluated outputs within the norms of each discipline, ensuring that disciplinary differences were respected while maintaining a consistent methodological framework.
[bookmark: _Toc224827090]Variation within disciplines
Even within a single discipline, significant variations exist among units. Institutions differ in size, maturity, strategic focus, and research environment. Some units operate in highly competitive global research ecosystems, while others focus more strongly on regional or applied research missions. These differences naturally influence both the type of research performed and the kinds of impacts that can be achieved. Expert Groups therefore considered a broad set of qualitative factors in addition to research outputs. These included research strategy and governance, international collaboration patterns, doctoral training, support for early-career researchers, engagement with industry or policymakers, and the coherence of research programmes. These dimensions cannot be captured by numerical indicators alone but are essential for understanding the sustainability and future trajectory of research units.
The evaluation also relied heavily on self-assessment reports prepared by the units. These reports provided the primary narrative explanation of each unit’s strategy, achievements, and ambitions. While site visits allowed Expert Groups to clarify and verify this information, the quality and clarity of the documentation inevitably influenced the extent to which Expert Groups could assess certain aspects of performance. Units that articulated their research strategy clearly and provided well-documented examples of impact were easier to evaluate comprehensively. Conversely, when documentation lacked clarity or omitted evidence, Expert Groups sometimes had limited information on which to base their assessments.
[bookmark: _Toc224827091]Score justification in Expert Group reports
International evaluation practice generally requires Expert Groups to provide a narrative explanation of the characteristics of a unit that correspond to the score awarded. Expert Groups are not expected to justify why a unit did not receive every possible higher score or to list all potential deficiencies relative to hypothetical alternatives. Instead, the reports present a coherent description of the unit’s performance, highlighting key strengths, areas for improvement, and the reasoning behind the assigned score. This narrative approach reflects the fact that peer review evaluates complex qualitative evidence rather than performing a checklist-based scoring exercise.
[bookmark: _Toc224827092]Independence of expert judgement
The evaluation methodology places strong emphasis on the independence of expert judgement. Expert Groups are responsible for interpreting the evidence and assigning scores in accordance with the agreed criteria. The evaluation process, therefore, includes safeguards to ensure that Expert Groups can operate independently and without external pressure.
After receiving draft reports, institutions were invited to identify potential factual errors. Expert Groups carefully reviewed this feedback and corrected inaccuracies where necessary. However, the methodology does not allow scores to be revised solely because an institution disagrees with the interpretation of evidence. Allowing such negotiation would undermine the integrity of peer review and risk transforming evaluation into a process of bargaining rather than independent assessment. For this reason, comments expressing disagreement with the expert judgement or proposing alternative interpretations of the evidence were noted but did not automatically lead to changes in the reports.
Where institutions provided substantiated factual corrections, these were carefully reviewed by the evaluation team and the relevant Expert Groups. In cases where an error or ambiguity was confirmed, the text of the report was amended to ensure accuracy and clarity. This process improved the quality of the final reports while maintaining the integrity of the expert assessment.
During the feedback stage, the evaluation team also received some questions concerning the interpretation of the methodology, the use of indicators, and the reasoning behind scores. While these exchanges were useful in clarifying aspects of the evaluation process, it is important to note that the methodology defines the framework within which expert judgement operates, rather than prescribing every element that experts may consider. As is common in international peer-review-based evaluations, expert panels interpret the available evidence holistically and may draw on a range of information sources, including qualitative observations made during site visits, bibliometric indicators, documentation provided by institutions, and broader knowledge of disciplinary practices.
The experience of the feedback process highlights the importance of clear communication about the role of peer review in research evaluation. Expert evaluation is not a mechanical scoring exercise but a structured process of informed judgement. Narrative explanations provided in the reports aim to capture the key strengths, weaknesses, and development opportunities of each unit rather than to document every aspect of the deliberations that led to the final score.
Overall, the feedback procedure contributed positively to the quality and transparency of the evaluation. It ensured that the final reports accurately reflect the information provided by institutions while preserving the core principle of independent expert judgement, which remains the foundation of credible international research evaluation practices.
Peer review systems rely on the professional judgement of independent experts who assess evidence according to disciplinary standards. While such a judgment inevitably involves interpretation, it remains the most widely accepted method for evaluating complex research activities.
The feedback process also illustrated that, for some institutions, the principles of peer-review-based evaluation are still relatively unfamiliar. In several cases, comments suggested an expectation that evaluation outcomes should follow mechanically from predefined metrics or that expert judgements could be renegotiated once reports were issued. In international research evaluation systems, however, peer review is understood as a structured process of expert judgement in which quantitative indicators provide context but do not determine outcomes. Developing a stronger shared understanding of this approach would benefit the Latvian research system more broadly. Most international competitive funding schemes, including major programmes such as those of the  European Research Council, rely entirely on peer review to assess proposals, where panels interpret evidence holistically rather than applying mechanical scoring formulas. Greater familiarity with how such processes work may therefore also strengthen institutions’ ability to compete successfully for international research funding. In this sense, the evaluation process itself may serve as a valuable learning experience for the research community about how peer review operates in international science.

[bookmark: _Toc224827093]Institutional evaluation
[bookmark: _Toc224827094]Objectives
[bookmark: OLE_LINK3]The purpose of the consolidated institutional assessment is to provide inputs based on the International Evaluation to support the larger process of classifying universities as Universities of Science, Universities of Arts and Culture, and Universities of Applied Sciences as required by the Law on Higher Education Institutions and Cabinet Regulation No. 619. 2018. Procedures for Organising the International Evaluation of Scientific Institution Activity.  
In 2024, the Cabinet Regulation was amended to include a requirement for the contractor delivering the evaluation to award a consolidated institutional evaluation to the scientific institution if the scientific institution participates in the evaluation with several units. The consolidated evaluation shall be awarded in addition to the evaluations awarded to the units to be evaluated. 
The Cabinet Regulation requires a joint evaluation by the representatives of the groups of experts involved in the expert examination of all units when awarding the consolidated evaluation to the scientific institution, taking into account:
· The evaluation of each unit to be evaluated
· The report of the group of experts and the consolidated report
· The scientific research capacity of the units to be evaluated
· The specific nature of the major fields of science
[bookmark: _Toc224827095]Scope
The consolidated institutional evaluation was conducted for institutions that participated in the International Evaluation with multiple evaluated units across different scientific fields. The purpose of this exercise was to provide an institutional-level perspective on research performance and capacity, complementing the unit-level evaluations conducted by disciplinary Expert Groups. It does not address the educational performance of the universities. 
The consolidated assessment, therefore, synthesises the findings from the individual unit evaluations and the disciplinary Expert Group reports, while taking into account the broader institutional context in which the units operate.
Eight institutions were assessed through this process, representing a diverse set of organisational models within the Latvian higher education and research system. These institutions differ significantly in their size, disciplinary composition, mission, and research intensity. Some institutions participate in the evaluation through a large number of units across multiple fields of science, while others contribute a smaller number of units in more specialised areas.
The consolidated institutional evaluation does not attempt to produce a mechanical aggregation of unit scores. Instead, it provides a holistic assessment of institutional research performance, reflecting both the diversity of disciplinary activities and the strategic role of each institution within the national research system.
In practice, this required careful interpretation of the unit-level results. Institutions that host both internationally competitive research units and units primarily oriented towards regional or applied missions may display a wide range of scores across evaluation criteria. The consolidated evaluation focuses on overall institutional research capacity, coherence of research activities, and development trajectory, rather than numerical averaging of scores.
The consolidated assessments were prepared jointly by the Chairs of the Expert Groups that evaluated the relevant units. This ensured that disciplinary perspectives were appropriately represented while allowing the experts to reach a shared institutional-level judgement.
[bookmark: _Toc224827096]Summary of the Process 
The process was built directly on the unit-level assessments conducted by the disciplinary Expert Groups and was conducted after those evaluations were completed. The process involved several stages. First, the Expert Groups completed the evaluation of individual research units. Each unit received scores across six criteria: research quality, impact on the scientific discipline, economic impact, social impact, research environment and infrastructure, and development potential. These assessments were based on multiple sources of evidence, including self-evaluation reports submitted by the institutions, bibliometric indicators, selected research outputs, and information obtained during site visits.
Second, each disciplinary Expert Group prepared a panel summary report providing an overview of the strengths, weaknesses, and development trends observed across the units in its field. These reports offered an important contextual perspective, highlighting common patterns within disciplines and identifying systemic issues affecting research performance.
Third, the evaluation team compiled the relevant information for institutions that had multiple evaluated units across disciplines. This included the unit reports, the disciplinary Expert Group reports, and institutional self-evaluation reports.
The consolidated institutional evaluation was then conducted through a panel meeting of the Chairs of the Expert Groups. These discussions at the panel meeting focused on interpreting the unit-level findings in an institutional context. Particular attention was given to the distribution of scores across units, the coherence of research strategies, the strength of research environments, and the institution’s overall research trajectory.
The consolidated score was not calculated as a numerical average of unit scores. The Expert Group chairs reached a collective judgement based on the overall evidence. 
When the Chairs of the Expert Groups reached agreement on the consolidated evaluation, the results were documented in consolidated institutional score reports. These reports summarise the institutional context, explain the distribution of unit-level scores, and provide the rationale for the consolidated assessment.
[bookmark: _Toc224827097]Summary of scores and observations
The consolidated institutional evaluations reveal a diverse distribution of research performance across the Latvian higher education and research system. Differences in disciplinary composition, institutional mission, and research intensity are reflected in the distribution of scores across units and institutions. 
Figure 10 shows an overview of unit and institutional scores. Figure 10 illustrates both the diversity of institutional profiles and the generally close relationship between unit-level and institutional results. The figure also highlights the heterogeneity within several institutions, underlining why the consolidated score must be understood as a synthesis of overall research capacity and mission rather than as an arithmetic average of unit results.
Several institutions demonstrate strong and internationally competitive research capacity across multiple fields of science. These institutions typically host larger research communities, benefit from well-developed research infrastructure, and are strongly embedded in international collaboration networks. As a result, they include multiple units with high scores for research quality and disciplinary impact, reflecting their role as leading research universities within the national system and their ability to contribute actively to international research communities and the European Research Area.
[bookmark: _Ref224237970][bookmark: _Toc224238685]Figure 10 Overview of unit and institutional scores
	University
	Unit
	Unit overall score
	Institution score

	University of Latvia
	Faculty of Medicine and Life Sciences
	4
	4

	University of Latvia
	Faculty of Humanities
	4
	

	University of Latvia
	Faculty of Science and Technology
	4
	

	University of Latvia
	Faculty of Economics and Social Sciences
	4
	

	University of Latvia
	Faculty of Law
	4
	

	University of Latvia
	Faculty of Education Sciences and Psychology
	4
	

	Riga Technical University
	Institute of Architecture and Design 
	4
	4

	Riga Technical University
	Faculty of Civil and Mechanical Engineering
	3
	

	Riga Technical University
	Faculty of Computer Science, Information technology and Energy
	4
	

	Riga Technical University
	Faculty of Natural Sciences and Technology
	4
	

	Riga Technical University
	Faculty of Engineering Economics
	3
	

	Latvia University of Life Sciences and Technologies
	Agricultural sciences, forestry, and veterinary sciences
	3
	3

	Latvia University of Life Sciences and Technologies
	Engineering and Technology
	3
	

	Latvia University of Life Sciences and Technologies
	Social Sciences Research Unit
	4
	

	Ventspils University of Applied Sciences
	Field of Humanities
	2
	3

	Ventspils University of Applied Sciences
	Field of Social Sciences
	3
	

	Ventspils University of Applied Sciences
	Field of Natural Sciences
	3
	

	Daugavpils University
	Research programme "Humanities and arts"
	4
	3

	Daugavpils University
	Research programme "Social Sciences"
	3
	

	Daugavpils University
	Research programme "Natural Sciences"
	3
	

	Vidzeme University of Applied Sciences
	Study and research field of engineering and technologies
	2
	3

	Vidzeme University of Applied Sciences
	Study and research field of social sciences
	3
	

	Riga Stradins University
	Health and Natural Sciences Platform
	4
	4

	Riga Stradins University
	Social Sciences Platform
	4
	

	Transport and Telecommunications Institute 
	Engineering
	3
	3

	Transport and Telecommunications Institute 
	Social sciences
	3
	


At the same time, other institutions display more heterogeneous performance across units, often combining internationally visible research groups with units that focus primarily on regional engagement, applied research, or teaching-intensive activities. In these cases, the consolidated evaluation reflects the overall institutional research capacity and mission rather than the performance of individual high-performing units alone. This pattern is particularly visible in universities of applied sciences and specialised institutions, where research activities are frequently closely aligned with regional economic and societal needs. Although these institutions may host fewer large-scale research units, they often demonstrate strong economic and social impact through collaboration with industry, public institutions, and regional stakeholders.
Across the evaluated institutions, the consolidated assessments highlight the importance of strategic focus and critical mass in achieving international research visibility. Institutions that concentrate resources in clearly defined areas of strength tend to demonstrate stronger research quality and disciplinary impact. Conversely, institutions with very broad research agendas relative to their size may find it more difficult to achieve international recognition across multiple fields simultaneously. These observations underline the importance of clear institutional research strategies and prioritisation in strengthening international competitiveness.



[bookmark: _Toc224827098]Recommendations
[bookmark: _Toc224827099]Policy recommendations
The international evaluation indicates that the Latvian research system has made progress since the previous evaluation cycle, particularly in strengthening research infrastructure, improving the doctoral training system, and increasing participation in international collaboration. However, several structural challenges continue to limit the system’s international competitiveness. Addressing these challenges will require coordinated policy measures at both institutional and national levels.
· Strengthen critical mass and reduce fragmentation in the research system.
Expert Groups observed that research capacity in Latvia is distributed across a relatively large number of institutions and thematic areas for a system of its size. While this diversity reflects the historical development of the higher education sector and supports regional engagement, it can also lead to fragmentation of research efforts and limited critical mass in specific scientific fields. Smaller research groups operating across many topics may find it difficult to achieve sustained international visibility or to compete successfully for large-scale international research funding. Strengthening critical mass will therefore be important for improving international competitiveness. This does not necessarily require institutional consolidation, but it does call for stronger strategic prioritisation and cooperation between institutions. Joint doctoral schools, shared research infrastructures, inter-institutional research centres, and coordinated research agendas could help concentrate expertise in areas where Latvia has the greatest potential to achieve international excellence. 
· Balance applied research strengths with stronger support for fundamental research.
Latvia has developed notable strengths in applied research with clear societal and economic relevance, particularly in areas linked to national priorities and the Smart Specialisation Strategy. However, several Expert Groups noted that the strong emphasis on applied research may limit the development of fundamental research that underpins long-term scientific impact. Strengthening fundamental research capacity may also support greater success in highly competitive international programmes such as the European Research Council (ERC), which prioritise frontier, curiosity-driven research. Policy frameworks should therefore support a more balanced research ecosystem that recognises the importance of both curiosity-driven research and applied innovation.
· Further strengthen internationalisation and participation in global research networks.
Many institutions have increased their engagement with international partners, but participation in global research leadership, particularly coordination of large international projects, remains limited. Continued policy support for international collaboration, mobility schemes, and targeted grant preparation support could help institutions move from participation toward leadership roles in international consortia and competitive funding programmes.
· Improve conditions for research careers and talent retention.
Across several disciplines, the Expert Groups noted challenges related to attracting and retaining talented researchers, particularly early-career scientists and internationally competitive scholars. Competitive salaries, clear career pathways, and structured mentoring systems are essential elements of a healthy research ecosystem. In an increasingly global research environment, talented researchers have opportunities to move between institutions and countries, and salary levels and working conditions therefore play a significant role in determining where they choose to work. Competitive salaries, clear career pathways, and structured mentoring systems are essential for attracting talent and preventing brain drain.
· Promote the exchange of good practices in research management and development.
The evaluation identified several institutions that have developed particularly strong practices in research management, including strategic prioritisation of research areas, support structures for international grant applications, mentoring systems for early-career researchers, and effective research infrastructure management. At the same time, other institutions appear to be at earlier stages of developing these capabilities. The Ministry of Education and Science could consider facilitating structured knowledge-sharing mechanisms across the sector. This could include workshops, thematic working groups, or national forums where institutions present successful approaches to research strategy development, international grant preparation, doctoral training, and research career support. Such exchanges could help disseminate good practices across the system and strengthen institutional capacity without requiring major structural reforms. Encouraging collaboration and learning between institutions may also support more coordinated development of the national research system.
[bookmark: _Toc224827100]Recommendations for the future evaluation process
The current international evaluation demonstrates that a peer-review-based institutional assessment can provide valuable insights into research performance and development across the Latvian research system. At the same time, several lessons from the implementation of this evaluation can inform the design of future evaluation exercises:
· Formalise procedures for evaluating interdisciplinary research units.
The evaluation included a number of units whose research activities span multiple scientific disciplines. In practice, these cases were addressed through cross-panel consultation and the involvement of experts with relevant interdisciplinary expertise. While this approach proved effective, the experience suggests that future evaluation exercises may benefit from formalising procedures for assigning and assessing interdisciplinary units from the outset. This could include clearer guidance for institutions on how interdisciplinary units should be classified and early identification of such units during the preparation phase. Given the increasing importance of interdisciplinary research in addressing complex scientific and societal challenges, ensuring that evaluation procedures are well adapted to such research profiles will help maintain fairness and methodological robustness in future evaluations.
· The introduction of consolidated institutional assessments represents an important step in linking unit-level research evaluations to broader institutional development and national policy objectives. It is important to note that the consolidated institutional assessment presented in this report represents primarily a synthesis of unit-level evaluations rather than a comprehensive institutional review. The main evidence base of the International Evaluation consisted of self-evaluation reports, selected research outputs, bibliometric indicators, and site visits conducted at the level of individual research units. While institutions submitted institutional self-evaluation reports that provided valuable context regarding research strategy, governance, and development plans, the evaluation process itself did not include dedicated institutional site visits or in-depth engagement focused specifically on institutional-level management and strategy. As a result, the consolidated institutional assessments should be understood as an interpretation of the unit-level results in an institutional context, rather than a full evaluation of institutional research management practices. A more comprehensive assessment of institutional research governance, strategic planning, and organisational practices would require a different evaluation design, including dedicated institutional visits, deeper engagement with leadership and management structures, and a more extensive analysis of institutional strategy and decision-making processes.
· Preserve opportunities for factual feedback while safeguarding the independence of expert judgement. The feedback stage, which allows institutions to correct factual inaccuracies, proved valuable in improving the accuracy of the final reports. At the same time, the evaluation confirmed the importance of maintaining the independence of expert judgement and ensuring that evaluation outcomes are not subject to negotiation. Future evaluation procedures should continue to follow this principle while clearly communicating the scope of the feedback process.
· Consider imposing limits on the size and heterogeneity of units of assessment. Since the first International Assessment reported in 2014, there has been a steady process of merger and rationalisation in the Latvian research and higher education system, accompanied by scale-building and significant performance improvement. As a result, some units of assessment have become very large and diverse. As a result, it has in places become hard for the Expert Groups to deliver assessments that are granular enough always to be actionable. 



[bookmark: _Ref61270614][bookmark: _Toc224827101]Assessment criteria
The Expert Groups scored the research performance of each unit using the scale presented in Table 2 (using whole numbers only). 
[bookmark: _Ref61270803]Table 2 Overall assessment criterion: Quality of the Research Performance of the Institution
	QUALITY OF THE RESEARCH PERFORMANCE OF THE INSTITUTION

	SCORE
	DEFINTION

	5
	Outstanding level of research

	4
	Very good level of research

	3
	Good level of research

	2
	Adequate level of research

	1
	Poor level of research


The score assigned to the overall assessment was based on the assessment of five sub-elements A to E listed below and illustrated in Figure 2. The Expert Group provided the final overall score based on its overall view and not generated by a mathematical average. The criteria and scoring for each sub-element are described in the tables below. 
A The quality of the research
B The impact on the development of the field of science
C The economic impact (C1) and social impact (C2) of the research
D The research environment and infrastructure of the institution
E The development potential of the institution
The Expert Groups provided scores against each sub-element and the overall score, and provided narrative descriptions of their scores, the overall score and the sub-elements. The overarching final assessment of each unit includes the Expert Group’s qualitative assessment of the units’ alignment with the objectives of the State’s scientific and technological development. The Expert Groups provided an assessment of each unit’s potential to offer doctoral training.




[bookmark: _Ref61270925][bookmark: _Ref61270880][bookmark: _Toc224238686]Figure 11 Assessment criteria
[bookmark: _Toc231273288]Overall Assessment:
Score of 1 to 5
Sub-elements: Score of 1 to 5 for each
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[bookmark: _Toc224827102]Sub-elements 
[bookmark: _Toc25831004]Tables below describe the criteria and the 5-point scoring system for each sub-element. 
Table 3 Criterion A: Scientific Quality
	A: QUALITY OF THE RESEARCH

	Particular factors to take into account
	· Fundamental and applied research shall be evaluated as being of equal significance

	SCORE
	DEFINTION
	DESCRIPTION

	5
	Outstanding 
	The institution is a Global Leader. In terms of the quality, the research output of an institution is comparable with the best work internationally[footnoteRef:4] in the same area of research. The research possesses the requisite quality to meet highest standard in terms of originality, significance and accuracy. Work at this level should be the primary point of reference in the respective area. [4:  The designation “international” indicates that the activity and achievements of units are internationally comparable with globally recognised research teams in the same area of research.] 


	4
	Very good 
	The institution is a strong international player. Research by the institution possesses a very good standard of quality in terms of originality and importance. Work at this level can arouse serious interest in the international academic community, and international publishers or journals with the most rigorous standards of publication (irrespective of the place or language of publication) could publish work of this level.

	3
	Good  
	The institution is a strong national player with some international recognition. The importance of research by the institution is unquestionable in the experts’ assessment. Internationally recognised publishers or journals could publish work of this level.

	2
	Adequate
	The institution is a satisfactory national player. The international academic community deems the significance of the research by the institution to be acceptable. Nationally recognised publishers or journals could publish work of this level.

	1
	Poor 
	The institution is a poor national player. Research by the institution contains new scientific discoveries only sporadically. The profile of the research by the institution is expressly national, i.e., the institution is not involved in international debates of the scientific community. It focuses mainly on introducing international research trends in Latvia.









Table 4 Criterion B: Impact on the Scientific Discipline
	B: IMPACT ON FIELD OF SCIENCE

	Particular factors to take into account
	· The impact of the research on the development of the scientific discipline and related fields

	SCORE
	DEFINTION
	DESCRIPTION

	5
	Outstanding 
	The institution is a Global Leader. The research outputs of the institution are published in the leading forums of the respective discipline, and they have a considerable impact on the development of the discipline; the institution is highly valued as a partner in international research projects.

	4
	Very good 
	The institution is a strong international player. The institution is internationally recognised in its discipline and is highly regarded as a partner in international research projects and networks.

	3
	Good 
	The institution is a strong national player with some international recognition. The institution occupies a stable position in the international scientific community, is considered a respected and recognised centre of competence, and possibly hosts national research centres.  

	2
	Adequate
	The institution is a satisfactory national player. The institution occupies a stable position in the national scientific community. The position of the institution within the international scientific community is still evolving; it still has to strive for its status as a recognised member of the discipline; its impact on the international scientific community is undetermined.

	1
	Poor 
	The institution is a poor national player. The publishing strategy and scientific impact of the institution are predominantly geared towards the national scientific community and have limited impact also at national level.




















Table 5 Criterion C: Economic and Social Impact
	C: ECONOMIC (c1) AND SOCIAL IMPACT (c2)

	Particular factors to take into account
	· Economic impact scoring will consider relevance to, and cooperation with, economic actors (with a particular focus on the national economy)
· Social impact will consider development of the social and cultural spheres, the promotion of higher education, social equality, integration and welfare, public health, national security, public understanding of the significance of scientific activity

	SCORE
	DEFINTION
	DESCRIPTION

	5
	Outstanding
	Highly Important Research and Highly Sought-after R&D
Partner by Non-academics. Research of the institution is highly important for the economy/society, which renders the institution a highly esteemed partner in research and development projects outside the academic environment. Staff members of the institution are in high demand as experts in the private/public sector/the public, and the institution is an important driver of societal development. 

	4
	Very good 
	Very Important Research and Sought-after R&D Partner by Non-academics. Research of the institution is very important for the economy/society. The institution’s interactions with the private/public sector/the public stand out in terms of their extensive and dynamic nature. 

	3
	Good 
	Important Research and Satisfactory Level of Interaction with
Non-academics. Research of the institution is important for the economy/society. The institution’s interactions with the private/public sector/the public are at a level that is expected of recognised academic institutions. 

	2
	Adequate
	Important Research but Low Level of Interaction with Non-academics. Research of the institution is important for the economy/society. The research activities of the institution are characterised by a low level of interaction with the private/public sectors/the public. 

	1
	Poor 
	Important Research but no Interaction with Non-academics. Research of the institution is important for the economy/society. The interaction by the institution with the private /public sectors/the public is yet to be established. 











Table 6 Criterion D: Research Environment and Infrastructure of the Institution
	D: RESEARCH ENVIRONMENT AND INFRASTRUCTURE OF THE INSTITUTION

	Particular factors to take into account
	· Organisation of the management of research at the institution
· The long-term strategic and financial resource planning, including the human resource development strategy
· The goal orientation of the research work
· The availability and quality of support services, research infrastructure, databases, technical staff, staff teaching and training workload, the ratio of students involved in research to the overall number of staff members, etc.
· Ability to ensure open access to research results 

	SCORE
	DEFINTION
	DESCRIPTION

	5
	Outstanding 
	The institution is a global leader. The institution’s research environment is fully comparable to the best international institutions in the discipline, in terms of the organisation, strategy and infrastructure of research work. It can attract the highest quality international researchers.

	4
	Very good 
	The institution is a strong international player. The institution is able to provide an internationally comparable excellent research environment to high-level international scientists in the given discipline. 

	3
	Good 
	The institution is a strong national player. The institution is able to provide a research environment that is comparable with globally recognised academic institutions in its discipline.

	2
	Adequate
	The institution is a satisfactory national player. The institution’s research environment is still evolving to achieve a level that is expected in the international scientific community of a respected institution in the given discipline.

	1
	Poor 
	The institution is a poor national player. The institution is still only in the process of creating an internationally comparable research environment. 
















Table 7 Criterion E: Development Potential of the Institution
	E: DEVELOPMENT POTENTIAL OF THE INSTITUTION

	Particular factors to take into account
	The development potential of an institution comprises: 
· The ability of researchers to participate in international competition
· The capability of the scientific environment to support the chosen research
· The capability of the selected scientific objectives and research themes to impact the international scientific community and society at large
· The ability to initiate new research directions
The assessment will take into account:
· The institution’s future vision and plans
· How realistically the institution assesses its strengths and weaknesses, opportunities and threats, and whether the institution has a carefully considered plan to manage such factors
· The future vision of the scientific institution, including to what extent the evaluation of the strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats of the scientific institutions is justified
· The age and career progression of the active scientific staff
· The ability to attract students, doctoral candidates, and foreign researchers
· Ability to raise funding that is awarded competitively
· Its orientation towards topical issues in the selection of research themes
· Involvement in promising international collaboration projects and networks, etc.

	SCORE
	DEFINTION
	DESCRIPTION

	5
	Outstanding 
	High potential to become a global leader. The institution is able to assume scientific leadership in the given scientific discipline. It is expected that over the next 5–10 years it will achieve a significant international breakthrough in the particular scientific discipline, and it will attract leading researchers and promising doctoral students. Within the foreseeable future, the institution is able to achieve a level of excellence that is comparable with the most outstanding institutions in the world within their discipline.

	4
	Very good 
	Potential to become a strong international player. The institution is able to establish itself as a recognised and respected player in the international scientific community within the given scientific discipline. It is expected that over the next 5–10 years it will achieve an excellent level of scientific quality and influence and will become a highly regarded partner in international collaboration projects and networks.

	3
	Good 
	Potential to become an international player. Over the next 5–10 years the institution will be able to strengthen its position in the international scientific community as a convincing actor and a trustworthy partner within international collaboration networks.

	2
	Adequate
	Potential to become a strong national player. The institution is capable of being a visible local player in its area of research, which from time to time can be expected to contribute to the activities of the international scientific community.

	1
	Poor 
	Very limited scope for developing its research quality and reputation. The institution has to work hard to establish itself as an internationally notable institution in its discipline within the foreseeable future.  
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	Discipline
	Institution
	Quality of research
	Scientific impact
	Economic impact
	Social impact
	Research environment and infrastructure
	Development potential
	Overall score

	Agriculture, Forestry & Veterinary Sciences
	Institute of Food Safety, Animal Health and Environment “BIOR”
	4
	4
	4
	5
	4
	4
	4

	Agriculture, Forestry & Veterinary Sciences
	Latvian State Forest Research Institute “Silava”
	4
	3
	5
	4
	4
	4
	4

	Engineering and Technology
	Institute of Electronics and Computer Science
	3
	4
	4
	4
	4
	5
	4

	Engineering and Technology
	Riga Technical University Faculty of Computer Science, Information Technology and Energy
	4
	4
	5
	4
	5
	5
	4

	Engineering and Technology
	Riga Technical University Faculty of Natural Sciences and Technology
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4

	Humanities and Arts
	University of Latvia Faculty of Humanities
	4
	4
	3
	4
	3
	4
	4

	Humanities and Arts
	National Library of Latvia
	4
	4
	4
	5
	5
	5
	4

	Humanities and Arts
	Daugavpils University Research programme “Humanities and the Arts”
	4
	4
	3
	4
	3
	3
	4

	Humanities and Arts
	Institute of Literature, Folklore and Art of the University of Latvia
	5
	5
	3
	5
	5
	5
	5

	Humanities and Arts
	Latvian Academy of Culture
	4
	4
	4
	4
	5
	5
	4

	Humanities and Arts
	Art Academy of Latvia
	4
	4
	3
	4
	3
	4
	4

	Humanities and Arts
	Riga Technical University Institute of Architecture and Design
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	5
	4

	Medicine and Health Sciences
	Riga Stradiņš University Health and Natural Sciences Platform
	4
	3
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4

	Medicine and Health Sciences
	Faculty of Medicine and Life Sciences, University of Latvia
	4
	3
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4

	Medicine and Health Sciences
	Latvian Institute of Organic Synthesis/Latvian Biomedical Research and Study Centre
	5
	5
	5
	4
	4
	5
	5

	Natural Sciences
	Faculty of Science and Technology - University of Latvia
	4
	4
	3
	5
	4
	4
	4

	Natural Sciences
	Latvian Institute of Aquatic Ecology, agency of Daugavpils University
	4
	4
	3
	4
	4
	4
	4

	Natural Sciences
	Latvian State Institute of Wood Chemistry
	4
	4
	3
	5
	4
	5
	4

	Natural Sciences
	INSTITUTE OF SOLID STATE PHYSICS, UNIVERSITY OF LATVIA
	4
	3
	4
	3
	5
	4
	4

	Social Sciences
	Riga Stradiņš University, Social Sciences Platform
	4
	3
	4
	4
	4
	3
	4

	Social Sciences
	Faculty of Economics and Social Sciences, University of Latvia
	4
	3
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4

	Social Sciences
	Faculty of Law, University of Latvia
	4
	3
	4
	4
	4
	3
	4

	Social Sciences
	Faculty of Education Sciences and Psychology, University of Latvia
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4

	Social Sciences
	Latvia University of Life Sciences and Technologies Social Sciences Research Unit
	4
	3
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4

	Social Sciences
	Baltic Studies Centre
	4
	4
	3
	3
	2
	3
	4

	Social Sciences
	Stockholm School of Economics in Riga
	4
	4
	3
	3
	4
	3
	4
















Quality of the research performance of the institution


A: Quality of the research


B: Impact on field of science


C1: Economic impact of the research


D: Research environment and infrastructure of the institution


E: Development of potential of the institution


C2: Social impact of the research
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