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Dear Sir, dear Madam,

Itis a pleasure to provide an evaluation of the Department of Mathematics of the Univer-
sity of Padova. Prof. Aldo Conca (Universita degli Studi di Genova), Prof. Camillo De
Lellis (Institute for Advanced Study, Princeton), Prof. Marta Sanz-Solé (Universitat de
Barcelona), and myself decided to provide independent reports. The evaluation is based
on the standard documentation and some additional information sent later. -

The departments covers all relevant areas of mathematics (Algebra, Geometry, Number
Theory, Numerical Analysis, Topology, Logic, Analysis, Mathematical Physics, Mathe-
matics for Economics, Operations Research, Probability) and also has a Computer Sci-
ence group. The groups are very different in size. My own area of research is closest to
the Computer Science, Operations Research, Probability and Finance departments. In
general, the department has a solid reputation and employs many well-known research-
ers. Itis also good to see that the department was successful in hiring new staff.

| Itis not easy to evaluate the department based on the information provided. | | would rec-

ommend to follow a different procedure in the next round aimed at external reviewers and

‘an mtemai_—seif“assessmenmes would have many positive effects on the both the out-

Eé_r"n_ébf this review and also stimulating scientific excellence within the department. We
‘understand that the current format is enforced by the central parts of the university. Nev-
ertheless, it is good to consider the following comments:

* There is a lot of jargon used in the reporting that makes it inaccessible.
» Key data and the development over the different years is missing. For example,
what is the research output per group/professor? What are the number of PhD
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students per group/professor? Add a temporal dimension to the number in such a
way that developments become visible. | miss a description of the development of
the different groups and department as a whole. It often helps to see graphs with
numbers of papers, students, etc. over the years. It would be good to see Tables
5 and 5a develop over time.

« | also miss indications about the impact of the work (i.e., citations). On page 9 it is
argued that this is impossible over 2018. However, in this way one could never
review work.

e The report avoids listing highlights of the department. | understand that this is po-
litically sensitive. However, not discussing this is not stimulating research excel-
lence. For example, who are the most cited researchers? The report should be
complemented by a list of selected outstanding publications and selected out-
standing achievements of their members (prestigious grants, awards and honors).

e The values in the table on page 13 are a bit odd. They are partly lower than before
but on page 14 it is stated that at the end of the year this will be better. This type
of reporting is not very helpful.

* | miss a SWOT analysis identifying Strengths;-Weaknesses,_ Opportumtles and
Threats (SWOT matrix). This should always be part of a self-evaluation done be-
fore an external evaluation. This will also have a positive internal effect.

» Related is the lack of a comparative analysis. Which mathematics departments
are seen as peer groups or competitors? )

¢ What are the activities that will be stopped? What will be new activities? <

e It may be better to use a more interactive evaluation format. This would help to
ask questions about mentoring, internal rewards, hiring policies, quality control
systems, etc.

Apart from the comments on the process, | would also like to provide some recommen-
dations:

* The PhD-staff ratio seems very low. In most other countries there are much more
PhDs per professor. | would recommend to use more funds for PhD researchers
and reward people that attract PhD funding. Roughly 40 PhDs for a department
with well over 100 staff members is too low. For example, there are only two PhDs
in Operation Research. This is an important area where it should be possible to
have much more PhDs. Of course, | am aware that the budget is limited. However,
PhDs are vital for the development of the department. A better PhD-staff ratio will
also provide a better return on investment.

» Also make the PhD program much more international to also attract talent from
other countries. There is a global "war on talent" and it is important to compete at
all levels (from PhDs to ERC grants).

e | would put more emphasis on Data Science. Students can take a Master degree
in Data Science, but this is not well reflected in the research strategy. The mathe-
matical foundations of Data Science provide an eminent opportunity for the de-
partment to grow and attract both students and research funding.

e The number of people working on logic and related subjects seems to be small.
The group has been reduced and there is no professor and no doctoral students
in this area, which is odd for a department of this size.

e The various committees (CPD, CV, CR, etc. see https://www.math.unipd.it/en/de-
partment/committees/) seem to focus on operational things and less on the devel-
opment of a research strategy. This illustrated by the Evaluations/Valutazione
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pages on the website which refer to documents of at least 10 years old. "Valuta-
zione della Qualita della Ricerca 2004-2010 (VQR 2004-2010)" and a broken link
to "Evaluation 2005" are the most recent documents.

e | would urgently recommend doing an internal SWOT analysis and repeat this
every 3-4 years.

e Develop mechanisms to make "highlights" more visible. This is nothing wrong with
celebrating successes.

| hope this input is valuable and will help to further strengthen the department.

Best regards,

prof.dr.ir. Wil van der Aalst
RWTH Aachen University
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