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1. The Regulations Review Group was established in February 2007 to review the Regulations for Higher Degrees by Research and associated Notes for Guidance.  Their priority was  to address the recommendations from the QAA report of 2006 ahead of the institutional visit by the QAA in March 2008 and then subsequently to review the regulations in their entirety.  

2. The group consists of John Harper (chair), John Feather, Phill Dickens and subsequently David Parish, Barbara Bagilhole and subsequently Laurie Cohen, Helen Jaques (student member), Robert Bowyer and Brigette Vale.

3. Amendments to the regulations arising from the QAA report have previously been approved and implemented.

4. The further  proposed amendments to Regulations and the Notes for Guidance have been circulated to Directorates for comment and further amendments have been made in the light of their comments.
The following is a general summary of the main proposals:

Progression Requirements
5. There is concern that the arrangements for the annual progress reviews are not conducted consistently.  It is proposed that the following general principles, most of which are the same as now, should be confirmed and consistently applied.

6.At  the end of year 1 the student should present a 10,000 word report together with a plan for future work and completion.  The written work shall be reviewed by at least one independent reviewer

7. The Year 1 progression review should consist of a meeting based on the student’s written submission and a discussion of their work.  The progress review should be a means of evaluating academic progress, research and transferable skills training and plans for future study.  It should also provide an opportunity for student feedback.  
8. The review meeting at the end of year 1 or equivalent stage for a part time student will be attended by the student and a minimum of one independent reviewer. The student’s Supervisor(s) would also be expected to attend for reference purposes provided that the student had no objection. 

9. Thereafter there shall be an annual review process consisting of a written report on research progress by the student and a review by an independent assessor. At present it is proposed that a meeting should be part of the continuing progress review process only where there is a concern about a student’s progress.  The Pro Vice Chancellor asks that Faculty Boards consider this element of the proposals carefully since face to face meetings may be considered an important part of the review process.
A student approaching submission may submit a draft of their thesis in lieu of a report.  

10. The Supervisor will provide the student with an annual report on progress, with input from the independent reviewer, incorporating the findings of the annual assessment.  This report shall be seen by the Head of Department and the Department shall keep a record of the student receiving it. 

11. Part-time students shall submit a 5000 word report at the end of year one and a 10,000 word report at the point of transfer to PhD.  
Supervisors

12. It is proposed that the Head of Department, subject to the agreement of the appropriate AD(R), may appoint research staff or part-time staff as sole  research degree supervisors, where they are suitably qualified and experienced.  
Examiners and Examination Outcomes
13. It is proposed that Supervisors rather than the Directors of Research become responsible for identifying research degree examiners.  Heads of Department will recommend their appointment to the appropriate AD(R). 
14. Research degree examiners who do not hold an academic appointment must be suitably qualified and experienced for the appointment as evidenced in their cv.  This will replace the requirement that they are expected to hold a professional status equivalent to an academic post which is difficult to establish.  
15. The category of ‘pass and insist on minor corrections’ should be removed and be replaced with ‘pass and insist on corrections’.  This removes the difficulty of defining what constitutes minor corrections.  This category would be used where the Examiners are confident that the standard for the award of PhD has been reached but still require some amendments to the thesis.  Candidates with this outcome would be given a maximum of 6 months to undertake the corrections.
16. The examination outcome category of ‘pass and permit corrections’ should be removed from the list of examination outcomes since all corrections should always be made.

Role of Head of Department
17. The responsibility of the Head of Department to ensure that adequate facilities and supervision are available for the student and to appoint Supervisors and the Director of Research Degree Programmes is to be made more explicit.  
Role of the Student
18. The responsibility of the student to maintain a record of their training and to submit their thesis on time is to be made more explicit.  
Abolition of the role of Director of Research
19. There is concern about the widespread variation in effectiveness in the role of the Director of Research.  It is proposed that the role of Director of Research be abolished and a  new academic management role of Director of Research Degree Programmes be created in each department to replace it. More than one Director of Research may be appointed if the Department considers this necessary, subject to the approval of the ADR.  The main duties associated with this post would be to act as an initial arbiter in the event of academic problems experienced by the student, to co-ordinate the research progression meetings and to maintain an overview of the quality of research degree programmes.  The role of Research Co-ordinator might incorporate this role in some Departments.  The duties currently associated with the Director of Research would be re-assigned to the Supervisor, Head of Department or Director of Research Degree Programmes.  
Format of the Regulations and Notes for Guidance
20. It is proposed that the Notes for Guidance be rewritten in the form of a Code of Practice to conform to the University’s general approach to quality assurance.  
21. The Code of Practice will consist of four main sections as follows - Registration; Supervision; Progression Monitoring; Examiners and Examination Procedures.  

22. Practical information, for example the format of theses, would be presented as appendices to the Code of Practice.  In addition there will be further sections providing guidance on submissions by publication and for practice based submissions.
Further Action
23. The Regulations Review Group will be reviewing the regulations for Academic Misconduct and the EngD programme at further meetings and bringing forward proposals .

24. Faculty Boards are  asked to consider the proposed amendments to the Regulations for Higher Degrees by Research and the Notes for Guidance and to offer comment to the Regulations Review Group. Implementation is proposed for all students with effect from 1st October 2009.
The amended Regulations and Code of Practice are attached as appendices to this document.
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