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RECOMMENDATION

Scale

Details

Tick (\)

PASS Candidature Defense Evaluation.

Fulfillment of ONE (1) SCOPUS-indexed journal article or equivalent,
with the article at least accepted for publication.

Recommended to continue the Doctor of Philosophy. (The student will
not be offered an exit award if they fail the assessment at the PhD level)

DID NOT PASS the Candidature Defense Evaluation
Fulfillment of ONE (1) SCOPUS-indexed journal article or equivalent,
with the article at least accepted for publication.

Recommended for the Master's Degree as an exit award. Student can
apply for NOS / thesis submission.

DID NOT PASS the Candidature Defense Evaluation.
Did not fulfill the requirement of one (1) SCOPUS-indexed journal
article or equivalent, with the article at least accepted for publication.

Recommended for termination. Student will be allowed to register for a
Master's Degree

(If necessary, extra pages may be attached)

Chairman’s Signature:
Name

Date:

IPS/Candidature Defense




UMPSA (IPS) CD-01
[CONFIDENTIAL]

APPENDIX A
Items Assessed Unacceptable Acceptable Good Very good Excellent
Missed two or more of the Missed one of the following itemsand | Has all the following items but written | Has all the following items but points Has all the following items excellently
following items and badly written: | badly written: badly: are not connected properly: written:
Abstract « Introduction « Introduction * Introduction « Introduction « Introduction
» Methodology » Methodology » Methodology » Methodology » Methodology
(PLOY)
* Results * Results * Results * Results * Results
« Discussion « Discussion « Discussion » Discussion » Discussion
« Potential use « Potential use
* Fairly written « Points are connected properly
Very little background Has the following items: Has the following items: Has the following items but pointsare | Has the following items:
information or information is o Background e Background not connected properly: e Background
incorrect. Poor understanding of e Motivation (current issue and e Motivation (current issue and * Background « Motivation (current issue and
tsotp;c, |natde?uatebrlesea}rch- potential solution) potential solution) * Motivation (current issue and potential solution)
Introduction & emlen ° pr%- om 18 er:joneous * Objective and scope * Problem statement well defined potential solution) « Problem statement well defined
PLOL) or irrelevant. Objective and scope )
( But e Problem statement well defined

are not clear.

o Unclear problem statement

o Objective and scope is not clear
o Writing is bad

« Points are not connected properly

o Objective and scope

But

o Objective and scope are not clear
o Writing is bad

e Points are not connected properly

¢ Objective and scope are well
defined
o Writing is acceptable

o Objective and scope are well
defined

o Well written

 Points are connected properly from
paragraph to another

Literature Review
(PLO1)

Poor understanding of topic,
inadequate research or very little
research. No external literature
research.

Has the following items:

* General overview of the project

« Literature review is concise, well-
written and references cited correctly

« Literature review argues findings
and/or methods from previous work
without suggesting potential solution

« Insufficient literature to develop
problem statement

» Summary of literature review

But

*» Writing is bad

« Points are not connected properly

Has the following items:

* General overview of the project

« Extensive review: concise, well-
written and references cited
correctly

« Literature review argues findings
and/or methods from previous work

» Literature review led towards the
formulation of the problem
statement but in most cases tinged
with confusion

» Summary of literature review

But

» Writing is bad

« Points are not connected properly

Has the following items:

* General overview of the project

« Extensive review: is concise, well-
written and references cited
correctly

« Literature review critically argues
findings and/or methods from
previous work

» Literature review leads towards the
formulation of the problem
statement

» Summary of literature review

« Acceptable writing

But

« Points are not connected properly

Has the following items:

« General overview of the project

« Extensive review with citation

« Literature review is concise, well-
written and reference cited
correctly

« Literature review critically argues
findings and/or methods from
previous work and suggesting
potential solution

« Literature review leads towards the
formulation of the problem
statement

» Summary of literature review

» Well written

« Points are connected properly from
one paragraph to another
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Items Assessed Unacceptable Acceptable Good Very good Excellent
Missing several important Has the following items: Has the following items: Has the following items: Has the following items:
explanations of materials and/or + Materials/method description « Materials description « Materials/model/theory description  Materials description
methodology. Not sequential. Most |  Method/model/theory « Complete method/model « Complete method description with » Complete method description with
Methodology  |steps are missing or are confusing. description with citation description with explanation and explanation and citation explanation and citation
(PLO®6) But citation « Justification to use the « Justification to use the
« Badly written « Justification to use the method/model method/model
* Procedures are difficult to follow method/model « Procedures are well written * Procedures are well written
Methods are confusing and lacking many | < Procedure is well written But contain \Well organised, logical and easy to
details. But contain Some confusing sentences follow.
Some confusing sentences
All figures, graphs, tables contain | Has the following items: Has the following items: Has the following items: Has the following items:
errors or are poorly constructed, « Results (figures & tables) are * Results (figures & tables) are * Results (figures & tables) are « Results (figures & tables) are
missing titles, captions or presented in acceptable clarity presented in acceptable clarity presented in acceptable clarity presented in excellent
numbers, units missing or « Discussion on the result trend « Discussion on the result trend + Discussion on the result trend clarity
incorrect, etc. » Validation: Comparison with theory |  Validation: Comparison with theory « Validation: Comparison with theory | « Discussion on the result trend
Results and Lacking discussion or previous work or explanation for or previous work or previous work « Validation: Comparison with theory
Discussion discrepancy « Discussion is easy to follow « Explanation for discrepancy but not or previous work
(PLO6) But « Explanation for discrepancy supported with relevant literature « Explanation for discrepancy

« Badly written
« Discussion is difficult to follow
Confusing and lacking many details

But
* Badly written
Confusing and lacking some details

« Discussion is easy to follow
Well written

supported with relevant
literature
« Discussion is easy to follow
Well written

Conclusion and
Recommendation
(PLOG6)

Conclusion is not related to the
objective. Recommendation

is not related to the project.
Badly written.

Conclusion is related to the objective.
Recommendation is not related to the
project. Badly written.

Conclusion is related to the objective.
Recommendation is related to the
project. Fairly well written.

Conclusion is related to the objective.
Recommendation is related to the
project. Well written.

Conclusion is related to the objective.
Mention potential application of the

study. Recommendation is related to
the project. Well written.
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