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PhD Thesis Proposal Evaluation Form
Candidate: Name __________________________ Num:_____
A. Quality of the state-of-the-art survey (weight: 20%). 
This assesses the completeness of both survey and bibliography. The candidate should be conversant with the main research issues in the field, and demonstrate ability to situate the proposed research in a broader context, and relate it to the state‐of‐the‐art. A good survey should adopt a critical stance, not just being descriptive but identifying both limitations and opportunities of the work covered. 
Grade 3 (Very Good) should only be assigned if all these aspects are well addressed.
[ ] 0 ‐ Insufficient 
[ ] 1 ‐ Fair 
[ ] 2 ‐ Good 
[ ] 3 ‐ Very Good


B. Innovation potential of the proposed ideas (weight: 20%). 
Evaluates how well the proposal motivates the problem or problems to be attacked, how well the challenges to be overcome are identified, and how clearly it justifies the novelty of expected results. 
Grades 2‐3 mean that the research problem is clearly formulated, and that there is convincing evidence in the proposal that hints to novel techniques and approaches, which both differ from and go beyond existing methods.
[ ] 0 ‐ Insufficient 
[ ] 1 ‐ Fair 
[ ] 2 ‐ Good 
[ ] 3 ‐ Very Good


C. Relevance of the planned research (weight: 20%). 
Evaluates how well research themes are motivated. A good proposal should convincingly justify the scientific relevance, technical depth, and potential impact of the expected results. Most importantly, it should assess the research options in terms of both the current trends in the international community, and the publication potential of the results to be obtained.
[ ] 0 ‐ Insufficient 
[ ] 1 ‐ Fair 
[ ] 2 ‐ Good 
[ ] 3 ‐ Very Good


D. Methodology (weight: 20%). 
Evaluates how the technical approaches and methods to adopt are identified and presented in the thesis proposal. A good thesis proposal should relate to the established body of knowledge and current approaches in the scientific community and identify appropriate publication venues.

[ ] 0 ‐ Insufficient 
[ ] 1 ‐ Fair 
[ ] 2 ‐ Good 
[ ] 3 ‐ Very Good

E. Planning of activities (weight: 10%) 
Evaluates the structure and feasibility of the proposed work plan.

[ ] 0 ‐ Insufficient 
[ ] 1 ‐ Fair 
[ ] 2 ‐ Good 
[ ] 3 ‐ Very Good


F. Oral Presentation and Discussion (weight: 10%). 
Evaluates the quality of the student presentation and arguing skills.

[ ] 0 ‐ Insufficient 
[ ] 1 ‐ Fair 
[ ] 2 ‐ Good 
[ ] 3 ‐ Very Good
Candidate: Name __________________________ Num:_____

Partial evaluation criteria: ________________ (0-20)

Global evaluation: __________________________ (Qualitative grade)

Final Grade: __________________ (0-20)

Supervisor: 
 ___________________________________________
Co-Supervisor: __________________________________________
Member 1: _____________________________________________
Member 2: _____________________________________________

Date: ______/_______/________
Comments to the candidate (add more pages if necessary):
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