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School of Health Systems and Public Health
Academic Advisory Committee (AAC)
Guidelines for reviewers: PhD protocol (not thesis)
The Academic Advisory Committee (AAC) is responsible for ensuring quality in research undertaken at the SHSPH. One of its functions is to review and approve all PhD protocols, appoint reviewers and promoters. 

Each PhD protocol is reviewed by one internal and two external reviewers. The internal reviewer can be from the SHSPH or UP.  Reviewers should ideally not be closely involved in other research projects of the PhD supervisor in order to minimise bias. All three reviewers must submit their written review 3 days before the PhD protocol defence meeting. The three reviewers should all attend the PhD protocol defence in person or via Skype and briefly present their reviews at the protocol defence meeting.
Please use the following as guide to assess the PhD protocol. You can expand your comments as widely as possible around the topic. Please distinguish between issues you regard as vital (changes requested are mandatory) and those which could be beneficial but are not mandatory
Reviewer name:   
Student name:  
Reviewer Affiliation:  
Title of protocol: 
	
	Changes definitely needed
	Constructive advice

	1. Scope

	1.1 Is the scope of the protocol congruent with the relevant degree requirements at UP? See footnote
	
	

	2. Title

	2.1 Does the title reflect the primary aim/objective clearly and concisely?
	
	

	2.2 Does the nature and purpose of the protocol match the title, if not, suggestions for improvement can be made.
	
	

	3. Background and motivation 

	3.1 Is the research problem clearly stated?
	
	

	3.2 Does the literature review give a clear picture of 

3.3 a) existing knowledge and b) gaps in knowledge that need to be addressed?
	
	

	3.4 Is the literature review current and relevant?
	
	

	3.5 Can the literature review be published as a review journal article if no recent review has been published on this topic?
	
	

	3.6 Does the protocol provide sufficient and clear motivation as to why the study is needed?
	
	

	3.7 Are the references correct and in Vancouver format?

	
	

	4. Aims and objectives

	4.1 Are they clearly formulated and answerable?
	
	

	4.2 Are primary and secondary endpoints needed?
	
	

	4.3 Keeping the 2025 UP vision in mind, ideally each objective should be a possible journal article. Is this clear in the protocol?
	
	

	5. Methods

	5.1 Are the following components adequately described and correct: setting, study design, patient or participant selection and measurements (are the variables of interest adequately described and in sufficient detail [including the measurement tools to be used])? (SOP, as the case may be)
	
	

	5.2 Is the questionnaire attached to the protocol (if relevant)?
	
	

	5.3 Will a validated questionnaire be applied or will the PhD candidate design one from scratch (if relevant)? How will this new questionnaire be tested/validated?
	
	

	5.4 The statistical analyses results are the foundation from which conclusions will be drawn. Is the data analysis and sample size adequately described and appropriate?
	
	

	5.5 Is it clear that the PhD student will perform all the statistical analyses?
	
	

	5.6 Did the PhD student attend (or will attend) at least BOS870 and BOS871 at the SHSPH. If not, why?
	
	

	5.7 Is the issue of informed consent or other ethical issues addressed?
	
	

	6. Budget and timelines
A PhD must be completed ideally within 3 years at UP (UP General regulations), however, at the Faculty of Health Sciences it is allowed to complete a PhD within 4 years.

	6.1
Is this project practically feasible to be completed within budget and within 4 years?
	
	

	7. Other comments 

	7.1
Are there any other issues that should be taken into account or additional information the student should add?
	
	

	8. Conclusion

	8.1
What is your overall opinion of the protocol?

	
	

	9. Type of revision required

	Please indicate whether a minor or major revision is required for the PhD protocol.
	Minor Revision
	
	Major Revision
	

	The revised PhD protocol will be emailed to you again within a month, if not possible then maximum 2 months.
	

	10. Recommend/reject PhD protocol

	Please indicate whether you recommend or reject this PhD protocol for PhD studies at the SHSPH.
	Recommend
	
	Reject
	

	11. Supervision
Section not applicable for Protocol reviewers

	Are you available to supervise?


	Yes
	
	No
	

	Please recommend a:


	Supervisor
	
	Co-Supervisor
	


**The same for all PhD degrees at the SHSPH, but see for example PhD (Public Health) http://www.up.ac.za/yearbooks/programmes/view/10260403 
A PhD student must:

(i)
under the supervision of a supervisor at the University or another institution approved by the Senate, undertake original research to the satisfaction of the examiners; and
(ii) 
submit a thesis which will prove, according to the opinion of the examiners, that he or she has, on the grounds of independent critical judgement, made a distinct contribution towards the enrichment of knowledge in the chosen subject.
Thank you for your support. 

SHSPH AAC Committee
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