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SECTION ONE
INTRODUCTION
It is the aim of this handbook to explain what a PhD by Portfolio involves and to provide a route map through the process.  It should be read in conjunction with Coventry University’s regulations on PhD by Portfolio which can be found in Appendix 1.
The PhD by Portfolio is intended to provide an opportunity for current and former staff at the University of Worcester to submit a critical overview and portfolio of applied research outputs for the award of a PhD.

1.1
Who is eligible for this route?

A current, permanent member of staff is eligible to apply for a PhD by Portfolio:

· If he/she has been employed by the University of Worcester on a permanent contract for a period of at least two years at the point of enrolment.
A former permanent member of staff is eligible to apply for a PhD by Portfolio:

· If he/she was employed on a permanent contract by the University of Worcester for a period of at least two years.
· If he/she has left permanent employment at the University within the last two years at the point of final submission.
1.2
How can this route be used?

The PhD by Portfolio route can be used by staff who have:

· A complete set of existing outputs from previous research and are almost ready to submit.

· A smaller number of existing outputs from previous research and may need to undertake further scholarly or practice-based work before considering making a submission.

· Few, if any, outputs but would like to work towards a portfolio submission in the future after producing sufficient outputs.  It should be stressed that staff seeking a doctorate, who fall into this category, might be better served pursuing a PhD by the traditional route, since the development of a suitable portfolio might take many years.  It is most definitely not an easier option!   Further, staff in this category will only be considered as eligible for this route if, after discussion with a possible Director of Studies, a realistic and acceptable timetable for completion is identified.
1.3
What is the expected standard?

The portfolio of evidence and critical overview submitted for a PhD by Portfolio must constitute an original, independent and coherent contribution to knowledge equivalent to that required for the award of any other PhD.   The standards expected are those that apply in the relevant discipline area, assessed by two experienced External Examiners having considered the evidence and examined the candidate at an oral examination.

1.4
What is contained in a portfolio?
The normal expectation would be that the portfolio of evidence would comprise between two and six outputs to support a claim for this award although in some cases, one output of exceptional quality which demonstrates significant impact could be considered sufficient. 

The portfolio of evidence is likely to include one or more of the following types of output:

a) Papers in peer reviewed journals or published conference proceedings
b) Monographs
c) Books
d) Chapters in books
e) Other published work
f) Applied research project reports or materials
g) Software programmes or multimedia packages
h) Photographs, films or other creative artefacts which demonstrate aspects of the creative, artistic, performance or design process
i) Patents
j) Other peer or critically reviewed publications or artefacts
1.5
What is the critical overview and what should it contain?

The portfolio of evidence is accompanied by a critical overview which indicates the coherence of, and rationale for, the submitted work.  The critical overview should link the outputs in the portfolio together and should include the following information as appropriate

a) An autobiographical context for the portfolio of evidence
b) A chronological description tracing the development of the portfolio of evidence.

c) An evaluative description of the originality of each output

d) An evaluative review of the contribution made by the portfolio of evidence to the subject or discipline area and any subsequent developments since the work was completed including published reviews of any of the submitted works and/or evidence of citation frequency of any of the submitted works (where practicable and available)
e) A description, synthesis and evaluation of any links between the outputs and the development of the portfolio of evidence
f) A critical reflection using an appropriate methodology, model or theory on the candidate’s development as a research practitioner
g) Full statements on the extent of the contributions of all other persons where some or all of the outputs submitted are collaborative
h) Conclusions and suggestions for future work
1.6
What is a significant and original contribution to knowledge?

Anyone beginning a PhD by Portfolio should be aware of the specific standards and expectations of the discipline area regarding what constitutes a “significant and original contribution to knowledge”.  This is usually developed in discussion with an experienced Director of Studies.  However, in general most candidates for a PhD attempt to base their claim on the achievement of one or more of the following:

a) Develop a new model, paradigm or conceptual framework and test it in application.

b) Successfully challenge existing model or paradigm and show how it can be improved or why it should be discarded (in certain circumstances).

c) Show that “taken for granted” truths or assumptions are not substantiated by contemporary evidence.

d) Extend model or paradigm development for one field to another and show how its use refines, deepens or changes understanding of the target field.

e) Open up a new field and map its “topography” for later researchers to do in-depth work.

f) Develop an existing methodology, form of enquiry or tool set for data collection, analysis, display or interpretation and show how its use in application proved to be superior in some circumstances compared to other tools etc.

g) Show limitations and errors in existing dominant methodologies, forms of enquiry or use of existing tools or analytical methods and the consequences for interpretation of previous structures.

h) Add progressively to understanding of an issue, part of a field of a complex problem (e.g. multidisciplinary one), social or natural phenomenon or professional practice by a series of linked in-depth studies or experiments.

i) Build on but add to existing theory by providing new insights as a consequence of interrogating original data generated from fieldwork or experiment.

j) Create novel artefacts in any medium (e.g. photography, painting, textile, sculpture) which answer new research questions in professional practice, including the synthesis of artefact/s with a research-informed and analytical narrative.

These are not the only ways in which a significant original contribution to knowledge can be made but they are the most common.
SECTION TWO
THE PHD BY PORTFOLIO PROCESS

2.1
Informal discussion

The first stage in the PhD by Portfolio process should be an informal discussion with the Departmental Research Coordinator about your idea(s) for research or current outputs that could form part of the portfolio submission.  During this meeting, topics such as the potential timescale, existing outputs, original contribution to knowledge and potential supervisors will be discussed.  It is also essential to talk to a potential Director of Studies (DoS) at this stage.  This could be someone nominated by the Departmental Research Coordinator or an experienced supervisor whom you have identified.  In either case, the potential Director of Studies should have had at least 2 successful PhD completions in a relevant discipline area.
2.2
Enrolment

Once you have decided to pursue a PhD by Portfolio and have identified a Director of Studies, you will need to enrol using the form to be found in Appendix 2.  It is a simple process, requiring:

· Name and contact information.

· Proposed Director of Studies.

· Brief description of the proposed PhD by Portfolio.

· Estimated milestone dates.

You will then be formally enrolled as a student and issued with a student card. 
2.3
Development of the portfolio

To develop your portfolio, you will work with your Director of Studies to identify the components of the submission, including both work already completed and new work to be completed in the future. 

· Almost ready to submit - If you enter the process at this stage, ‘supervision’ will usually entail assisting you in identifying which outputs should comprise the portfolio of evidence in order to make a coherent submission, and present a clear picture of your original contribution to knowledge.  At this stage, you will work with your Director of Studies to construct a prima facie case, i.e. a Preliminary Application. Once this has been approved, you will then write your critical overview.  Your Director of Studies will also propose potential External Examiners when you are almost ready to submit and help you prepare for the oral examination.

· Further work to do before submitting - If you enter the process at this stage, supervision is intended to help you identify the gaps in your portfolio and set targets to produce outputs over a reasonable timescale. Your Director of Studies will work with you on developing your research methodology and identifying your original contribution to knowledge.  Your Director of Studies will also advise on issues such as focussing your work and identifying publication sources.

· Identifying your research topic - If you are at the early stage of thinking about a PhD by Portfolio and intend to work on it over several years, then the role of supervision initially is to help you identify your primary research area, research questions, outline plan and to support you on your research journey.  As part of the supervision and planning process, you will need to identify potential journals and conferences in which to publish the outputs of your research. 
2.4 Preliminary Application
Prior to submitting the portfolio for examination, you are required to submit a summary of the critical overview document and portfolio of evidence to the Research Degree Board (RDB): this is the Preliminary Application.

This Preliminary Application should contain the following:

· Part 1 - Preliminary Application Form for PhD by Portfolio document (see Appendix 3)

· A current CV

· Preliminary Application document (approximately1500 words).  For an example, see Appendix 5 (other examples may be provided on request)
· Copies of the outputs that will form the portfolio of evidence (normally 2 to 6 outputs)

The following list provides a basic structure for the preliminary application document:

(a) Summary of content

(b) Background to research
(c) Research objectives
(d) Description of portfolio of evidence
(e) Research methodology, practice or theme that links the outputs
(f) Contribution of other people to the outputs and research
(g) Basis of claim for equivalence to PhD standard
(h) On-going work and aspirations beyond PhD
(i) Numbered list of portfolio outputs

The preliminary application document is intended to be a brief summary and needs to highlight the key points of your application and claim.  The use of numbered citations to outputs in the portfolio and bullet points rather than continuous text is encouraged.

You should submit four soft bound copies of the preliminary portfolio (i.e. the preliminary application document plus the outputs that will form the portfolio of evidence) along with the Preliminary Application Form and a copy of your CV to the Graduate Research School.  Where it is not practical to submit copies of all the outputs, for example because some might be past exhibitions or performances, artistic artefacts or other three-dimensional objects, a brief description and clearly documented evidence of their (current or prior) existence (e.g. catalogue, programme notes, review) will be sufficient.

The documentation is reviewed by up to three experienced members of RDB.  The aim of this phase of the process is to establish if the work meets the appropriate quality and standards threshold expected of a traditional PhD.  If insufficient specialist expertise exists within the University, external advice may be sought to help reach a conclusion on the prima facie case.

The review by RDB will normally result in one of the following recommendations:

· Proceed to develop a full submission

· Review or enhance your claim or portfolio before proceeding to full submission

· Significant additional work required before re-submitting a Preliminary Application.
Written feedback will be provided to help you enhance your claim and develop your portfolio of evidence prior to a full submission or re-submitting a Preliminary Application.

2.5
Critical overview document

The critical overview document, as the name suggests, provides an opportunity to reflect on the portfolio of evidence, place your work in the relevant disciplinary context and make the claim for the original contribution to knowledge.  Normally, the document is approximately 10,000 words in length. Once you get to this stage, you might familiarise yourself with examples of previous critical overview documents in order to understand the structure and content. 

2.6
Examination arrangements
Once you are close to submitting your portfolio, it is necessary for your DoS to complete an examination arrangements form (RDB3a) for official approval, accompanied by an RDB12 (CV) for each (normally two) of your examiners. Your panel of examiners must collectively have three or more previous examinations (internal and/or external) at the appropriate level.
Both forms are available online at http://www2.worc.ac.uk/graduateschool/ or through the Graduate Research School.

The forms should be submitted to the Research Degrees Baord, via the Graduate Research School, normally three months but at least six weeks before the date on which you intend to submit your portfolio. Failure to do this may lead to delays in the examination process. 

The forms are submitted to RDB for initial approval and at this meeting you will be allocated an independent chair.   They then go to Coventry University’s Research Degree Committee for final approval.
Once approved, the Graduate Research School will make all the arrangements for the viva.  Please note that it can take up to three months for the examination to be held dependent on examiner availability.

2.7
Final Submission of Portfolio

Once your examination arrangements (RDB3a) are approved then you will be allowed to submit the portfolio for examination.  The portfolio should normally be submitted two months prior to the examination date.

The Final Submission should contain the following:
· Part 2 - Full Submission for PhD by Portfolio Form (see Appendix 4)

· A minimum of three soft bound copies of the portfolio (remember you will probably want additional copies for yourself and your DoS) to include:
· The output(s)

· The critical overview to include full statements on the extent of the contributions of all other persons where some or all of the items submitted are collaborative
It is your responsibility to ensure that the thesis is correctly copied, soft bound to the Graduate Research School Office. The Graduate Research School Office cannot accept loose bound copies of the thesis or take responsibility for printing, copying and binding.

2.8
Preliminary Findings of External Examiners

The critical overview document and portfolio of evidence will be sent to each External Examiner prior to the oral examination.  They will then read the critical overview and the individual outputs included in the portfolio with a view to answering the following questions:
(a) Does the critical overview document and portfolio show evidence of sustained independent effort by the candidate?

(b) Does the critical overview document and portfolio demonstrate exercise of critical powers?

(c) Does the critical overview document and portfolio provide evidence of originality?

(d) Is the critical overview document satisfactory in relation to literary presentation and succinctness?

(e) Is the abstract of the critical overview document submitted acceptable?

(f) In the case of the candidate whose portfolio includes collaborative work, does the critical overview document indicate clearly the individual contribution and the extent of the collaboration?

(g) Does the critical overview document and portfolio demonstrate that the candidate has achieved or exceeded the standard expected of a traditional PhD student?

The External Examiners are then asked to complete and return a preliminary report on the portfolio, evaluating the quality and impact of the materials and agreeing (or not) that a viva voce examination should proceed. 

2.9
Oral examination

The format of the oral examination is the same as a traditional PhD examination.  The examination panel is chaired by an independent chair who does not take part in the questioning of the candidate but is expected to guide all parties through the process, prepare an agenda for the meeting and ensure that the University’s regulations and procedures are followed.  The Director of Studies may be present if the candidate requests but if present, takes no part in the examination.  

The basic format of the oral examination may include questioning to establish:
· Your understanding, direction and contribution to the work, especially if the portfolio contains collaborative outputs.

· Missing information where the critical overview document and portfolio is unclear regarding the significance, contribution or originality of the work.

· Your understanding and knowledge of the techniques and methodologies used and presented in the portfolio or critical overview document.

· Your awareness and understanding of significance and contribution of the work to the body of knowledge or practice in the discipline area.

· The relevance and significance of the individual outputs and critical overview document in presenting the overall claim that that the research demonstrates that you have achieved or exceeded the standard expected of a traditional PhD student.

· Your knowledge and understanding of developments in the discipline or subject area since the date of “publication” of the last output along with plans for further development or future work.

At the end of the examination you and the Director of Studies, if present, are asked to withdraw to allow the External Examiners to discuss the viva and make their decision.  The independent chair will provide a structure for the debate but will not take part in the formal decision other than to advise the External Examiners on process, procedures and regulatory aspects.  In the case of a split decision the independent chair will refer to the University regulations on the procedure to follow which does not include acting as third Examiner.  Once a decision has been reached the independent chair makes notes of the key points to be fed back verbally to the candidate and Director of Studies, leads the External Examiners through the completion of the RDC10D form and makes arrangements regarding any resubmission or re-examination.

2.10
Basis for the Decision to Award a PhD

The decision to award a PhD by Portfolio is based solely on the review of the critical overview and portfolio of evidence submitted, together with the candidate’s performance during the viva voce examination. The External Examiners are asked to decide if the candidate has demonstrated that she or he:

· Is the prime author of the work and has fully acknowledged any contribution by collaborators and this has been acknowledged by the collaborators.

· Has demonstrated satisfactory knowledge and understanding of the work which formed the critical overview document and portfolio along with the background studies in the discipline or area of research.

· Has undertaken, published and/or presented a body of work which is at least equivalent to that expected of a traditional PhD. 

· Has demonstrated, through the critical overview document, the portfolio of evidence and the examination process, that she or he has made an original, independent and coherent contribution to knowledge or practice equivalent to that required for the award of any other PhD in the relevant discipline.

2.11
Outcome of examination

There are three potential outcomes of the examination process: 

· Pass (award PhD)

· Resubmit (for potential award of PhD)

· Fail (PhD is not awarded)
2.11.1
Pass

The pass decision for the examination will result in you being granted:
· The degree of Doctor of Philosophy (PhD).

OR

· The degree of Doctor of Philosophy (PhD) subject to minor amendments and corrections being made to the critical overview document and portfolio to the satisfaction of the External Examiner(s).  

You will be advised that any amendments must be completed and the final bound thesis submitted to the Research Section within four months of the oral examination.  The thesis should be presented in the format specified in the University Regulations and any revised thesis must incorporate the amendments required or corrections made as identified by the External Examiners.  In the case of amendments being required, the External Examiners should decide at the end of the examination process whether one or both of them are required to sign off on the revised thesis. 

2.11.2
Resubmit

You may be permitted to re-submit for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy (PhD) and be re-examined.  The outcome of the examination may be that: 
· The critical overview document and portfolio must be revised and, if deemed satisfactory by ALL examiners, you will be exempt from further examination, oral or otherwise.

OR

· The critical overview document and portfolio must be revised and you must undergo a further oral or alternative examination.

OR

· The critical overview document and portfolio is satisfactory, but you must undergo a further oral examination.

OR

· The critical overview document and portfolio is satisfactory, but you must undergo a further examination which shall take the form of a further alternative examination.

You should be advised that the re-submission must be completed and submitted within twelve months of the oral examination.

2.11.3
Fail

In this case you will NOT be granted the degree of Doctor of Philosophy (PhD). An examination for a new PhD by Portfolio submission would be considered providing that a minimum of two years had elapsed since the first application and that the new submission contains significant new material.

SECTION THREE
Key academic regulations

3.1
Confidentiality and Canvassing

· Applications shall be treated in strict confidence.

· Any canvassing by an applicant shall automatically disqualify them from an award of the University.

3.2
Academic Misdemeanour

A candidate for a PhD by Portfolio is subject to the same regulations as other students of the University in the eventuality of any cheating or plagiarism in the preparation of the submission or other academic misdemeanour in connection with an assessment or examination (see Student Handbook).

Any entitlement to an award may be set aside by the Cheating Sub-Committee of RDB following a case of cheating; the Sub-Committee may also award a lower award to a candidate in such circumstances, and may fail a candidate who has otherwise met the conditions for an award.  A student penalised for cheating shall not normally have the right to be assessed or reassessed to improve their award.
3.3
Reviews, Appeals and Complaints

A candidate for a PhD by Portfolio shall be covered by the same procedures for reviews and appeals as other students (see Student Handbook and Handbook for Research Degree Students and Supervisors).

APPENDIX 1
Coventry University Academic and General Regulations
9
Regulations for the Award of Higher Doctorates and Doctor of Philosophy Degrees by Portfolio

9.1
General
9.1.1
The University awards doctorates by portfolio submission at two levels:

· Higher Doctorate

· Doctor of Philosophy (PhD).

9.1.2
The higher doctorates awarded by the University are the Degrees of:

· Doctor of Laws (LLD)

· Doctor of Letters (DLitt)

· Doctor of Science (DSc)

· Doctor of Technology (DTech).

9.1.3
The evidence submitted for a higher doctorate must be of high distinction, constituting an original and significant contribution to the advancement of knowledge or to the application of knowledge, or to both, and it must establish that the candidate is a leading authority in the field(s) of study concerned.

9.1.4
The DTech shall be restricted to a person whose contribution has principally been to developments in the application of knowledge.  

9.1.5
The evidence submitted for a doctor of philosophy (PhD) by portfolio must contribute an original, independent and coherent contribution to knowledge equivalent to that demonstrated for the award of any other PhD.

9.1.6
The doctorate by portfolio awards are based on the submission of a critical overview and portfolio of evidence containing peer reviewed published work, artefacts, exhibitions, designs, performances or other outputs.  

9.1.7
Outputs which have previously been considered by the University (whether successfully or not) for an award may be resubmitted as a part of a further application providing that a minimum of two years have elapsed and that a new application contains significant new material.

9.2
Qualifications of applicants
9.2.1
Candidates for higher doctorates must either:


a)
be graduates of Coventry University of at least seven years' standing, or

b)
be graduates of at least seven years' standing of another institution recognised for this purpose by the Academic Board, and have been members of staff or research workers of Coventry University or of an institution accredited for research degrees (Regulation 2.14 refers) for at least four years full-time equivalent.

9.2.2
Candidates for a doctor of philosophy (PhD) by portfolio must either:


a)
be current employees of Coventry University or of an institution accredited for research degrees (Regulation 2.14 refers) of at least two years standing at the date of submission; or

b)
have previously been employees of Coventry University or of an institution accredited for research degrees (Regulation 2.14 refers) for at least two years, or have ceased to be employees less than two years before the date of submission.

9.2.3
It is emphasised that these time periods are minimum, which only in very exceptional circumstances would be sufficient for candidates to have reached the required standard.  The norm would involve significantly longer time spans of sustained work.

9.3
Preliminary advice

9.3.1
Before making a formal application for an award of a doctorate by portfolio, candidates should seek the advice of the University Research Degrees Committee as to whether or not a prima facie case exists for detailed consideration. 

9.3.2
A candidate who is advised not to proceed to formal submission as a result of the preliminary consideration will receive a brief statement of reasons on which he / she may base the decision whether to proceed notwithstanding such advice.  

9.4
Application procedure

9.4.2
An applicant for a higher doctorate or doctorate by portfolio must clearly state which award is being sought.

9.4.3
The formal application procedure for an award of a higher doctorate or doctorate by portfolio involves the candidate completing the requisite form and submitting it to the Registrar & Secretary, together with four copies, in loose-bound form, of the candidate's work(s) or portfolio of evidence and critical overview.

9.4.4
Where it is not practical to bind artefacts, published or creative outputs then the guidance in chapter 8 (see 8.12.3) should be followed. 

9.5
Higher Doctorates


Basis of award
9.5.1
This is an award based on the submission of work of high distinction, constituting an original and significant contribution to the advancement of knowledge or to the application of knowledge, or to both, and it must establish that the applicant is a leading authority in the field(s) of study concerned.


Submission

9.5.2
This should include the portfolio of work being submitted for the award together with:


a)
A summary of contents.


b)
A detailed commentary on the candidate's view of the significance of the work (maximum 5,000 words). 


c)
Full statements on the extent of the contributions of all other persons where some or all of the items submitted are collaborative. 


d)
A statement by the candidate as to whether or not the work(s) or any part thereof has been submitted, successfully or unsuccessfully, for an award of this or any other University. 

9.5.3
The portfolio submission may take the form of, for example, books, contributions to journals, patent specifications, reports, creative work and designs, and it may also include other evidence of original work.

9.5.4
The contents of a submission must be in the English language unless specific permission to the contrary has been given by the University Research Degrees Committee.


Assessment

9.5.5
The University will appoint two external examiners to assess the work.  The examiners will submit individual and independent reports to the Research Degrees Committee, which will make recommendations on the award of the degree.

9.5.6
Where the examiners' recommendations differ or are equivocal, a further examiner shall be appointed, who will have access to the original examiners' reports and the full documentation, and who will make a final recommendation to the University Research Degrees Committee.

9.5.7
Examiners may, at their discretion, require candidates for a higher doctorate to attend for an oral examination or may call for further information.  In particular, candidates are advised that in the case of conjoint work satisfactory documentary evidence may be sought concerning the extent to which the candidate was responsible for initiation, conduct and direction of the work.

9.5.8
The University Research Degrees Committee may recommend that a candidate:

a)
be granted the degree of Higher Doctorate by portfolio;


b)

be granted the degree of Higher Doctorate by portfolio subject to minor amendments and corrections being made as requested by the Examiners, which must be completed and submitted within four months of the viva examination;


c)
not be granted the degree of Higher Doctorate by portfolio.

9.6
Doctor of Philosophy 


Basis of award

9.6.1
This is an award based on the submission of a portfolio of evidence, critical overview and oral examination which demonstrates the candidate has made an original, independent and coherent contribution to knowledge equivalent to that achieved in the award of any other PhD.

9.6.2

The award would normally be based upon a portfolio of evidence comprising one or more of the following types of output (see 9.6.4):


a)

papers in peer reviewed journals or published conference proceedings;


b)

monographs;


c)

books;


d)

chapters in books;


e)

other published work;


f)

applied research project reports or materials;


g)

software programmes or multimedia packages;


h)

videos/films or other records of the creative, artistic, performance or design process;


i)

patents;


j)

other peer or critically reviewed publications or artefacts.

9.6.3

In addition, the submission must be supported by a critical overview which draws together the portfolio of evidence and demonstrates the claim that it is equivalent to that expected of other PhDs.


Submission

9.6.4
The portfolio of evidence and critical overview submitted for a PhD by portfolio must constitute an original, independent and coherent contribution to knowledge equivalent to that achieved in the award of any other PhD.  The normal expectation would be that the portfolio of evidence would comprise between two and six outputs (see 9.6.2) to support a claim for this award, although one output of exceptional quality and significant impact would be considered sufficient.

9.6.5
The portfolio of evidence should be submitted together with a critical overview which indicates the coherence of and rationale for the submitted work.  The overview should provide the following:


a)
An autobiographical context for the portfolio of evidence.


b)
A chronological description tracing the development of the portfolio of evidence.


c)
An evaluative description of the originality of each output.


d)
An evaluative review of the contribution made by the portfolio of evidence to the subject or discipline area and any subsequent developments since the work was completed, including published reviews of any of the submitted works and/or evidence of citation frequency of any of the submitted works (where practicable and available).


e)
A description, synthesis and evaluation of any links between the outputs and the development of the portfolio of evidence.


f)
A critical reflection using an appropriate methodology, model or theory on the candidate’s development as a research practitioner.


g)
Full statements on the extent of the contributions of all other persons where some or all of the outputs submitted are collaborative.


h)
Conclusions and suggestions for future work.

9.6.6
The critical overview should be no longer than is required to present the candidate’s case and, in total, should not normally be more than 10,000 words excluding the portfolio of evidence.

9.6.7
The critical overview should be presented in a format that is appropriate to support the portfolio of evidence providing it is agreed in advance by the University Research Degrees Committee.  This could include film-based or digital records of creative outputs provided in VHS, CD or DVD format.

9.6.8
The contents of a submission must be in the English language unless specific permission to the contrary has been given by the University Research Degrees Committee.


Assessment

9.6.9
An oral examination will be organised using the regulations described in chapter 8 (see 8.14) for the examination of higher degrees.

9.6.10
The University Research Degrees Committee may recommend that a candidate:

a) be awarded the degree of Doctor of Philosophy (PhD) by portfolio;

b) be awarded the degree of Doctor of Philosophy (PhD) by portfolio subject to minor amendments and corrections;

c) be permitted to re-submit for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy (PhD) by portfolio within twelve months of the viva examination;

d) not be granted the degree of Doctor of Philosophy by portfolio.

9.7
Outcome
9.7.1
All communications with the University shall be via the Registrar & Secretary.

9.7.2
One hard bound copy of the submission of a successful candidate must be deposited in the University Library and shall be open for public reference, and a further copy of the submission, in whole or part, shall be sent by the University to the British Library as required. 

9.7.3
Resubmission for a higher degree by portfolio would be considered providing that a minimum of two years had elapsed since the first application and that the new submission contained significant new material.

9.8
Confidentiality and canvassing
9.8.1
Applications shall be treated in strict confidence.

9.8.2
Any canvassing by an applicant shall automatically disqualify them from an award of the University.

9.9
Academic misdemeanour
9.9.1
A candidate for a higher degree by portfolio shall be subject to the same Regulations as other students of the University in the eventuality of any cheating or plagiarism in the preparation of the submission or other academic misdemeanour in connection with an assessment or examination (see Academic Regulation 5, and Appendices 1 and 8 to the General Regulations).

9.9.2
Any entitlement to an award may be set aside by an Examination Investigatory Panel following a case of cheating; the Panel may also award a lower award to a candidate in such circumstances, and may fail a student who has otherwise met the conditions for an award.  A student penalised for cheating shall not normally have the right to be assessed or reassessed to improve their award.

9.10
Reviews and appeals, and complaints


A candidate for a higher degree by portfolio shall be covered by the same procedures for reviews and appeals as other students (see Appendix 2 to the Academic Regulations for Reviews and Appeals, and Appendix 11 to the General Regulations for the Complaints Procedure).
9.11
Non-completion of awards and posthumous awards

The provision for Aegrotat and posthumous awards are set out in Regulations 5.3 and 5.4.

APPENDIX 2

PhD by Portfolio Enrolment Form

1. Personal details

	Name
	

	Job Title
	

	Department
	

	E-mail Address
	

	Telephone Number
	

	Employment at UoW Start Date
	

	Employment at UoW End Date (if applicable)
	


2. Proposed Director of Studies

	Name
	

	Job Title
	

	Department
	

	E-mail Address
	

	Telephone Number
	

	Successful PhD Completions
	


3. Description of PhD by Portfolio

	Proposed Title
	

	Brief overview of topic (500 words)
	

	Current status of portfolio
	Currently at the planning stage no outputs yet
	

	
	Some outputs exist but more are required
	

	
	All outputs complete almost ready to submit
	


4. Estimated milestones

	Milestone
	Estimated date of completion

	Output 1
	

	Output 2
	

	Output 3
	

	Output 4
	

	Output 5
	

	Output 6
	

	Prima facie case
	

	Critical overview document
	

	Oral examination
	


5. Signatures

	Candidate


	
	Date
	

	Director of Studies
	
	Date
	


APPENDIX 3

Part 1 - Preliminary Application Form for PhD by Portfolio
Before making a formal application for an award of a doctorate of portfolio, candidates should seek the advice of the Research Degrees Board as to whether or not a prima facie case exists for detailed consideration.  In order to seek advice, please complete the following:

1. Personal details

	Name
	

	Job Title
	

	Department
	

	E-mail Address
	


2. Director of Studies

	Name
	

	Job Title
	

	Department
	

	E-mail Address
	

	Successful PhD Completions
	


3. Other Supervisors

	Name
	

	Job Title
	

	Department
	

	Institution
	

	E-mail Address
	


	Name
	

	Job Title
	

	Department
	

	Institution
	

	E-mail Address
	


4. Proposed title of PhD by Portfolio

	


5. Academic Qualifications
	Date
	University
	Degree and Subject Area

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


6. Employment history in the last two years
	Dates
	Organisation
	Job Title

	From
	To
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


7. Portfolio and Supporting Documentation

Please submit to the Graduate Research School along with this form the following:

· four copies of the preliminary portfolio (i.e. the preliminary application document and the outputs that make up the portfolio), loose bound or in a lever arch file 
· a copy of a current curriculum vitae
8. Signatures

	Candidate
	
	Date
	

	DoS
	
	Date
	


APPENDIX 4
Part 2 - Full Submission Form for PhD by Portfolio

To be completed once the prima facie case (preliminary application) has been accepted by the Research Degrees Board.
1. Personal details

	Name
	

	Job Title
	

	Department
	

	E-mail Address
	


2. Director of Studies

	Name
	

	Job Title
	

	Department
	

	E-mail Address
	

	Successful PhD Completions
	


3. Other Supervisors
	Name
	

	Job Title
	

	Department
	

	Institution
	

	E-mail Address
	


	Name
	

	Job Title
	

	Department
	

	Institution
	

	E-mail Address
	


4. Title of PhD by Portfolio

	


5. Previous Submissions

Please complete either (a) or (b):

(a)
I confirm that no part of this work has been previously submitted (successfully or unsuccessfully) or a degree at Coventry University or any other institution

	Candidate
	
	Date
	


(b) 
All or part of this work has been previously submitted for a degree as shown below:

	Date
	University
	Degree 
	Item

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


	Candidate
	
	Date
	


6. Employment history in the last two years
	Dates
	Organisation
	Job Title

	From
	To
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


7. Portfolio and Supporting Documentation

Please submit to the Graduate Research School along with this form the following:

· three soft bound copies of the portfolio (i.e. the critical overview document and the output(s)) 
8. Signatures

	Candidate
	
	Date
	

	DoS
	
	Date
	


APPENDIX 5
An example of a Preliminary Application Document

Applicant

A. N. Other

Proposed title for the PhD by portfolio

Inter-professional Working and Learning in Health and Social Care Education

Background to research

· This research relates to ongoing study in the UK in the field of health and social care. It investigates why in the last ten years inter-professional working and learning has been heavily endorsed by the Department of Health and taken up by universities in particular in relation to undergraduate health and social care programmes.  Previous research has been undertaken in this area although there is limited research that evaluates the benefit to practice of inter-professional working and learning adopted by undergraduate health and social care curricula in the UK.  The research carried out here has attempted to overcome the lack of evidence by focusing on key themes and using a diversity of approaches in order to achieve this.

· Basic research methodology is qualitative and well established however existing tools have been modified and further developed where appropriate and also the development of new online tools to capture student data is novel.  A novel feature of this research is that it is conducted across students from two universities where the implementation of inter-professional working and learning has been managed differently throughout the curriculum and this will give an added dimension to the research findings.

· The work that forms the basis for the proposed portfolio submission take works initially through CAIPE in this field and work by Hot and Dog (1998) and extends it in both scale and scope.  Their research was focused on the theories surrounding inter-professional working and learning and there has been scant attention paid to the benefit to practice.  By extending both the scale and the scope of the research it has been possible to gain a wider perspective on benefit to both practice and individuals.

Research objectives

· Evaluate the reasons why inter-professional working and learning has been promoted so heavily in the NHS and other health organisations.

· Analyse the evaluative tools already on the market especially those developed by Blogs and Blogs (2000) and develop further tools that are both qualitative and quantitative in nature and include online models.

· Analyse in detail the impact of inter-professional working and learning undertaken in undergraduate curriculum in relation to the practice of health and social care.

Description of portfolio of evidence

The portfolio consists of a sample of four journal papers from a range of applied research outputs and four conference papers, all of which were written between 2003 and 2006.  The publications and conference papers selected either focus on the research methodology utilised or on outcomes and benefits to practice.  

· Journal Article 1 - written in 2003 outlines the systematic literature review undertaken to identify existing research.  It draws significantly on government reports and it was possible to establish a broad range of reasons and rational as to why the health and social care industry was promoting inter-professional working and learning.

· Journal Paper 2 - analyses and evaluates the tools currently available for use when gathering data related to inter-professional working and learning.  This identifies the tools that have been validated and also how tools have been adapted and amended subsequently.  It also identifies a new tool developed by the researcher to evaluate benefit to practice in this area.

· Journal Paper 3 - is the first of two papers that analyses data and provide results.  This paper concentrates on the specific inter-professional learning pathway at Coventry University developed through the Faculty of Health and Social Care and implemented from 2005 onwards.  Student and facilitator data is presented here and analysed using a thematic content analysis approach.  Both the approach to analysis and the findings are identified in this paper.

· Journal Paper 4 - is the second paper looking at evaluation of benefit to practice.  This paper outlines the research methodology that was utilised to attempt to demonstrate benefit to practice.  Triangulation was used across a range of data in order to demonstrate rigour in relation to identifying effectiveness.  Effectiveness was demonstrated in the areas of cost, enhanced teamworking and greater clarity around professional roles.

The conference papers were all presented at national or international conferences and underpin the journal papers described above.

Research methodology, practice or theme that links the outputs

· The outputs were linked sequentially in academic logic in that each pointed the way to the next stage in the research.

· The methodology was predominantly qualitative although contained a qualitative element and proved robust.  The background and theoretical underpinnings surrounding inter-professional working and learning were scrutinised heavily and the tools identified stood up well when analysed.

· To achieve the research objectives the substantial literature review was carried out to identify the background and context to inter-professional working and learning.  There are significant archival sources that yielded information to answer many of the questions posed with several gaps in information being filled very successfully. The development of a new tool evidenced by triangulation of data enabled the work to be moved forward and carried out successfully.

Contribution of other people to the outputs and research

· The research was internally and externally funded from a number of sources.  The work was carried out by two core researchers: A. N. Other and a research assistant (RA) hired to develop particular aspects of the data collection and analysis work.  The core researchers worked as a team with each taking a lead when necessary.  The RA took no part in writing the papers and concentrated on summarising a large amount of secondary sources.  

· A. N. Other was the lead researcher for journal articles 1 and 2 and was the co-author of journal papers 3 and 4.  A. N. Other was involved in collecting data through interviews and online work.  In addition a small group of core academic staff with an interest in this area were also involved in helping to evaluate current tools and in particular to develop the new online tool.

· It is to be noted that as a result of this work a book has been commissioned of whom A. N. Other will be both editor and a key author with three other people contributing chapters.
Basis of claim for equivalence to PhD standard

· The work described by the portfolio or evidence and which will be highlighted in the critical overview document make a significant and original contribution to the body of serious research related to inter-professional working and learning in health and social care education.  It draws on research methodology used extensively in this area and greatly extends and enhances the early work carried out by Hot and Dog (1998).  This is supported through an extensive systematic literature review and data analysis and the findings are validated via triangulation of data.  
· The significance of the work is that it not only confirms previous research but far more importantly challenges the suppositions around benefit to practice revealing that for the most part it is very difficult to identify benefits to practice and that far more work needs to continue so that universities in particular are not just taking on new thoughts and new ideas without good evidence based for this practice. 

On-going work and aspirations beyond PhD

· The work remains ongoing through the development of research into the wider arena around inter-professional working and learning in education and practice and the researcher is part of a national network looking into inter-professional working and learning in health and social care that is relevant to both practice and to undergraduate curriculum across a range of universities in the UK.  This will lead to further validation of tools and also development of new tools and in particular development of new tools to begin to try and unpack further the evaluation of benefit to practice.

· Changes in NHS and other health organisations impact heavily onto inter-professional working and learning in practice and this will need to be an ongoing debate as the context continually changes.  This will impact onto tools developed and further work undertaken.  It will also mean that curricula will have to change to be responsive to this and it is hoped that the benefits of this research and the ongoing longitudinal collection of data will provide a clearer evidence base in order to inform the curricula for the future.

· Outputs continue with three more conference papers and two more accepted papers and referees journals and it is anticipated as the research continues that further outputs will be available

Numbered list of portfolio outputs

[1] A. N. Other & J. Bloggs 2003

[2] A. N. Other & J. Bloggs 2004

[3] J. Bloggs & A. N. Other 2005

[4] J. Bloggs & A. N. Other 2006
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