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Ph.D.-projects at IFI:  
Guidelines for third semester reporting 

 

The Ph.D.-council at IFI would like to emphasize that the third semester evaluation of 
our PhD-projects should give an added value to the PhD-student and the research group that 
surpasses the extra work that it entails. The purpose is first and foremost to identify the need 
for actions that can increase the probability that the projects are completed within the planned 
timeframe, to enhance the quality of research, and to increase the job satisfaction.  

When evaluating a PhD-project in its third semester one cannot expect to report a large 
production. However, one may check whether the project is on the right track towards a 
completion as planned, and on time. The evaluation also opens up the possibility for external 
input to the project, and new ideas for further research. 

 

1   Who are included 

• The Faculty has initiated a third semester reporting for doctoral candidates that started 
their employment after 1. January 2010.  

2   Delegation of responsibility for the reporting 

• Responsibility for the reporting for those PhD-students directely attached to the 
research groups at IFI are delegated to the groups. This also includes PhD-students at 
university colleges and industrial firms that have a (co)supervisor in a permanenet or 
adjunct position in one of the research groups at IFI. 

• Responsibility is delegated locally to Simula, Sintef, Unik/FFI, HiVe and HiG, as 
these institutions have strong academic groups that are as competent to perform such 
evaluations as the research groups at IFI. 
 

3   Composition of evaluation committee 

• The research group/institution is delegated the authority to form a committee of at 
least three members. The group leader is responsible for the implementation.  

• The committee may for example consist of an administrator and two reviewers, where 
one is a member of the research group and the other is external (from another research 
group at IFI, or from outside IFI). A (co)supervisor may act as administrator, but not 
as reviewer. Declarations of competence will not be as strict as in ordinary thesis 
evaluation committees. 
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4   Practical procedure 
The department will ensure that the committee receives a copy of the PhD-application, 
including the description of the research project, as it was approved. 

The PhD-student writes a status report to the committee. The following should be covered: 

• A general description of the status of the project so far, including a description of and 
comments on eventual deviations/changes regarding: 

o The research project description 
o The educational component 

• A description of what has been acheived so far in the project, also regarding to which 
extent a deeper understanding of the “state of the art” has influenced the direction of 
the project. 

• An overview of publications that are accepted, submitted, or in progress. 
• An updated time schedule for the research project with timed sub-goals, and an 

assessment of which points in the plan that may be the most time-critical. 
• A discussion of the probability of the project being completed as (now) planned, and 

on time. 
• Desired changes of terms to ensure the success of the project, enhance the quality of 

its products, and increase the job satisfaction etc.  

The candidate shall prepare an approx. 30 minute presentation to the committee and the 
research group in an open meeting where the results obtained so far are accounted for, 
together with possible deviations from the planned time schedule of the original application. 
The main supervisor must be present during this presentation; co-supervisors should also be 
invited. Questions related to supervision and progress is then discussed with the student in a 
separate meeting both with and without the supervisor present. The committee shall attempt to 
uncover eventual problems. On the basis of the status report, the presentation, and the 
discussions, the committee then files a report. 

 

5   Reporting the result of the evaluation 

The committee fills in the evaluation form, eventually with enclosures, and submits it to the 
PhD council at IFI. 

• For candidates where the committee has identified problems, the report must contain 
suggested remedial actions that the PhD council may consider.   

• The threshold for contacting the PhD council should be low, also outside the third 
semester reporting. 
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6   Consequences and follow-up after the evaluation 

• Reports that do not suggest concrete actions are summarily forwarded to the Faculty. 
• Reports that suggest remedial actions are discussed as soon as possible by the PhD 

council, and practical remedies are suggested to the student / supervisors / research 
group, eventually after meetings with these. This may also include a restructuring of 
the group of supervisors. The reports, including a summary of the discussion in the 
PhD council and the concluded remedial actions are then submitted to the faculty.  

• The existing reports of PhD-students and supervisors is to be maintained until further 
notice. These reports survey the conditions of cooperation, the publication activity and 
others; and are a useful tool in the time before and after the third semester evaluation.  
The PhD council must periodically discuss an overview of the reports, with special 
focus on PhD-students that require remedial actions. 

 

7   Time frame for reporting 

• The Faculty has decided that 12 to 15 months after employment is the time frame for 
the reporting.  

• Postponement may be given on the basis of application in cases of a leave of absence 
and other special circumstances. 

• The PhD council notices the research group leaders of the PhD-students that are to 
participate in the third semester reporting, well in advance of the time frame for 
reporting. 
 

 

Blindern, 15.02.2011 

 

Fritz Albregtsen  Else Marie Lingaas 

Head of PhD council   PhD secretary 

 

 

 


