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Sveučilište Sjever / University North
Trg dr. Žarka Dolinara 1, 48 000 Koprivnica, Croatia

www.unin.hr, referada.kc1@unin.hr
Advisor’s or mentor’s annual report
	Name of the doctoral study program

	

	1. Advisor/mentor/mentors

	1.1. Advisor (title, first and last name)
	

	1.2. Mentor/s

	Title, first and last name
	Institution, country

	
	

	
	

	1.3.Co-mentor

	Title, first and last name
	Institution, country

	
	

	1.4. Title, first and last name of the doctoral candidate

	

	1.5. Reg. number of the doctoral candidate

	

	1.6. Time period of the report

	


	2. Progress of the study

	2.1. Is there a work plan and is the doctoral candidate making progress according to the plan? 
(please mark a field)

	Created a work plan
	 no yes                                  

	Made progress according to the work plan
	 no yes                                  

	2.2 If you marked “no” in the previous question, elaborate why and suggest how to improve that.

	

	2.3 On a scale from 1 to 5, rate the quality of improvement of the doctoral candidate’s research. 
(since the last report)

	    5 – excellent    4 – very good       3 – good         2 – satisfactory        1 – unsatisfactory       

	2.4 If you chose 1 or 2 in the previous question, explain why and suggest how to improve that.

	

	2.5 Comment on the doctoral candidate’s improvement since the last report.

	


	3. Evaluation of the doctoral candidate 

	3.1. On a scale from 1 to 5 mark:

(1 – unsatisfactory, 2 – satisfactory, 3 – good, 4 – very good, 5 – excellent)

	Preparation of the doctoral candidate for the consultations
	




1
2
3
4
5

	Planning and carrying out of annual research activities and professional specialization
	




1
2
3
4
5

	Improvement in mastering the methodology of scientific research
	




1
2
3
4
5

	Writing and publishing of research papers
	




1
2
3
4
5

	Doctoral candidate’s attitude towards the study in general
	




1
2
3
4
5

	3.2 On a scale from 1 to 5, rate the overall quality of the doctoral candidate’s work.

	    5 – excellent   4 – very good       3 – good         2 – satisfactory        1 – unsatisfactory       

	3.3. If you chose 2 in the previous question, explain why and suggest how to improve that. 
(If the overall quality of the doctoral candidate’s work is marked as unsatisfactory (1), it automatically requires action from the constituent’s council – the decision of increased monitoring or unsuccessful completion of the study.)

	

	3.4. 3.4 Comment on the overall quality of the doctoral candidate’s work

	


	4. Opinion on the candidate’s ability to continue the study

	1.1. Can the doctoral candidate continue the study? 
	a)    Yes.

b)    Yes, under specific conditions.

c)    No.

	1.2. If you chose b) or c) in the previous question, please elaborate.

	     

	1.3. Mentor's other remarks and opinions
(if needed)

	     


	Place, date and signature

	In Koprivnica,      

	Signature

(First and last name of the advisor) 

	
	Signature

(First and last name of the mentor/s) 

	
	Signature

(First and last name of the co-mentor) 
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