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1. THESIS WORK — AN INTRODUCTION

Thesis work is an integrated part of the IMBRSea Master Programme and is credited for 30 ECTS. All
students are doing thesis work during their fourth semester (starting after finishing the courses at the
third semester University) in one of the member institutes of the network (main or associated).

During thesis work students are focusing on a specific subject for a certain amount of time. The
students work independently albeit under supervision of a thesis supervisor and promoter (promoter
can be the supervisor). During thesis work, students are able to apply techniques and knowledge they
gained during the courses in the three previous semesters. The final product is a written report stating
the main results presented in a scientifically correct way. Thesis students also present and discuss their
results at the IMBRSea Annual Symposium.



2. THESIS WORK — TIMELINE OVERVIEW *

*exact timing is subject to change on a yearly basis

e November Academic year 1:

o Partners of the IMBRSea network are invited to send updated research lines in which
they would like to receive thesis students to the IMBRSea Coordination Office (see
section 3).

o Thesis research lines are checked and approved by the Programme Board and bundled
in a Thesis Research-line catalogue.

e January Academic year 1:

o The Thesis Research-line catalogue is provided to the students which enables them to
find a thesis topic that matches their interest. Students will contact potential thesis
supervisors and negotiate a topic.

This catalogue provides an overview of potential topics but students are welcome to
negotiate with their supervisors a topic which is not on the list.
e July Academic year 1:

o Students submit a thesis project to the Programme Board making use of an electronic
form available on the electronic thesis platform (https://matix.imbrsea.eu) . Thesis
project descriptions include a title, an abstract, a work plan, contact details of
supervisor and promoter and an agreement of the promoter to welcome the student
for the particular thesis subject.

o The abstract should include:

= A brief introduction, which will define the thesis topic and explain the
purpose of the thesis. Make sure that the background and context of your
research problem are clearly described.

= A methodology section, which should include the research question(s),
hypotheses, participants, materials, and procedures.

= A bibliography or reference list of publications you have consulted in
planning your research.

= Evidence of ethical approval if the research involves human participants
and/or animals (see Annex 1). If the evidence is not available at the time of
submission of the thesis project, it must be submitted prior to the
commencement of the thesis work.

o Students can submit thesis projects at a non-IMBRSea partner, only after approval by
the IMBRSea Programme Board. Therefore, students have to contact the IMBRSea
Coordination Office by the deadline below, in order to discuss the feasibility of the
topic, the partner, and other potential issues.

o The following timeline applies for the submission of thesis projects:

e 1% of July 16:00 CET of semester 2

® June Academic year 1:

o Projects are evaluated by the Programme Board by the end of August at the
latest using the electronic thesis platform (https://matix.imbrsea.eu).

o Projects can be approved, rejected or conditionally approved. In the last cases
students will get time until end of September to formulate a new project or to improve
the original one.

o Thesis work can only start after approval of the project by the Programme Board.

e July-August Academic year 1:

o Depending on the selected thesis topic, students have the possibility to prepare the
thesis work by collecting samples, literature study, first practical work, etc. In this case
the Coordination Office will be informed about these stays in order to ensure
insurance regulations are taken care off.

e January-June Academic year 2:




O

Students work full-time on the thesis project at the respective thesis institute.

June Academic year 2

O

By the end of the first week of June (first session exam period - the exact date may
change yearly) students submit the thesis manuscript in electronic format (including
raw data) on the electronic thesis platform (https://matix.imbrsea.eu). Upon
submission, students receive an email of confirmation. Students who did not manage
to submit the thesis manuscript by the deadline have a second opportunity early
August (second session exam period).
Week 2 & 3 of June:
= The Coordination Office sends the thesis manuscript and thesis evaluation
forms to the Examination/Reading Committee. Each thesis is evaluated by 2
evaluators from the Committee. The members of the Examination/Reading
Committee are decided by the IMBRSea Programme Board and must belong
to the IMBRSea consortium partner universities.
= The thesis promotor and supervisor is invited to evaluate the general work
performance of the student.
= Atthe end of week 3, students will receive written feedback from each of their
2 evaluators and their supervisor in an anonymous way.
= All actions mentioned above are carried out through the online thesis
platform (https://matix.imbrsea.eu).
Week 4 of June: All students come together during the Annual Symposium. At this
symposium each thesis is presented through an oral presentation, followed by a
defense before a Jury and a debate including the public present. Thesis presentations
are evaluated by a Jury of three members.
End of week 4 of June: The IMBRSea Examination Board uses all presentation and
thesis feedback reports to assign a final score. This score will appear on the diploma.




3. THESIS GUIDELINES

3.1 Publication of Research topics for theses on IMBRSea website

Each year, thesis research lines are collected by the Coordination Office. On the online thesis
platform (https://matix.imbrsea.eu) research lines from IMBRSea Partner Universities and
IMBRSea Associated Partners will be posted.

Each research line must be documented with the following information:

Host organisation

Title

Contact person for this research line

Short description of the thesis research lines
Evidence of ethical approval when the research involves human participants and/or
animals

Language requirements

Specific competences required

Location where the thesis research will take place
. Accommodation possibilities

10. Any additional costs to be covered by the student

ukhwn e
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3.2 Responsibilities of thesis (co-) promoter / thesis supervisor

Promoter :
o professor or post-doc (depending on the local regulations of the host institute)
o member of the host institute of the student (IMBRSea partner: main or associated)

o fully responsible for the implementation of the thesis work (can be a supervisor as
well)

Supervisor (s) :
o atleast 3 years of relevant scientific experience
o does not have to (but can) be a member of the host institute
o responsible for the daily follow up of the thesis

Co-promoter : if applicable,

o this can be any person relevant for the thesis at the professor or post-doctorate level
(can be a supervisor as well)

o does not have to (but can) be a member of the host institute

3.3 Preparation of the Thesis

IMBRSea students can start with the preparation of the thesis (literature study, introduction,
collection of samples,...) during semesters 2 and 3. However, this must not interfere with
the other courses planned in these semesters. In principle, semester 4 (January to June) is
fully available for the thesis preparation and submission. These activities have to be
supervised by the thesis promoter/supervisor. The students, stimulated by their



supervisors, will organise their thesis work in a way that enables them to submit the thesis
in the first session exam period (June). Only with motivated exceptions, thesis submission is
possible in August (for concrete dates see end of this document)

e During thesis work, all students are insured against the consequences of physical accidents
and against liabilities towards third parties, via the insurance of Ghent University. The
insurance certificate is available on the IMBRSea website
(http://cohort2020.imbrsea.eu/insurance).

3.4 Thesis format

The thesis must be written in English, and should have the format of a scientific publication.
Contents:

e Executive Summary (max 400 words)
Abstract (max 200 words)
Introduction & Aim
Material and Methods
Results
Discussion
Conclusion
Acknowledgements
References

3.5 Remarks on the thesis format

The expected level and quality of the thesis should equal a scientific publication in a peer-reviewed
journal. This means that the thesis is not evaluated on the basis of the number of pages, but much
more on the basis of quality and conciseness of the work.

The Executive Summary (400 words) contains a summary of all relevant information documented in
the thesis (Introduction, M&M, Results, Conclusion).

The Abstract (200 words) is conform the summary but without detailed information about Methods
and Results.

The Introduction should contain the state of the art of the subject, with references to relevant recent
literature; when the thesis is part of a broader research project, the content of the project can be
mentioned as well.

The Aim of the thesis is presented clearly (if opportune together with the working hypotheses, which
have to be discussed in “Discussion” and “Summary”).

The Material & Methods section contains the design of the research: e.g. experimental design, area
description, sampling methods, analysis methods, statistical design and methods,...

The Results section gives an overview of the most important data, both in written text, figures and
tables. All the raw data have to be added in annex and submitted in a digital format on the electronic
thesis platform (https://matix.imbrsea.eu). The data have to be presented in a logical order; each
table, figure,... must be attended by a legend which contains all necessary information to understand
the table or figure.

The Discussion section offers a critical analysis of the interpretation of the data, compared to the
available literature.

In the Conclusions, a brief summary of the main findings (original data, lesson learned,...) is given.


http://cohort2020.imbrsea.eu/insurance)

The Acknowledgements refer to the funding agencies, field workers, ...

The Reference list is limited to the literature cited within the text.

3.6 Data ownership

All data belong to the institute of the thesis promoter/supervisor according to the data
policy between the collaborating institute partners. Depending on this data policy,
IMBRSea students might send their thesis in for publication to a peer-reviewed journal
(only after consultation with the thesis promoter).

The IMBRSea Coordination Office is not responsible for any eventual conflicts within this
context.

Each thesis should contain the following phrase on the inside of the front page : ‘No data
can be taken out of this work without prior approval of the thesis promoter / supervisor

(*)

(*): this has to be discussed beforehand by the promoter/co-promoter and the thesis supervisor

3.7 Plagiarism

Plagiarism is considered to be a form of fraud and an irregularity within the IMBRSea study
Programme. To commit plagiarism is to present (parts of) a source as original and your own, without
adding any acknowledgements. It can relate to different forms of production, such as texts (written,
oral), images (photographs, film, graphs, diagrams, figures, etc.), databases, ideas,... When fraud is
detected in the Master Thesis, the full Examination Board of IMBRSea will discuss and decide about
the consequences for the student.

3.8 Data policy

All thesis output will be archived on the Marine Data Archive (MDA). This archive was
developed by VLIZ to provide a backup and storage system for files (data, metadata,
graphics,...) related to marine sciences and if required, to be able to share them within a
context with other scientists. All files stored in the MDA ‘shared’, are restricted within the
context and data can only be used conform the data policy of this context.

The Data Policy-document will be generated after the thesis has been submitted
completely. The student and the thesis promoter will receive a completed and signed
copy after submission.

Thesis manuscripts can also be made publicly available on the IMBRSea website. At the
time of submission, students are allowed to indicate if they provide consent to do this or
not.

3.9 Thesis Submission/ Presentation/Defense

By the end of the first week of June (first session exam period - the exact date may change
yearly) students submit the thesis manuscript (PDF-file) and the raw data (preferably as
ZIP-file) in electronic format on the thesis platform (https://matix.imbrsea.eu). Raw data
(or at least the metadata) must also be included in the thesis manuscript as an annex.
Thesis manuscripts up to 50 MB can be uploaded, while the maximum size for the raw
data is 10 GB. In case of confidential raw data, students must provide at least the




metadata and indicate how to retrieve the data in case this would be necessary. Upon
submission, students receive an email of confirmation.

Students who did not manage to submit the thesis by the deadline have a second
opportunity early August (second session exam period - the exact date may change
yearly). However, students (and supervisors) are strongly encouraged to finalise the
thesis by June. Note that only students submitting the thesis in June, are eligible for
IMBRSea performance awards (Best thesis prize and Carlo Heip award for most deserving
student).

e End of June : All students present the results of their thesis work during the IMBRSea
Annual Symposium, through an oral presentation (15 minutes) followed by a defense
before a Jury and a debate including the public present (15 minutes). During the
presentation, interaction with people who are not physically present in the room is
possible through Video Conference. All the presentations are also recorded and
broadcasted in real time.

Remarks:

e Students submitting their thesis in August will go through the same evaluation process as
students who submit their thesis in June. They also give a presentation during the Annual
Symposium and will receive a score for this presentation. Two independent evaluators will
read and evaluate the thesis manuscript. Depending on the rules of the host institute, an extra
thesis presentation may be organized locally. By mid-September a final thesis score is awarded
based on the reports of the readers and the earlier presentation during the Annual
Symposium.

4. THESIS EVALUATION

4.1 General information

e The thesis manuscript counts for 75 % of the final grade; the oral presentation for 25%.
In case students finalise their work in August, they have to present the status of their
progress of the thesis in June. Even if results are still missing, the ‘oral’ part of the
presentation will be graded and taken into account for the calculation of the final thesis
score (final grading on the thesis will only take place when the thesis work has been
finalized).

e Evaluation feedback from the Examination/Reading Committee, the Jury evaluating the
oral presentation and promotors/supervisors will be shared anonymously with the
students (comments + score for each item to evaluate (insufficient - sufficient —
satisfactory — good — very good — excellent — see section 4.2 Evaluation Criteria).

e Evaluation of thesis manuscripts:

¢ The Examination/Reading Committee of the thesis consists of two members who
belong to one of the IMBRSea consortium partners. The two readers must belong
to different institutions.

e The thesis promotor and supervisor evaluate the general performance of the
student during the thesis research period but their evaluation is not taken into
account for the final grade.



e Thesis readers should have a Ph.D. or at least 3 years of relevant scientific
experience.

¢ Name and contact details of thesis readers will not be shared with students.

e Evaluation of oral presentation and thesis defense:

e Grading of the oral presentation and defense is done by a Jury that will question
the student during the defense. The Jury consists of three members, of which at
least one member must belong to one of the IMBRSea consortium partners.

e The Jury is composed by the IMBRSea Programme Board independently of the
composition of the Examination/Reading committee. This means that members
of the Examination/Reading committee can also, but not necessarily have to, be
a member of the Jury.

4.2 Evaluation criteria

Following aspects are evaluated (including their respective weight in the score):

e Thesis manuscript (Written report) :
o Title, Abstract, Summary : 10 %
Introduction, Background and context : 15 %
Methods : 15 %
Results : 20 %
Discussion: Interpretation within the research context : 30 %
Layout : 10 %

o O O O O

e Oral presentation and defense :

Visual appearance : 20 %

Content: 30 %

Presentation : 30 %

Contextual awareness and critical thinking : 20 %

o O O O

In the scoring table below the score band from “insufficient” to “excellent” is explained for each of the
above listed aspects.



Thesis manuscript:

E

i

Grade and score band (out of 20):
Insufficient

Sufficient to Satisfactory Good Very good Excellent
0-<10 10-13 14-15 16-17 18-20
b Omission of either Abstract or Executive surmary repeats the Abstract and summary present the AsforGood, but descriptionincludes  As for Very good, but only material of
& Summary. Abstract without Main  main study. The  sorme material of little i are
conclusions are incompletely pumose of the study (Le rr/poihesls. Indicative of highly developed skillsin
g presented. Purpose is not clear. i disceming and summarising the
H - focussed summary andfor abstract. stated Sum'aries cnrmicated by salient outcomes
g inclusion of much superfluous
= material
No reference to relevart literature. No  Preserts hi to Description of topic an D strong grasp of the Displays strong ability to organise,
.§ eadence of library skills. Presents |demfy tm topic but with little acceptable grasp of the subject subject matter. Corrprehersive analyse and express ideas and
g of the Sparse or matenial. ofa arguments in anoriginal,
dion. Aims and are Little evidence of library famiarly with the relevad literature.  research of the loplc Idemﬂeslhe sophisicated and discriminating
b! ot stated. skills. Onb/ sorme critical f P ) of pi rmanner. Mastery ofthe subject matter
3 =® context is displayed. Aims and bmmncaes lirrited e\ndence of work, and presemsa logical is through aninteresti
E o hypotheses are not stated. capacity for original ard logical progression to the research topic. The and complex account of the
N thinking. aimsand significance ofthe newwork significance of the research topic, and
are clearly stated. Displays some the importance of the questions
original insights and capacity for posed. Richly supported by relevant
creative and logical tinking citation Indicates aforetaste of an
original cortribuion.
Poor analytical skills. are and Method nted Sufficient detail Ispresemd b alaw Asfor Good, but methods are As for Very good, but also
used mppromialely for the particuar  without context. Methods are repettion of the istently used i of
approp yfor  and Methods chosen are preserted in S ion of methods erploy and procedues, as
4 8 of the particuk h cortext. Appropriateness of the aclear to the px of the
© very poor understanding ofthe Fi ic app of chosenis Use of itations ofeach researchquestion. Selection and
i procedures used. Level of detail is Iittle of  ofthe methods ismairly correct. procedure. adaptation of methods indicates
insufficient to allow a reader torepeat the procedures used. Sufficient detail highly-developed analytical capacity.
the procedure. is presented to allow repetition of the
procedure.
Results of marginal relevance Tables & Figures are presented Appromde Tables & Figures are AsforGood, but without errors mthe As for Very good, plus capacity for
predominate. Emors inthe without context. Some i d. Important resutts are pretation ofresuts P critical analysis isfurther
pvesenamn of results. Randomand  results are included. Emors in the higHighted inthe text of the Results is distilled to exclude | derr through of
) demonstrationof the of results. P section. Correct presertation of resuts Logical sequenceto the resutts in a manner that builds the
E R resuts Lirited structure. d results demonstrates only a basic  Tables &Figures (e.g. Tme axis presentation dermongrates awelk scientific argument. The resutts
e & understanding of relevance to the labels, units giy ped capacity to analyse issues, sectionestablishes the basis for
topic. Unclear p ion of results, ptions) Fewfattual errovs inthe organise material, and present results di ion without itself b ing
random layout, with iSsi ion of the results. clearty and cogently. discursive.
or inaccuracies interpr
of resutts.
= Failure to place the topic in cortext  Some relevant poms presented, but  Basic contextual understanding Context well Displays p insight,
= fting ina largely i is o tive ratherthan  indicating average critical awareness outcomes are placed wllhn the and creativity to make original
! % ive / ical Basic or  and analtical skills. Pros and cons  scientific cortext. Well swop by  argumentsin o ice. Argumerts
i 8 displayed related to theveean:h corl'used grasp of the context. are gnised bu without rthesis of and relevant are amply supported by evidence and
§ gion(s). Very ser ! sat lacking infocusand Ideas are stated ratherthan matlon Uses appropriate structure to  relevart citation, reflecing deep and
g 2 errorsin logic andfor major structure. Conclusions are notwell  developed and are insufficiently resove i mues ina convincing broad knowledge and critical insight.
I 8§ & inaccuaciesincludedin argued or poorly substartiated. ted idh and relevant are balanced  Evid of ive reading
E § “  interpretation. Lacking evidence of capacity for cnaion A corwincing scientific andwekeasoned through di 'l
P original and logical thirking. argument isnot made. Weak selection and synthesis of relevant
% 2 conclusion or jurrps to a conclusion. literature. Conclusion generates
S- original issues for subsequent study.
)
dom layout/ d ; Report wittenaccording to standard ~ Asfor Good, but with of an excellent
Qru:tue Insufficiently plamed Lack incorrectly formatted. Report ot scientific practice. Most refi correct g forrmat, and clear ablltyln organise, analyse and
- of clarity, Confused expression. Poor completely writtenin accordanceto  are correctly formatted. Writing of evidence of proof reading. present argumerts fluently and lucidly
3 é spelling and grammar. standard scientific practice, Little sufficient quality to corwey meaning with a high level of critical analysis.
E - evidence of proof reading. but sorre lack of fluency and Strong evidence of care in
cormand of suitable vocabulary. Few Free of
typographic errors errors and typographic errors.
Scholarly prose and writing style.
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Presentation and defense:

Pt

Grade and score band (out of 20):

Insufficient Sufficient to Satisfactory Good Very good Excellent

w 0-<10 10-13 14-15 16-17 18- 20

» P oor plarning, organisation and  Title poorlyrefined, not explicity = Inbrmative title presentsthe main ~ As for Good, and: As for Very good, and:

flow-logical orderisnot dear. informative of topic. argument of the presentation. = Orgarisation and floware explicit  » Appropriate and relevart audio-

» Text size is too small to view P ionis not diately » Overall is visually text, rumbers or graphic devices visual aids are used to enhance visual

comfortablyby a conference i appealing or and i 9. direct fow. presertation.

auwdience. .l y i iaare e Orgar i o foware implict:  » Use of color, space and design = Visual appearance indicates an
¥ e Graphicsinedia are not used, OR,  included, complicating the Headings or other devicesimply helpsto communicate the purpose,  exceptional abilty to orgarise and
e superfuous, i P of crucial ideas. organization and flow. and to attract attertion to majorideas. presert information for oral
g are used. wLittle logical orderis apparent inthe » Alltext is easyto read bya = Oriy clear and relevart Graptics presertaion.

= Too muchtext The slides demand  organisation and flow. conkrernce audience. and Media are used to complemert e There is strong evidence of care in
§ § anoverwhelming amount of reading, eMaintex size is OK, but some text  » Text, Graphics and Media are vell- the text and pr i prose and witing style.
L OR, rem ains too small to read by a balanced. = Presertation indicative ofasound e Free ofgrammatical & typographic
; » Not enough text: The » Graphics and Media gererally ability to present arguments clearlyin emors.

Content
30%

Contextual awareness and critical

Presentation

30%

thinking
20%

eUse of Text, anhlllx and Media

cannot readily understand the relate to the text and oral presentation. oral paper format.
relevance ofthe i are out of balance . » There isevidence ofsome proof e There is clear evidence ofproof
« Mary errors ingramm ar, sLimited eviderce of proofreading - reading, but several emorsremainin  reading - very fewerrors exist in
punctuation, and spelling. Manyemors remain ingrammar, A and spelling. ion, and speliing.
purctuation, and spelling.
= Authoris not identifed. » Author i fi = Author As for Good, and: As for Very good, and:
» Does mot cleary idertify the There is i i There is informatont = Astrong grasp ofthe ch oThe jonislogical a dear
question being 5 rted to cortact the author. contadt the author wthout further stionis lirks ore section to the
= The aim s of the project are not = Concept and ideas are loosely research. = The objectives ofthe projedt are nexd.
idertified. cornected, but the content lacks clear » Cortent is mostly presented ina idertified explicitly. = The relevance and importance of
» Irrelevant infos Hudh i fowand isati logical and g very e Main ions or the project objectives are made
» Basic understanding ofthe topicis e Enough in lion is pi to well org: H made explictly. extremely dear.
not demonstrated . identify the question but litle critical e The objectives of the project are = Key assertions or conclusions are
awareness of the cortext is displayed. identifed. givenprominence, yet the
«The aims ofthe project are » Main conclusions or assertions are istree of y
identified, but only implicitly. made, but only implicitly. detail.
= Important details are omitted, OR,
o There are so mary details that the
mainideaislost.
e Presertaionis grosslytoo long OR e Presentationis made within a » Presentation is made withinthe As for Good, and: As for Very good, and:
too short. mirute ofthe allotted time . allotted time. = Arficulationis audible and dear, wth  Oral presertation was logical, caim
. carnot . has dificuty following = Audible and clear butnot some i or expression. P ive.
presentation because there is o the is polished. = The audience was engaged with  The audience was engaged with
logical s2q) of infol i joi A » Presentation bllows a logical eye cortact and energy -infequert  eye contact and erergy -the
= Oteniraudible ortoo loud. oThe s and of which the audi can reading or use ofnotes. preserter was not reliant on notes.
= No eye contact withthe audience, the project are mertioned without follow: = Prop: during ion props always aid the
speaker reads off note cards or emphasis. © The presentation was reliant on i id 9. 1
directly fom the screen. e Mostiypresented facts withlittle or  notes, OR made to the screen rather
o imagination. thanto the audience.
= Sometimes inaudible, OR too loud.
wLitle eye contact with audience,
speaker oftenreads from the screen
» The context of the topicis not = Some relevant point: but »Basic g = Context well understood. = Displays penetrative insight,
presented resuling ina largely the ion is rather  indicating average critical . proposal andior originality and creativity.
irrelevant pre sertation. than and ical skills. oucomes are placed withinthe e Use of evidence and relevant
« Inadequate krowledge displayed e Basic or confused grasp ofthe » ldeas are stated rather than sdertific context. reference
related to the researchquestion(s).  cortext. developed and are insufficiently « Well supported by syrthesis of deep and broad knowledge and
» Very serious omissionsferrorsin - e Somewhat lacking in focus and supported by evidence from the evdence and relevant citation. critical insight.
logic andor major inaccuracies structure, research cortext. A argunert to
included inthe p i C are not well argued or  » Response to questions sound conclusions.
. to poorly ated. d some p tionand e to icipation, ge ofthe subject,
di strates poor prep and R to questi anticipaont Studert isatease weth  d states good ati d  and its cortext: Studert can answer all
articipation,ard a poor grasp of o it answers fo all i but and some dge of dass with expl and
infonn ation: student cannot answer Student i failsto the subject, and its context. elaboration.
questions about subject. withinformation & can onlyanswer
rudimentary questions.
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5. AGENDA FOR THESIS SUBMISSION AND DEFENSE FOR COHORT 2020

5.1 First session exam period

e Manuscripts of the thesis (in pdf format) should be submitted to the IMBRSea Coordination
Office by June 7%, 2022, 4 pm (CET). Guidelines will be available on the electronic thesis
platform (https://matix.imbrsea.eu). Exact date will be communicated via email.

e Oral presentation and defense are organized during the Annual Symposium that will take
place from July 4" to July 8%, 2022, in Faro - Portugal.

5.2 Second session exam period

e Manuscripts of the thesis should be submitted by August 2", 2022, 4 pm (CET).
e Oral presentation of the preliminary results of the thesis are presented during the Annual
Symposium (July 4" to July 8%, 2022, in Faro - Portugal) together with all first session

students.

_12_
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ANNEX 1: ETHICAL APPROVAL OF RESEARCH

1. All promoters/supervisors engaging in research for their IMBRSea MSc thesis that involves
human participants and/or animals must provide evidence of ethical approval/exemption in
writing from either:

Their promotor/Supervisor’s host institution
Or
The host institution where the research will be performed

prior to commencement of the research.

2. |IMBRSea MSc thesis supervisors/promotor are required to complete ethical approval
processes prior to submitting thesis topics for student selection. Students and
promotors/supervisors will be required to make a declaration that evidence of ethical
approval will be submitted to the IMBRSea Educational Board - prior to commencement of
the research.

This stipulation is required to ensure that IMBRSea MSc thesis research is conducted in
accordance with ethical standards in research.

3. Students and their promoters/supervisors are expected to conduct their research without
creating a risk to the health, welfare, dignity and rights of human participants and themselves.

4. Students and their promoters/supervisors are required to ensure that the IMBRSea MSc thesis
research is conducted in line with any terms of their ethical approval.

5. Where an IMBRSea MSc thesis student promoter/supervisor presents ethical approval from a
local host (non IMBRSea partner), this must be submitted to the IMBRSea Educational Board
for approval. Supervisors/promoters will be required to submit (in confidence) the application
and subsequent approval received from a local (non IMBRSea) host. Where local approval
either cannot be obtained or is deemed insufficient by the Educational Board, ethical approval
from an IMBRSea partner must be obtained.

6. Allresearch involving animals, whatever its nature, carried out in the context of IMBRSea MSc
thesis research must consider the 3Rs;
o Replacement (use of animal cells or if possible non-animal alternatives)
o Reduction (using fewer animals)
o Refinement (minimise pain and enhance welfare throughout an animal’s life)
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As a minimum, EU Directive 2010/63/EU applies to any species of living vertebrate or
cephalopod where an intervention is likely to cause the animal pain, suffering, distress or
lasting harm equivalent to, or higher than, that caused by the introduction of a needle in
accordance with good veterinary practice. It also applies to embryonic and foetal forms of
mammals, birds and reptiles once they have reached the final third of their gestation. Larval
forms of fish and amphibians are also protected once they are capable of feeding
independently.

The following is a non-exhaustive list of the types of procedures that might be performed in
the context of being ‘sub threshold’ i.e. not “likely to cause the animal pain, suffering, distress
or lasting harm equivalent to, or higher than, that caused by the introduction of a needle in
accordance with good veterinary practice” and therefore (having regard to clause 6) not
require ethical approval

e research involving invertebrates (apart from cephalopods, other local regulations may
include other invertebrates as requiring ethical approval);

e mammals, birds and reptiles within the first two-thirds of gestation;

e larval forms of fish and amphibians before they are capable of independent feeding;

e ringing, tagging or marking animals primarily for identification purposes if the method
causes no more than momentary pain and no lasting harm;

e non-experimental practices for the purposes of recognised animal husbandry as long as
they comply with other animal welfare legislation or regulations;

e Euthanasia of animals by approved methods;

e Non-invasive observation of unrestrained animals, or any research intervention that is
unlikely to cause the animal pain, suffering, distress or lasting harm equivalent to, or
higher than, that caused by the introduction of a needle in accordance with good
veterinary practice .

In all instances, promoters/supervisors should be guided by their own institutional ethical

requirements. IMBRSea Educational Board has appointed an academic staff member who can
provide guidance if required.
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