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Studentship Timeline, Admissions
Requirements and Selection Process (for 2027 entry)

	The purpose of this document is to provide information relating to the SWDTP Studentships. The same process applies regardless of whether students are admitted as Masters + PhD, PhD only or PhD with ‘top up’ training required.
It is important that applicants also refer to the specific entry requirements/application process for their programme of study at their home institution


Institutional Administrators (for admin / process queries)
Bath	dc-admissions-hss@bath.ac.uk
Bristol	uob-pgrsupport@bristol.ac.uk
Exeter		swdtp-support@exeter.ac.uk
Plymouth		research.degree.admissions@plymouth.ac.uk
UWE			doctoralacademy@uwe.ac.uk
Bath Spa		pgradmissions@bathspa.ac.uk
Bournemouth		pgradmissions@bournemouth.ac.uk
Plymouth Marjon                rke@marjon.ac.uk

Institutional Academic Leads (for academic queries)
Bath	Samatha Curle		smc20@bath.ac.uk
Bristol	Edward King		Edward.King@bristol.ac.uk
Exeter	TBC		swdtp-support@exeter.ac.uk 
Plymouth	Pat Kanngiesser	patricia.kanngiesser@plymouth.ac.uk
UWE		Bernhard Gross		Bernhard.Gross@uwe.ac.uk
Bath Spa	Anne Parfitt / Stuart Read		a.parfitt@bathspa.ac.uk  s.read/bathspa.ac.uk
Bournemouth	Mike Silk		MSilk@bournemouth.ac.uk
Plymouth Marjon	Andreas Walmsley	AWalmsley@marjon.ac.uk

Key links
Pathway Leads					        Information for Academic Colleagues | SWDTP
Programme Details			Prospective Students and Fellows | SWDTP
ESRC PG Funding Guide	            ESRC postgraduate funding guide – UKRI
Pathway Leads	  Pathway Leads and Supervisors | SWDTP
Programme details	 Prospective students and fellows | SWDTP
ESRC Training & Guidelines	  ESRC postgraduate training and development guidelines – UKRI
ESRC Postgraduate Funding Guide		     ESRC postgraduate funding guide – UKRI

SWDTP hub
SWDTP Hub Manager	Sonja Foster	Sonja.Foster@bristol.ac.uk
SWDTP Hub Coordinator	    Joanna Williams	Joanna.Williams@bristol.ac.uk
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1. 
Overarching criteria and principles governing
our admissions process

2. The SWDTP upholds and acts to promote the principles of equality and diversity, respect and dignity. Applicants are not discriminated against on the grounds of race, ethnicity, gender, sexuality, religion or belief, disability, health or age.

3. No institutional minimum or maximum allocation within the overall total number of studentships: allocations are based on merit and fit with the aims and strategic steers of the SWDTP and ESRC.

4. To encourage disciplinary diversity and methodological pluralism from across the pathways and within each annual intake, the number of applicants that an individual pathway can be put forward for consideration by the Awards and Ratification Committee (ARC) is capped at each stage of the shortlisting process.

5. The Awards and Ratification Committee (ARC) will:
· manage the process whereby the nomination of applications is undertaken across pathways in a robust and fair manner. Wherever possible this process will respect the broad rank-ordering of applicants provided by pathways but the power is retained to change the rankings if deemed necessary;
· retain the right to assess all applications and make awards on the basis of other, more broad strategic considerations, as and when is necessary. This may mean that lower ranked applications are moved up in the ranking, especially in the case of the ESRC providing steers or conditions to the quota allocation.
· require that a pathway re-scores and ranks applicants in cases when there is evidence that the criteria have been inconsistently applied; and, if necessary, withdraw applications from consideration.

6. If a Pathway is unable to produce as many applications as they would like in their ranked lists, the process will continue as outlined (no extra time or special allowances will be made). 

7. Resources should be available in the discipline and host institution to support the research proposal, including provision of a suitable supervisory team and appropriate research facilities (e.g., computing).

8. The lead supervisor must be from an SWDTP partner university that offers the pathway to which the student has applied. One or other of the two supervisors should have previously supervised at least one UK based postgraduate doctoral student from the start to successful completion. The second supervisor must be from an SWDTP partner university, but that institution does not have to offer the pathway to which the student is applying. In addition, local University regulations on supervision (for example, who can be the lead supervisor) apply and should be checked prior to submitting a supporting statement (Annex B).

9. Co-supervision with earlier career academics is encouraged – there will be no disadvantage in the allocation process for including a supervisor without previous supervisory experience provided that the conditions outlined under (7) (above) are fulfilled. 

10. For interdisciplinary pathways, we encourage, but do not require, supervisory teams from across disciplines, and, for all pathways, we invite cross-institutional supervision across the doctoral partnership. 
11. Given the importance of ESRC Completion Rates within the funding period, the PhD should be viewed as a project that is competed within the period of funding. Every effort must be made to avoid an unfunded period of study due to the risk of sanctions being places upon the institution by the ESRC. It is essential that both the student and their supervisors have realistic expectations about what is possible within the time available.

12. In terms of eligibility, under the SWDTP’s default rule, applications are not accepted from candidates who are currently enrolled on a programme leading to a PhD, or who were enrolled on one at any point in the three years before our application deadline. This covers:

· having begun an MPhil that leads directly into a PhD, even where that progression is subject to a progress review; and
· having started a PhD, within that three-year window, which was not completed.

In addition, the PhD topic must be substantially different from, and not a continuation of, any PhD previously started. If an applicant feels they have a case for which an exception might be made, then this must be discussed with the SWDTP Director well in advance of preparing an application. Anyone who has already been awarded a PhD or equivalent doctorate is not eligible to apply.

13. It is important that any training needs for the student can be met. Those training requirements are stipulated at ESRC postgraduate training and development guidelines – UKRI (2022).

14. A maximum number of 30 per cent of the total studentships for the cohort can be awarded to international students. EU, other EEA and Swiss nationals are treated as international. The UKRI funding will not cover international fees set by universities, only the home rate. It is important that this does not become a barrier to fair recruitment within pathways or to treating applications on merit. We strongly encourage institutions to waive the difference between this and the international fee so that no student encounters a fee or part thereof.

15. The process is competitive and centres on the quality of the student’s application, as judged against our scoring criteria. Although there may be an element of discussion and framing of the topic with a collaborative partner and/or the proposed supervisor may want to provide guidance to an applicant on the quality of their application, perhaps making suggestions and offering feedback on a draft proposal, where this occurs it is important that the application remains substantively the applicant’s own work. Where indicative or collaborative topics are suggested to students, supervisors need to ensure they are sufficiently broad that the student is able to take ownership of developing them into a more detailed proposal themselves.

16. Only one application may be made to the SWDTP each year so the applicant must select the one pathway and institution that best fits their research proposal.

17. The Prospective Students webpages should answer many of the questions that may be encountered during the studentship process. 


A	Overview 
The following process runs in parallel with each institution’s ‘Application to Study’ process.  Institutions are responsible for how best to coordinate these two processes, including where they might interact (for example, whether or not to use one interview to satisfy both admission and funding).
Strategic steers / allocation of studentships
The SWDTP has an annual allocation of 34 awards, with the following strategic steers directed by the ESRC:
· Advanced Quantitative Methods (AQM) – 3 per annum only within the AQM Pathway
· Data Skills – 3 per annum from any disciplinary or interdisciplinary pathway except AQM
… and an additional two studentships awarded to us by the ESRC in recognition of the inclusion of focused centres of excellence. These studentships can be used flexibly by the DTP, at the discretion of our Management Board.
This leaves 26 awards to be allocated to the remaining applicants across all 18 Pathways. Amongst these we include a Widening the Social Sciences steer, for which only home (UK) students are eligible.
Of the 34, a minimum of 6 must be collaborative (see below) and a maximum of 10 can be awarded to international students.
Further information on the ESRC Strategic Steers is available by clicking the link. 
The ESRC continues to emphasise the importance of collaboration with non-academic public, private and civil-society sector organisations as an important part of the DTP offer to provide direct benefit to students, host organisations.   As such, the ESRC has set a target that at least 15% of studentships should be collaborative. There are no prescribed boundaries determining the nature of collaboration, but DTPs should demonstrate that studentships are developed in collaboration with other organisations and should involve substantive user engagement and knowledge-exchange activity as part of the award.  ESRC guidance can be found on the following websites: Collaboration, Supporting collaboration – ESRC – UKRI; Knowledge exchange activity, Impact, Impact toolkit for economic and social sciences – UKRI and, Evaluation and Impact Defining impact – UKRI.
The ESRC also encourages ambitious and novel research proposals addressing new concepts and techniques with the potential for significant scientific or societal and economic impact – as can be evidenced through calls such as ESRC research grant – UKRI
The general principles of what activities count towards the collaborative target are:
· To contribute to the 15% target collaborations do not need to be co-funded, though there are clear benefits to securing funding

· Collaborations must be with a non-academic organisation in the public, business or civil-society sector

· Collaboration must include substantive knowledge exchange and not just one way engagement (e.g. data collection)

Entry requirements
ESRC postgraduate training and development guidelines – UKRI (2022) sets out the requirements and expectations for the content and delivery of postgraduate training funded through the Doctoral Training Partnerships (DTPs).
The guidelines present a shift towards providing training more flexibility in response to each student’s initial and ongoing Develop Needs Analysis (DNA). Because of this, applicants are required to provide provisional information as part of their application (Annex A) to assist the Awards and Ratification Committee (ARC) in determining the length and type of funding and any top up training that is required.
Despite this flexibility, there are skills and training that the ESRC requires of all students. Some of these will continue to be provided through a Masters year. Other students may need to ‘top-up’ any prior Masters by undertaking specific training that they have not previously received, during their PhD.
Additional information required
Students are able to apply for additional funding during their studies for the following:
· Difficult Language Training
· Overseas Fieldwork
· Overseas Institutional Visits 
Further information is on the SWDTP website at Allowances and Funding | SWDTP
NOTE: Additional funding for Difficult Language Training and Overseas Fieldwork can only be claimed if details are outlined in the original research proposal at the time of studentship application.  There is some flexibility with regards to additional funding for Overseas Institutional Visits as these opportunities might not be known at the point of application.  All of these are budget limited. For overseas fieldwork the typical limit is £4000. The cap for Overseas Institutional Visits is £3000.
The Research Proposal should therefore include such details, in particular overseas fieldwork and it must be noted for each student on the Nominations Template (Annex E) from each site / pathway when sending the ranked list to the SWDTP Hub.
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Summary of Roles and Responsibilities

Lead Supervisors

The proposed lead supervisor provides information that is primarily about the academic, pastoral and institutional support available to the applicant (Annex B) and helps to ensure that the application meets our overarching criteria and principles (see above). We allow potential supervisors to read, comment and provide feedback on draft research proposals, if they are willing and have the time to do so. We also recognise that some research is collaborative and co-produced with an external partner that may provide guidance in framing what sort of research questions are of interest to them and what resources they have available to support the research (e.g. access to data, archives or policy networks). However, the research proposal should be substantively the applicant’s own work. It is the role of the lead supervisor or their institution, not the applicant, to find a second suitable supervisor; this person need not a be named at the point of application (see Annex B).

Pathway Lead at the Coordinating (lead) Institution for a pathway
(This responsibility rotates around institutions: see Annex D1)

· Liaises with other Pathway Leads in the same pathway to set the date of the cross-institutional pathway shortlisting meeting (that meeting must take place within the window from  Monday 8th to Wednesday 17th February 2027 – see Annex F: Process Timeline).

· Informs the SWDTP of the date of that meeting by no later than Monday 25th January 2027.

· Receives, from the SWDTP, the scores given by Pathway Leads to each of the (institutionally) shortlisted applications in each pathway and shares them with other Pathway Leads at the cross-institutional pathway shortlisting meeting.

· Coordinates and oversees the submission of a jointly agreed cross-institutional pathway shortlist (Annex E) and forwards to the coordinating (lead) Institutional Administrator by the deadline of Wednesday 17th February 2027.


Pathway Leads

The SWDTP expects Pathway Leads to:

(a) Ensure that there is discussion with and approval from the SWDTP of any possible variation around our admission process. For example, if a pathway wants to close applications to study for a PhD ahead of the deadline for applications for an SWDTP studentship then this must first be agreed with the SWDTP.

(b) Note any potential conflict of interest at the beginning of any shortlisting meeting so that others are aware. It is not necessary for anyone to recuse themselves from the process unless it is felt they are unable to reach an impartial decision in collaboration with others.

(c) Convene or be part of a nomination panel within their own institution to nominate applicants for consideration within their pathway’s shortlisting.

(d) Follow and participate fully in the shortlisting process described below.

Note: caps are placed on the number of applications that can go forward from institutions and from pathways at each stage of the shortlisting process. The rationale for this is:

· Demand management

· Aiming to make sure that applicants are not advantaged or disadvantaged by the ‘size’ of the pathway (the number of institutions offering it)

· Balancing a competitive allocation process with ensuring a diverse range of disciplines and, by extension, students, institutions and types of research are represented within our student cohorts.

· The limit on the number of international students we are permitted to fund.

· Making sure our/the ESRC’s strategic steers are met
Caps have a baseline maximum of students that can be put forward at each stage, with the possibility of that number increasing if various criteria are met (see below).

(1) Shortlisting within institutions

At the first stage of the shortlisting process, individual institutions must decide which applicants they want to nominate in each pathway to go forward to the second stage of cross-institutional, pathway shortlisting. The baseline number of applicants that each institution can put forward is shown below. Because no more than 30% of all studentships can be allocated to international students, in all pathways except economics only one of those put forward can be an international student. These are strict maximums. Individual institutions are trusted to put in place their own processes and panels for fair selection at this stage, which should be undertaken with mind to the SWDTP’s published scoring criteria and with consideration to potential EDI issues (for example, avoiding single gender selection panels). The SWDTP requires that each of those nominated by their institutions to go forward to cross-institutional shortlisting have been ‘interviewed’ according to the guidance given in Annex D.


Caps on the number of students that can be nominated per institution, per pathway

	[bookmark: _Hlk177037865]Per institution, per pathway
	Baseline number
	Max to go forward for cross-institutional pathway shortlisting
	Max inter-national students

	Economics
	3
	≤3
	2

	All other pathways
	3
	≤3
	1




(2) Cross-institutional shortlisting by pathway

At the second stage, pathway leads meet cross-institutionally and shortlist from all the nominations put forward from the institutions contributing to the pathway, to decide who will go forward for consideration by our Awards Ratification Committee (ARC).

This decision primarily is made by each pathway lead scoring the applicants independently against our published scoring criteria and then using the pooled results, starting with the average but mindful of outliers, to guide who will be selected for ARC.

Ahead of the cross-institutional Pathway Leads meeting, each Pathway Lead should independently make an initial ranking of all nominations within the pathway (i.e., the complete set of nominations from all institutions) based on the selection (scoring) criteria in Annex C. These rankings must be completed and sent to the SWDTP (swdtp-enquiries@bristol.ac.uk) at least 24 hours prior to the meeting. They should be done ’blindly’; i.e. without knowledge of other people’s scores. The SWDTP will collate the scores and send them the Pathway Lead of the coordinating (lead) institution for the pathway as the basis for the cross-institutional shortlisting.

The SWDTP does not appoint pathway leads so it is possible that all male or all female shortlisting panels could arise. The SWDTP encourages panels to be as diverse as possible and at minimum, they should be gender diverse. We do not allow all male or all female panels. 
 
Should it be at risk of arising, then it is the responsibility of the ‘lead (coordinating) institution’ for the pathway that year to sub-in a ‘deputy pathway lead’ to help give some balance. It is recommended that this ‘deputy’ takes the place of the original throughout the scoring, shortlisting and interviewing process. If the original pathway lead still wishes to participate in the meetings and discussion, they can do so, but they do so as a non-voting member of the panel, to avoid any one institution having two votes should voting, or similar, be needed to establish a consensus on who to shortlist. The lead (co-ordinating institution for each pathway in 2027 can be found in Annex D1.
 
Note: if an institution has not put forward any nominations for consideration in the pathway for that year, then that institution’s pathway lead can, but does not have to, ‘step down’ from the shortlisting process and panels but only if:
 
· The number of different institutions represented on the panel does not fall below three.
· ‘Stepping down’ does not create the circumstance of an all-male or all female panel.
 
If you have any queries and concerns, please get in touch with the SWDTP.

The maximum number that each pathway can shortlist is capped. That cap begins with a baseline number, with that baseline number increased if there is a diversity of institutions represented amongst the shortlisted candidates. Larger pathways are also incentivised to nominate students that clearly fit within the Data Skills steer and where the applicant has check that they qualify. For example, the baseline number for Sociotechnical Futures is 4 but this can increase to 8, dependent on who is nominated – see the table, below. For some pathways, the maximum number of international students that can be nominated is a function of the total number of nominations in the pathway (home plus international), also shown below. 

Pathways should only nominate those where there is majority agreement on the panel that the applicant has the basis of a viable PhD that is a good fit to the pathway and to any strategic steer, and in which there is confidence that the PhD will be completed within the period of funding, as per the ESRC expectation (this is typically shorter than a university’s maximum period of study). Any concerns about the authorship of the proposal or any other irregularities be raised with the SWDTP for further consideration. 

Caps on the number of students that can be nominated to ARC in each pathway:

	
	Baseline number
	Add 1 if at least one applicant fits the Data Skills Steer (check eligibility)^  
	Add 1 if at least one applicant is from Bath Spa, Bournemouth or Plymouth Marjon
	Add 1 if at least one applicant is from Plymouth or UWE Bristol
	Add 1 if at least one applicant is from Bath, Bristol or Exeter
	Max total for ARC
	Max inter-national students

	AQM
	4
	-
	-
	+1?
	+1?
	≤6
	1

	Sociotechnical Futures
	4
	+1? 
	+1?
	+1?
	+1?
	≤8
	*

	Global Challenges
	3
	- 
	-
	-
	+1?
	≤4
	1

	Health, Wellbeing & Society
	4
	+1? 
	+1?
	+1?
	+1?
	≤8
	*

	Climate Change, Sustainability & Society
	4
	+1? 
	+1?
	+1?
	+1?
	≤8
	*

	Area & Development Studies
	2
	- 
	-
	-
	+1
	≤3
	1

	Economic & Social History
	2
	-
	-
	-
	+1
	≤3
	1

	Economics
	3
	
	-
	-
	+1
	≤4
	*

	Education
	4
	+1? 
	+1?
	+1?
	+1?
	≤8
	*

	Human Geography
	2
	
	-
	+1?
	+1?
	≤4
	1

	Management & Business Studies
	4
	+1? 
	+1?
	+1?
	+1?
	≤8
	*

	Politics & International Relations
	3
	-
	-
	-
	+1
	≤4
	1

	Psychology
	3
	+1? 
	+1?
	+1?
	+1?
	≤7
	*

	Social Policy
	4
	-
	-
	+1?
	+1?
	≤6
	1

	Social Work
	2
	-
	-
	-
	+1
	≤3
	1

	Socio-Legal Studies
	2
	-
	-
	-
	+1
	≤3
	1

	Sociology
	3
	-
	-
	-
	+1
	≤4
	1

	Social Anthropology
	2
	-
	-
	-
	+1
	≤3
	1



^ Smaller pathways are also invited to nominate students that fit within the Data Skills steer but without the same expectation that they should (for these, the potential ‘+1’ is already accounted for in the baseline number and so applies regardless of whether a Data Skills steer is nominated or not. There remains an incentive to do so because of the three studentships we have on offer to meet that steer).

* For the pathways listed below, the maximum number of international students that can be nominated to our Awards Ratification Committee (ARC) is a function of the total number (home + international students) being nominated by the pathway:

	Total number of nominations to ARC
(home + international students)
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8

	Pathway
	Maximum number of international students:

	Economics
	1
	1
	1
	2
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Sociotechnical Futures; Health, Wellbeing & Society; Climate Change, Sustainability & Society; Education; Management & Business Studies; Psychology
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	2
	2


(3) Selecting a home student for consideration under the widening social sciences steer

Having decided on those that are shortlisted for consideration by the ARC – and only after that decision – each pathway can decide to nominate one of that list under our widening social sciences steer. This decision should be taken on what the applicants have written under the subsection of their applications headed ‘Widening the social sciences’. Guidance on how to select who is nominated in included in Annex C (the scoring criteria for applicants). Only home (UK) students are eligible for nomination. Deciding whether to nominate someone or not does not change the caps on how many people can be nominated in the pathway or how many of those can be international students. Because our primary consideration for allocating studentships is the quality of the applications, deciding if and who to nominate in each pathway under this steer should only take place after the final shortlist has been decided, not before. In other words, nominating someone from the shortlisted applications to the widening social sciences steer should not influence the decision on who is shortlisted in the pathway.


(4) At the end of the cross-institutional meeting

During/after their shortlisting meeting, Pathway Leads jointly agree a final ranking of applicants score (joint ranks are not permitted) and record them, along with other information, in Annex E (one per pathway). The deadline for Annex E to be sent to the coordinating (‘host’) Institutional Administrator is Wednesday 17th February 2027. There is no requirement to complete a jointly agreed Annex C for each applicant.

IMPORTANT: Pathway leads must always act impartially in the interest of the SWDTP, not their own institutions, selecting the best students against the published selection criteria, and scoring students honestly and accurately against those criteria. Any conflict of interest needs to be disclosed at the beginning of any meeting.

Further responsibilities of Pathway Leads are outlined in the Shortlisting process (Section B).

We provide advice in Section B about what process to follow if those at the meeting cannot agree.


Independent Chairs and Observers

An Independent Chair is not required but can be requested for the cross-institutional Pathway Leads shortlisting meeting. Any or more of the Pathway Leads can make this request by contacting the SWDTP in good time ahead of the meeting.


Awards and Ratification Committee (ARC)

The ARC oversees the fairness and consistency of the shortlisting process. Members’ roles include:

(a) Potentially acting as Independent Chairs when pathways are shortlisting nominations (see above).

(b) Working as a committee to determine the final selection and rank ordering of applicants. ARC members are expected to make their selection and ranking according to the ESRC requirements for the best academic students, irrespective of personal agenda and institutional pressures. Any conflict of interest needs to be disclosed at the beginning of the meeting. Strict impartiality is required.

(c) Deciding upon which, if any, of the nominations are awarded a studentship under the Widening Social Sciences steer, to a maximum of three (plus one reserve). All others of those nominated to ARC will remain under consideration for a studentship under our standard procedures.


C	The Process
	Stage 1 – Individual Pathway rankings (separately for each Pathway)

· Each applicant to:

To submit
The Studentship Application  (Annex A)

(if available and relevant) any letters of external collaboration support.

(i) to have asked their proposed lead (host) Supervisor to produce and submit their Supervisor Statement (Annex B)


	NOTE for Institutional Administrators:

(a) need to confirm Institutional eligibility to study.  Institutional practices may vary – some may already have offered places to study (e.g., Bristol); others may wait such that they offer applicants a place to study and funding at the same time. It is important that any variation around our studentship schedule is first discussed with and agreed by the SWDTP – for example, if an earlier deadline is sought by which students should apply to an institution to student for a PhD (as opposed to then subsequently applying for an SWDTP studentship). 

(b) need to confirm ESRC residential eligibility for funding i.e., home or international and whether international applicant has been informed of any potential charge for the difference in fees. Confirmation of residential eligibility is required for the ARC.


(c) At the cross-institutional stage of shortlisting (shortlisting within pathways), only SWDTP-accredited “full applications”* are to be considered; longer research proposals must not be included. 

(d) since GDPR, the hub has been advised that SharePoint is the most appropriate platform to share student data and will be used to upload all studentship recruitment process documentation (institutional level shortlisting)

* a full application for shortlisting purposes is defined as and must consist only of: Annex A (the Studentship Application), Annex B (the Supervisor Statement), transcripts / marks profile and, if provided, any relevant letters of external collaboration support. No other information, including academic or personal references (not required for the SWDTP studentship process), should be considered prior to the interviews. Where a separate application form is required by the University admissions system, that form should not be used during the SWDTP selection process.  Instead, any relevant information such as a marks profile or academic transcript must be extracted from it and made available separately. We do not require references (these should, instead be considered by the University only when assessing  the applicant’s suitability for PhD study).


	
	Annex A
	Annex B
	Transcript
	Residential eligibility confirmation
	Letters from collaborators (if relevant)

	Institutional shortlisting
	X
	X
	X
	
	X

	Cross-institutional shortlisting
	X
	X
	X
	
	X

	ARC
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X




	
· Each Pathway Lead (in their own institution) to:

Convene or be part of a meeting within their institution to identify which applicants to put forward to the joint cross-institutional meeting of the pathway leads, to a maximum number as defined in the role description for Pathway Leads (see Section B). The purpose of institutional shortlisting is to make sure applicants are of high enough quality and eligible to proceed in the SWDTP process.  Applicants should be selected on the basis of the published selection criteria (Annex C) and on the basis only of the material contained in the SWDTP-accredited “full application” (as defined above). References should not be included.
Ensure that all applicants out forward to the cross-institutional pathway shortlisting have been interviewed according to the SWDTP guidance set out in Annex D.


	NOTE:	failure of a supervisor to provide a statement (Annex B) will result in the application being withdrawn
· It is the responsibility of the Pathway Lead, in the first instance, to check that each student shortlisted will have a team of two supervisors in place (at least from the point of commencing studies) and that these meet the criteria for supervision, both under SWDTP and local regulations (see general criteria and principles on pages 2-3). For ID pathways, we encourage but do not require the lead and second supervisors to be from different disciplines and for all pathways, we invite cross institutional supervision across the doctoral partnership. We ask that it is the role of the lead supervisor or their institution to help the applicant find a suitable second supervisor at the required time.  


	· Pathway Leads (across institutions) to then liaise with their counterparts (Universities of Bath, Bristol, Exeter, Plymouth, West of England, Bath Spa, Bournemouth and Plymouth Marjon), noting that only complete applications will be considered beyond this point:

· Pathway Leads to discuss applicants brought forward from institutional shortlisting. Prior interviews (research conversations) are not to be discussed.
· Individually score and rank all the applications and share those scores with the SWDTP at least 24 hours prior to the joint meeting with other Pathway Leads. The scores should be based on the published selection (scoring) criteria in Annex C.
· Together agree a single, ranked list of shortlisted applications based on the combined rankings and the published selection (scoring) criteria in Annex C. If agreement cannot be reached, then the meeting should be closed and the SWDTP contacted. It will later be reconvened with an independent chair.
· Decide if one of those on the list should be flagged under the Widening Social Sciences steer.
· Any pathway lead can request that an independent chair be present in the pathway meeting from the outset. Please contact the SWDTP in good time ahead of the meeting for this to be actioned.
· Applicants can only made to a single pathway and institution in any one year.
· Identify any that align with the Data Skills steer (refer to Annex G). 

Submit to the Institutional Administrator (hosting the research conversations) the following:

For each applicant being put forward to the ARC, the panel will produce a:
· Completed Nomination Template (Annex E), one per Pathway, comprising the ranked nominated list of applicants. In the event of disagreement either the independent observer shall have the casting vote and/or final decision or please contact the SWDTP.

In rare cases, pathway leads find they are unable to agree a shortlist. Although we hope that this can be avoided, remembering that the goal is to act in the best interests of the SWDTP (to recruit candidates who score highest against our selection criteria) and not individual institutions, we offer the following advice to help resolve protracted disputes:

1) Begin by looking to see if there are one or two applicants (possibly even three) that everyone has ranked in the top three. If so, these are your top candidates. Use the mean score for these candidates to rank them one or two (or, one, two and three) and, if necessary, contact the SWDTP to make a decision between them.

2) Next, look to see if there are a few applicants that everyone agrees are relatively weak. There is little sense in spending undue time discussing these. If everyone sees them as weak, don’t shortlist them.

3) It is the rest that are often the hardest to decide upon and rank. It might help to see if there is a ‘B group’ (good and reasonable chance of being funded) and ‘C group’ (possible but weaker and unlikely) amongst them. Start there and then order within them. The initial basis for any ranking should be the mean score for each applicant. However, the mean is less useful if one person on the panel has scored applicants much higher or lower than others have. In such circumstances, consider discounting the highest (and/or lowest) score for each applicant and recalculating the mean.

4) Be fair but also pragmatic. Don’t shortlist applicants if they have low likelihood of being funded. 

5) Be willing to take it to a vote, if necessary, to settle difficult cases. Not everyone has to agree, provided that a majority does.

If none of the above works and you still haven’t agreed after about 90 minutes, then call the meeting to a close and contact the SWDTP. The SWDTP will arrange to re-run the meeting with an independent chair. In the event of any lack of agreement, the process of shortlisting will be handed over to the Director of the SWDTP and/or the ARC.


	· Institutional Administrator to:

(i) Check all nominations for:

· Residential eligibility for funding (identify if home or international and whether international applicant has been informed of any potential charge for the difference in fees). NOTE: this information is required for ARC
· A supervisory lead
· full application and confirmation that all shortlisted applicants have had a research conversation (interview) in the institution to which they are applying (check Annex E)
· DLT, OFA and OIV (where indicated on the Studentship Application Form) is recorded

(ii) Submit via SharePoint to the SWDTP Hub (for each application):

· Nomination template (Annex E) (one per Pathway) comprising ranked list of applicants
· Studentship Application  (Annex A)
· Supervisor Statement (Annex B)
· Transcript and degree certificates or marks profile
· Any letters of support relating to external collaboration
· DO NOT include any other paperwork such as longer Research Proposals or personal/academic references.

NOTE: Institutional Administrators to ensure all documents uploaded to SharePoint are clearly labelled using the following format: student surname and initial followed by the name of the document e.g., MSc transcript / Annex A studentship application / Annex B supervisor statement etc.
For institutions that match fund studentships, we strongly encourage that institutional discussions on the level of in principle match funding that can be supported in this studentship round be held prior to the ARC. The SWDTP Manager and Coordinator should be informed of the discussion outcome.


Stage 2 – SWDTP rankings and selections 
NOTES:  SWDTP Awards & Ratification Committee (ARC):

· Comprises the SWDTP Director (Chair), one IAL from each of the eight institutions, SWDTP Manager, SWDTP Coordinator
· To have access to the Studentship Application Form, Supervisor Statement, transcript and degree cert / marks profile, any collaboration support letters and the completed Nominations Template with shortlisted rankings.


(4) Final Ranking of by the Awards Ratification Committee (ARC)

SWDTP ARC to

· receive papers from Institutional Administrators via SharePoint (see Stage 1)

· confirm eligibility of the applicant for the pathway and any strategic steer to which they have applied. The ARC will also have oversight of decisions pertaining to the length of funding and any training requirements, although specific decisions may be delegated to the SWDTP core team subsequent to the ARC meeting taking place.

· clearly detail rationale behind changes to any awards (e.g., supervisory panel) on the Nominations Template 

· award the top ranked studentships to the best applicants as follows: 

1. For all applicants, the ARC will check that the applicant is of sufficient quality and meets other criteria to be funded. The results of these checks may change who is in each of the ‘tiers’ or, where applicable, the rank ordering within them. ARC may decide to remove a nomination from consideration for a studentship, or ask for further information from the applicant, the supervisor, and/or their institution.

2. ARC members will review and score applications with knowledge of the pathway rankings. Where there is consensus amongst ARC members that an application is of a very high quality then it will be given priority for funding.

3. The ARC will aim to respect the rankings of applicants within each pathway. That means, all things being equal, it would expect to make an offer to the first ranked applicant within a pathway ahead of the second one, and the second ranked one ahead of the third, and so forth. However, the final decision always rests with ARC and is guided by the need to fill our strategic steers and other requirements.

4. There is no minimum or maximum quota (within the total number of studentships available) of studentships per pathway. However, the ARC does seek to support studentship funding across the breadth of the social sciences, acknowledging a wide range of epistemological practices and ways of ‘doing’ social science. It is desirable to recruit students from across our research pathways and from across our institutional partners, but it is not guaranteed.

5. The distinction between home and international students is meaningful primarily because of the 30% cap on the percentage of studentships that can be awarded to international students. The process ARC uses to create a ‘grand ranking’ of applicants, across all pathways, confers no a priori judgment on the quality of applications received from home students with respect to international ones, or visa versa. It is designed to treat all applicants fairly whilst acknowledging that the 30% cap cannot be exceeded.

6. To this end, the ARC will operate on the expectation of awarding a studentship to the first ranked home student (applicant) in most pathways. This is not a presumption that the first ranked home student is necessarily ‘better’ than an international student. It is simply a recognition that the first ranked home student is likely to fall within the ‘top 34’ who initially will be offered funding. However, this is neither a quota nor is it guaranteed. ARC will check that the quality of each first ranked applicant is of sufficient merit, relative to lower ranked applicants (home and international) in other pathways.

7. The ARC will also operate on the expectation of making an initial ten offers to international applicants (thereby meeting the 30% cap). The ‘top ten’ will be determined by members of ARC from a list of all those that have been nominated by their pathways that rank highly within their pathways. It is not, however, guaranteed that ten offers will be made to international applicants. This will depend on ARC’s assessment of the quality of those applications, relative to others (home and international) that have been received. It is a cap, not a quota.

8. The ARC will also select up to three home students who have been nominated under the ‘widening social sciences’ steer (as well as one reserve). In doing so, it will give consideration to four ‘domains’: (I) the applicant’s personal experience of exclusion / prejudice (personal impacts); (II) outlined impacts on their professional life (professional impact); (III) widening participation considerations integrated into their research project (research impact); and (IV) stated ambitions to generate widening participation activities with the wider PGR communities (community impact). The remainder, including the reserve, will be added to the ‘general pool’ of applications (unless they have already been given priority for funding).

9. A randomisation process will be applied to the rank ordering of all remaining applicants – i.e. those that have not been given priority for funding under steps (1) to (8). This process:

a. May choose to rank applicants within ‘tiers’ determined by ARC in relation to the perceived quality of each application (i.e. it may choose to always rank a ‘second tier’ group of applications of its determination ahead of a ‘third tier’ group).
b. Will aim to respect pathway rankings (i.e. will seek to ensure, for example, that an applicant ranked 3rd in a pathway will remain in a higher position that one ranked 4th). This is achieved by randomising the positions of the ‘slots’ available for each pathway within the overall spreadsheet and then filling those slots in order of the pathway’s ranking.

10. Finally, the ARC will seek to fill all remaining strategic steers in the order that the applicants appear in the second and third tier rankings. However, it may also, at its discretion, make selections that are independent of that ordering, if it wishes to do so with consideration to the wider aims, objectives, and strategic goals of the SWDTP and its partner organisations.

The following strategic steers will apply:

· 3 studentships to be awarded to AQM (applicants must have applied to the AQM pathway)

· 3 studentships to be awarded for Data Skills (applicants are eligible from any our disciplinary or interdisciplinary pathways, except for AQM)

· A maximum of 3 studentships awarded under Widening the Social Sciences. These will be selected by ARC based on their own merits and the ARC panel members’ judgement, irrespective of their ranking or score within the pathway to which they have applied.

· Any other strategic steers requested by our Management Board

· A minimum of 6 studentships will be for collaborative research
Post-ARC, a further meeting will be held, led by the SWDTP Deputy Director, to confirm the offer to be made and the conditions tied to it e.g. the requirement to undertake quantitative training. Individual institutions are invited to be represented at this meeting but are not required to be so. However, each institution will need to confirm how exactly that requirement will be met and enforced locally. For example, provide the name of the specific module the student will take. Any conditions will need to be clearly stated in the studentship offer letter.


Stage 3 – Managing the awards in liaison with the hub
· Post ARC, the Hub will email all ICG contacts at all sites and share the finalised ARC approved central rank order.  This is the final order and may include some which the ARC have decided are ineligible or not of a high enough quality.

· In sharing the rank order, the Hub will confirm that stage 1 awards down to 34 can be issued at the host sites, subject to confirmation of any other conditions (see above).  NO other awards should be made at this stage, to allow for match funding confirmations, institutional studentships funding considerations and possible withdrawals. At this point it will be vital that all ICG contacts liaise closely with any local admin or academic staff, and you review the approved ARC decision in case a change has been made (e.g., funding status, supervisory team etc).

· When the Hub has sufficient information and financial confirmations from all sites, including acceptances and declines, they will then work with each ICG rep at each site on a 1-1 basis to release more awards.  The order of the awards must be maintained in close communication with the Hub.  This will continue for a number of weeks, until the final steers and quota allocations have been appropriately met.
NOTE: As part of the Bid, all institutions (in their Letters of Support) committed to provide additional Institutional and/or Match Funded (50/50) SWDTP Awards.  The hub will confirm with Institutional Administrators, the level of match funding for each new intake and will obtain financial confirmations via email before any awards can be agreed and match funded past the 34 point.


	Stage 4 - Awarding studentships and declined studentships - principles:
· ESRC steers must be met and therefore we need to fund in a manner that keeps them intact.  Match funding has made this difficult in previous years and therefore we expect these to be funded at 100% ESRC only.

· Not to match fund international students

· Please note that from the Hub perspective, you may match fund PhD only, PhD with Masters and PhD with ‘top up training’ together as this does not negatively affect the funding decision at the Hub as the steers/allocation is what is being kept intact.  However, for your local financial planning you may need to take this into account when asking the Hub to approve awards for match funding – your local financial factors will not allow for HEIs to jump higher ranked students at the same institution so close contact with the Hub in these cases will be vital.

· Where an award has been made and declined, the Hub will apply the rules re ESRC steers and review the rank order and it will normally be allocated to the next best eligible applicant, irrespective of institution but conditional on no more than 30% of awards being made to international applicants.

· Match funding must follow rank order of applicants within the institution offering the match funding. Should a match funded award be declined, the next match funded applicant from the same institution will be selected from the ranked reserves, even if it is not at the top of the reserves list.
 


----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Please refer to separate key Annex documents. These can all be found at Pathway Leads and Supervisors | SWDTP
· Annex A – Studentship Application 
· Annex B – Supervisor Statement
· Annex C – Scoring Criteria
· Annex D – Guidance on the use of interviews
· Annex D1 – Coordinating (lead) institutions per pathway
· Annex E – Nominations Template
· Annex F – Studentship Process Timeline
· ESRC Strategic Steers 
· Prospective Students 
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