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Please complete a new sheet for each paper reviewed, showing scores at start and end of review process, for each line in the table. 1

Name the file using authors name and paper ID number, eg. Asheet_smithg_4176.doc 

_____________________________________________________________________________

Table 1. Reviewer’s assessment sheet -  criteria for review of papers 
	
Paper ID No. ……………………….

Authors:…………………………………………………………

	Unsatisfactory
	Weak
	Fair
	Good 
	Excellent

	Criterion
	 Score
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	Purpose of the paper is clear, and content and conclusions are logically related to this purpose
	
	
	
	
	

	Paper is interesting to other practitioners, with new or noteworthy content 
(or is it old-hat ?)
	
	
	
	
	

	The method and sources of data are clearly explained 
 and/OR 

Relevant theory/philosophical themes are clearly explained 
	
	
	
	
	

	The writing is concise and well organised under suitable headings 
(or is it garbled, too wordy, lacking in flow, repetitive, or with many grammatical errors ?)
	
	
	
	
	

	The conclusions (and Three Key Learnings, or Three Key Issues) are backed up by clear evidence in the paper
	
	
	
	
	

	There are adequate (but not too many) references to relevant academic literature and  other work.
	
	
	
	
	

	Paper follows format prescribed in the Template for the APEN  2006 Conference [This should score 5 because of previous editing by Regional Inst.]

- but check reference list for inconsistencies and errors 
	
	
	
	
	

	Tick one cell in each row above, at the start of review process, and again at the end. 

	

	
	

	Notes on major issues re. criteria with low scores above (on first draft). 
(Most comment will be given on the paper itself and on the website)


	


Other items to consider:

· Title matches content

· Paper length (8 pages maximum) 

_________________________________________________________________________

1Please send a completed form to the editor, only after the paper has been Approved by you on the website. There should be a 2 scores on each line – one for the start and one at finish of review.  R.John Petheram.  Email: mailto:johneth@unimelb.edu.au
