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· Each peer review editor receives a hard copy of two papers. It is recommended that the peer editor read each paper twice – once for content and once for mechanics. Write comments on the paper itself and/or on this worksheet.

1. On a scale of 1 to 10 (10 being the best), how creative is the title, and how effective is it at enticing you to read the piece? If the title is not very effective, suggest at least one alternative. 

2. Is the research question clearly stated? Copy here from author’s paper what you think is the research question or main point. Also underline it on the author’s paper. If you can’t find such a sentence, suggest one.

3. Is the design of the research clear and reasonable? Specifically, is the approach the authors employ to answer the research question adequate and appropriate to get a meaningful answer?

4. Do the results and/or conclusions of the paper match the question the authors set out to answer?

5. Do you have any other alternative hypotheses or explanations for the observations the authors make?

6.  What are the overall strengths and weaknesses of the paper?

7. If the paper lacks sufficient documentation, suggest where documentation is needed. If there are unnecessary citations, cross these out.

8. Comment on the writing quality including flow of the paper, grammar and syntax, appropriate use and accuracy of language and/or terminology.
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