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RESEARCH FINAL REPORT & WORKING PAPERS FOR SEMINAR AND CONFERENCE 
EVALUATION REPORT FOR RESEARCH PRESENTATION
	Presenter:
	

	Title:
	

	Keywords/research field:


	


	Conference/seminar details


	

	Conference/seminar:
	

	
	

	Date:
	

	Location:
	

	Theme:
	

	
	


Evaluation of the report/working paper
Please provide a score for each evaluation criterion in the Score column. Comments and suggestions on how to improve the report/working paper (based on the criteria) should be made on the space provided beneath the particular criteria.

	Evaluation Criteria
	Score

	Report/Working Paper Relevance Rating (to the conference theme):
10/09 = Highly relevant 

08/07 = Mostly

06/05 = Some

04/03 = Marginal

02/01 = Not relevant
	

	Comments and suggestions:


	Paper Objective(s) and Justification Rating:
10/09 = Objectives very clear, excellent justification

08/07 = Objectives are clear, good justification

06/05 = More clarification needed

04/03 = Unclear or too many objectives

02/01 = Unacceptable
	

	Comments and suggestions:


	Theoretical Foundations / Literature Review Rating:
10/09 = Excellent analysis & critique of relevant theory/literature and seminal works

08/07 = Good analysis/critique, a couple of missing works to add and/or minor improvements

06/05 = A number of important works missing and/or further literature analysis/critique is needed

04/03 = Minimal analysis/critique, key seminal literature/theory omitted

02/01 = Unacceptable
	

	Comments and suggestions:


	Research Methodology / Approach Rating:
10/09 = Excellent, among best I’ve seen, appropriate approach used, limitations acknowledged

08/07 = Good justification/description, appropriate approach used, limitations acknowledged

06/05 = Okay, but needs elaboration/more justification/improved acknowledgement of limitations

04/03 = Minimal justification/description, more limitation acknowledgement, concerns about approach

02/01 = Unacceptable, NA = Not applicable (conceptual paper)


	

	Comments and suggestions:


	Findings / Discussion Rating: 

10/09 = Excellent discussion, compares findings with existing knowledge, among best I’ve seen

08/07 = Good discussion, consistent with limitations of research approach, minor improvements

06/05 = Okay, but some concerns about discussion inconsistencies with findings and/or limitations

04/03 = Little comparison with existing knowledge, some major concerns about discussion

02/01 = Unacceptable, NA = Not applicable (conceptual paper)
	

	Comments and suggestions:


	Theoretical Implications Rating:
10/09 = Significant implications

08/07 = Sound implications

06/05 = Apparent, needs elaboration

04/03 = Implications unclear, covered minimally

02/01 = No implications apparent or discussed
	

	Comments and suggestions:


	Practical Implications Rating:
10/09 = Significant implications

08/07 = Sound implications

06/05 = Apparent, needs elaboration

04/03 = Implications unclear, covered minimally

02/01 = No implications apparent or discussed
	

	Comments and suggestions:

	

	Conclusions / Future Research Rating:
10/09 = Conclusions consistent with empirical findings & raises essential, new future research paths

08/07 = Good defensible conclusions & raises useful, important, fairly new future research directions

06/05 = Some inconsistencies with empirical findings and/or future research needs elaboration

04/03 = Conclusions and future research needs considerable work

02/01 = Unacceptable
	

	Comments and suggestions:

	

	Report/Working Paper Structure Rating:
10/09 = Excellent structure, logical argument flow

08/07 = Good structure, logical argument flow

06/05 = Structure/flow needs work

04/03 = Needs considerable work

02/01 = Unacceptable
	

	Comments and suggestions:

	

	Writing Clarity Rating:
10/09 = Excellent, no typos/grammar errors

08/07 = Well written, minor typos/grammar errors

06/05 = Readable but requires some work

04/03 = Needs considerable work

02/01 = Unacceptable
	

	Comments and suggestions:

	


Recommendation
Please place an X against the recommendation which applies:

	Accept without content changes
	

	Accept with minor content changes (please describe changes below)
	

	Accept with major content changes (please describe changes below)
	

	Marginal – unsure whether acceptable (please specify concerns below)
	

	Reject – unsuitable for presentation at conference/seminar 
	


Reviewer’s name    : 
Date                           : 
Signature                  :
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