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Has the work fulfilled the declared intentions of the authors?

2
Is the report methodologically sound? 
3
How far are the conclusions based on the findings?
4 Does the report refer to and accurately represent other evidence on this topic?

5
Is the relevance to policy and/or practice clear?

6
Are the recommendations clear, justified and in priority order?

7
Are there any major issues arising from the report which have not been addressed?

8 Are all the issues drawn out in the conclusions?

9 Does the Executive Summary accurately reflect the content of the main report?
10 Is the research valid and strong enough to merit publication?

11 Is the whole report (including tables) readable and well presented?
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Are there any reasons why the report should not be published in its current state?
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Please rank the report in one of the following three categories:


i) 
publishable (as it is or with minor amendments)


ii)
possibly publishable (but only with major changes)


iii) not publishable (please provide explanation) 
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Please score the report (where 0=unacceptable; 3=average; and 5=outstanding)
Accessibility of key points  (is it readable, is the structure clear, are the conclusions relevant to the end user?) (score: 0-5) = 

Closeness to the original proposal (score 0-5) = 

Scientific quality (score 0-5) =
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