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Has the work fulfilled the declared intentions of the authors?

2 Does the report make a useful contribution to the development of practice?

3 Is the practice advice sound and practical? Are any aspects misleading? What could the authors do to improve this aspect of the report? 
4
Are the practice recommendations clear, justified and in priority order?

5 Are there any additional implications for practice which might usefully be drawn out?

6 Is the report clearly targeted at one or more particular groups of practitioners? Is it appropriate for the target audience?

7. Are there any reasons why the report should not be published in its current state?

8. If the report is not a Development and Practice report, should one be prepared and if so what should it focus on?
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9
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) 

10
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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