Supporting material for student and assessors 

about the assessment of manuscripts and presentations by PhD-students.
Please note: the numerical scores given here are just an example.
Refer to the current poster evaluation form and oral communication for current scores.
MQ, 30 points. Material organization, accuracy, language, discussion of results, references
	
	Excellent (6)
	Good (5)
	Average (4)
	Fair (3)
	Poor (2)

	Material organization
	
	
	
	
	

	Accuracy
	
	
	
	
	

	Language
	
	
	
	
	

	Discussion of results
	
	
	
	
	

	References
	
	
	
	
	


Material organization: The referee must assess whether the article (poster, miniposter) was drafted in accordance to the guidelines for authors, included all the required sections, the objectives were clearly stated;  all figures and tables were referred to in the text and provided with clear legends/headings, the presentation of results was clear and concise; the reference list was drafted according to the instructions.

Accuracy: The referee must assess whether the material and methods were clearly illustrated, the results section was complete, Tables and Figures showed the results with the necessary accuracy.

Language: The referee must assess whether the article (poster, miniposter) is correct in terms of spelling, grammar, English usage.

Discussion of results: The referee must assess whether the results were discussed in view of the objectives and of current literature and not merely described; the authors presented hypotheses supported by the data; the discussion was not speculative.
References: The referee must assess whether the references are sufficient to illustrate the state of art (as related to the subject of the article) and correctly used to discuss any correspondence or disagreement with the author's findings.

PQ, 20 points. quality of the presentation, clarity, language property, mastery of the topic
	
	Excellent (5)
	Good (4)
	Average (3)
	Fair (2)
	Poor (1)

	Quality of the presentation
	
	
	
	
	

	Clarity
	
	
	
	
	

	Language usage
	
	
	
	
	

	Mastery of the topic
	
	
	
	
	


Quality of the presentation: The referee must assess whether the presentation or the poster was clearly organized, did not exceed the allotted time, did not make excessive and unneeded use of animations, was clearly readable/visible even from the back of the conference room; ...

Clarity: The referee must assess whether the introductory material, the methods and the results were clearly presented, the results were discussed and compared with the literature and with the objective of the work

Language usage: The referee must assess whether the spoken language was correct in terms of spelling, grammar, English usage, and pronunciation.
Mastery of the topic: The referee must assess whether the author clearly appeared to be current with the pertinent scientific literature, mastered the methods and understood the results and their implications.
NC, 20 points, research and methodology, novelty, statistical analysis, data-supported conclusions

	
	Excellent (5)
	Good (4)
	Average (3)
	Fair (2)
	Poor (1)

	Research methodology
	
	
	
	
	

	Novelty
	
	
	
	
	

	Statistical analysis
	
	
	
	
	

	Data supported conclusions
	
	
	
	
	


Research methodology: The referee must assess whether the research methodology was appropriate for the topic at hand (given the resources available); 

Novelty:  The referee must assess whether the work was novel in terms of approach, methodology, results, conclusions and there was no evidence of plagiarism (including self-plagiarism).
Statistical analysis: The referee must assess whether the statistical methods were appropriate for the topic at hand and the results were clearly shown, without redundancy and unnecessary details. It is worthy of pointing out that there is no excuse for lack of statistical treatment of the data.

Data supported conclusions The referee must assess whether the conclusions were fully supported by the data and any discrepancy with the objective, hypotheses, literature was addressed and/or explained.
AR, 30 points, Accurate reply to referee's questions

	
	Excellent (30)
	Good (25)
	Average (20)
	Fair (15)
	Poor (10)

	AR
	
	
	
	
	


Any of the score level reported in the above tables are assigned as follows:

Excellent 
= 
all elements required were present and satisfactorily described;

Good 
= 
one of the above is lacking or unsatisfactory; 

Average 
= 
two of the above are lacking or unsatisfactory; 

Fair 
= 
three of the above are lacking or unsatisactory; 

Poor 
= 
the article (poster, miniposter) is of unacceptable quality

Textbooks on scientific writing are available in Italian and in English: a brief list follows.

A brief example of Primary trait analysis can be found at http://www.assessment.gatech.edu/wp-content/uploads/slide_shows/Using_the_Grading_Process_for_Assessment.pdf but more material is available on the Internet.

A NIH ORI publication “Avoiding Plagiarism, Self-Plagiarism, and Other Questionable Writing Practices: a Guide to Ethical Writing” (http://ori.dhhs.gov/education/products/plagiarism/) clearly addresses issues in plagiarism an unethical writing.
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