Individual Feedback Sheet for [Participant’s Name]

Scoring guide: (Up to 2 points per item possible for all items except #13).
	Points awarded
	Description

	0
	Item not addressed or insufficiently addressed in your review or not directly evident in your the review report

	1
	Item may be partially or indirectly addressed within your review report, but lacks supporting details, clarity and/or otherwise not fully up to the standards expected of peer reviewers

	2
	Item clearly captured within your review report and reflects sufficient standards for peer reviewing



	Student ID
	[  ]

	Initials of report author
	[  ]

	Manuscript number
	[  ]

	Number and item description* (max. 2 points per item, except #13)
	[  ]

	Specific content:
	

	1. Comments on study objectives, rationale
	[  ]

	2. Comments on methods-related aspects (e.g. study design, statistical analyses, sampling, suitability of reported effect sizes/confidence intervals/p-values, reporting quality - relevant for replicability/reproducibility)
	[  ]

	3. Comments on tables, figures, visual aspects of the manuscript
	[  ]

	4. Comments on the interpretation of results and whether the conclusions are supported by the data
	[  ]

	5. Comments on specific manuscript strengths (study, theory, methods, argument) and limitations (including biases)
	[  ]

	6. Comments on manuscript structure, flow, writing style and/or language
	[  ]

	General items:
	

	7. Structure: includes a short summary as well as some specific comments
	[  ]

	8. Specific reflection on importance, relevance and suitability, also given the journal's specific scope/readership
	[  ]

	9. Focus on “global concerns” (larger structural, logic/reasoning issues) rather than detailed “local concerns” (spelling, grammar, formatting)
	[  ]

	10. Thorough, respectful, constructive critique, including positive and negative comments, also offering suggestions rather than simply labeling problems
	[  ]

	11. Appropriate comment density, overall review length demonstrates the reviewer’s investment in peer review while not overwhelming the reader
	[  ]

	12. Filled out reviewer form completely, including declaring any competing interests or no competing interests
	[  ]

	13. Review is written in understandable English (language, meaning of statements clear, few, if any, distracting typos/grammatical mistakes) - worth 1 point only
	[  ]

	Your total points (out of 25 possible):
	


* Feedback items partly adapted from https://peerj.com/articles/17514/#supp-1 and https://kb.wisc.edu/instructional-resources/page.php?id=114199. 
Additional specific comments for the participant (if any): 
	[Course instructors provide feedback here]
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