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1. CLEAR GOALS – The author explicitly states the educational objectives of the work from the
perspective of the target audience; the objectives are SMART: Specific, Measurable, Attainable, and 
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Does the author meet this criterion?

 Yes  No  Not Sure
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Does the author meet this criterion?
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Does the author meet this criterion?
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6. REFLECTIVE CRITIQUE - The author thoughtfully assesses the work and uses review/critique from
other sources to refine, enhance, or expand the original concept. 

Does the author meet this criterion?

 Yes  No  Not Sure
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Confidential comments for the Editor should be placed into the indicated field. The author will not read 
these comments.
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