SSAR Rubric for Judging the Kennedy Student Award
1. Is the hypothesis/question clear?
2. Is there sufficient and relevant foundation/literature provided in the introduction to set up the hypothesis/question?
a. Is it clear what their work contributes to literature/our understanding?
b. Why should we care?
c. What is the bigger picture this work fits into? 
3. Is there some natural history context in the introduction (even if paper is molecular)?
4. Materials and methods clear?
5. Results clear?  Figures relevant and help visualize the results?
6. Discussion connects back to introduction.  
6. Clearly addresses answer to question/whether hypothesis is supported or not
6. Integrates new knowledge with existing literature
6. Inspires future work of some sort
7. In general—well written/transition sentences/topic sentences/ etc. all that make a paper easier to follow and understand
8. Presence of a “fatal flaw.”  For example, if the introduction is too focused; something didn’t make sense; it would be difficult to repeat because of vague methods; discussion didn’t circle back to the overall significance, etc.  

