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Guidelines for Preparing and Submitting Abstracts 

 
Introduction 

 
Welcome to the guidelines for preparing and submitting abstracts for the University of Puerto 
Rico Medical Sciences Campus 2026 Forum, which will be held in person from March 25 to 
27, 2026. These guidelines are designed to help authors ensure their abstracts meet the 
required standards for successful submission and evaluation. Following these instructions 
carefully will streamline the submission process and help maximize the impact of your work 
at the Forum. 

 
Before starting your submission, please review this document thoroughly. It covers all 
necessary details, including formatting standards, content expectations, eligibility criteria, 
and the scoring rubric evaluators will use to assess abstracts. 

 
In addition, this document provides information on eligibility, as well as on the evaluation 
and publication processes for abstracts. Faculty members, students, researchers, and 
healthcare professionals from various institutions in Puerto Rico and abroad are 
encouraged to submit their work, whether it involves research, case studies, policy analysis, 
or quality improvement initiatives. Each submission should adhere to the specific formatting 
and content criteria outlined for its category in this guide. 

 
We look forward to your participation and to highlighting high-quality research and 
innovative projects that advance health sciences knowledge and practice. 

 
 

Eligibility Criteria 
 

Faculty members, residents, students, alumni, and healthcare professionals from the 
Medical Sciences Campus and other higher education institutions, both nationally and 
internationally, are invited to submit abstracts. Public, private, and community organizations 
offering health services or conducting research in related fields are also encouraged to 
participate. Submissions may reflect a variety of perspectives and research methods across 
any of the categories listed in this document. Only completed and properly prepared 
abstracts will be considered for evaluation. 

 
 

Submitting Your Abstract: Platform Instructions and Key Dates 
 

All abstracts must be submitted online by the deadline, Friday, November 14, 2025. Please 
note that submissions will only be accepted through the Ex-Ordo platform: 

 
https://uprmscforum2026.exordo.com 

 
Upon accessing the platform, create an account by entering your first and last name, email 

https://nam02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fuprmscforum2026.exordo.com%2F&data=05%7C02%7Cefrain.flores%40upr.edu%7Ca548d50a4b9341313e7e08dde19a42b2%7C0dfa5dc0036f461599e494af822f2b84%7C0%7C0%7C638914774910993896%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=aD5VV8VNArhXBpRQ1n9miDpZP%2BEefOB%2Fd99fdTTpo%2Fo%3D&reserved=0
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address, and a password. Once your account is set up, you can submit your abstract by 
following the platform’s established workflow. Through this account, you will also have the 
option to withdraw your abstract, check its acceptance status, view the assigned 
presentation format (oral or poster), and review any comments or recommendations from 
the reviewers. 

 
 

Withdrawal of Abstracts 
 

Abstracts submitted for the Forum may be withdrawn on or before Monday, December 15, 
2025, using the ExOrdo platform where they were originally submitted. To withdraw an 
abstract, authors must log into their account with the username and password created 
during account registration. 

 
If any issues arise during the withdrawal process, authors should send an official written 
request to foroanual.rcm@upr.edu, specifying the title and ID of the abstract to be 
withdrawn. Upon successful withdrawal, the abstract and all associated information will be 
permanently removed from the Forum’s abstract database. 

 
Abstract Selection 

Each abstract will be evaluated by at least two reviewers, including faculty members, 
physicians, and researchers from the University of Puerto Rico Medical Sciences Campus 
and other institutions. The primary evaluation criterion is the quality of the project, as 
presented in the abstract. Reviewers will assess abstracts based on the following criteria: 
alignment of title and content, background and objectives, technical merit, readability, 
relevance and innovation, results and analysis, originality, conclusions and implications, and 
adherence to submission guidelines. For detailed scoring criteria, please refer to the scoring 
rubric at the end of this document. 

 
The Evaluation Subcommittee will provide recommendations to the Organizing Committee 
for final approval. The Organizing Committee reserves the right to reclassify abstracts to the 
most suitable category and presentation format based on available session slots. 

 
Abstract Publication 

 
All accepted abstracts will be published, as submitted, in a special digital issue, the "Abstract 
Supplement," of the peer-reviewed Puerto Rico Health Sciences Journal (PRHSJ). 

 
 

Program Notification 
 

Authors will be notified of the status of their abstracts via email between February 16 and 
20, 2026. It is mandatory for the first author or a co-author to present the work in person, 
either as an oral or poster presentation, at the assigned date and time during the Forum. 

mailto:foroanual.rcm@upr.edu
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Instructions for presentations in the oral and poster categories will be available in a separate 
section on the Forum’s website. If your abstract is accepted, you will receive a link in the 
acceptance letter granting you access to the instructions. 

 
 
 

General Instructions for Abstract Submission 
 

• Abstracts may be submitted in Spanish or English. 
• Abstracts must be formatted according to the guidelines outlined in this document. 
• The abstract title must not exceed 150 characters, including spaces. Capitalize all 

words in the title except for articles (a, an, the), short prepositions (of, in, on, to), and 
conjunctions (and, but, or), unless they appear at the beginning or end of the title. Do 
not use all capital letters for the entire title. 

• The total length of the abstract must not exceed 300 words, excluding the title, authors, 
affiliations, and acknowledgments. 

• Abstracts must not contain tables, figures, or references. 
• Authors must certify that all co-authors and mentors (if applicable) have reviewed and 

approved the abstract before including their names in the submission. 
• Indicate whether you prefer to present your work as an oral or poster presentation. The 

Organizing Committee reserves the right to modify the presentation type based on 
facility availability. 

• If applicable, include the following sentence: “Approved by IRB or IACUC,” followed 
by the approval date. In addition, ensure that the corresponding protocol number(s) and 
approval date(s) are provided in the appropriate fields of the online submission form. 

• If your work requires IRB or IACUC approval, you MUST provide both the approval 
number and the approval date. Submissions lacking this information will not be 
forwarded to the evaluators and will be rejected immediately. 

• The deadline for abstract submission is Friday, November 14, 2025. 
 
 

Author Names and Affiliations in Abstract Submissions 
 

1. A researcher may be listed as the first author on only one abstract but can be included 
as a co-author in multiple abstracts. Either the first author or one of the co- authors is 
permitted to present the work at the Forum. 

 
2. Format of Affiliations: 

 
o Begin each affiliation with the name of the institution, followed, when 

applicable, by the campus, school or faculty, department or division, city, 
and state (if in the United States) or country (if outside the United States). 

o Do not include postal addresses, building names, or floors. 
o Example: 

▪ University of Puerto Rico, Medical Sciences Campus, School of 
Medicine, Department of Pediatrics, San Juan, Puerto Rico 
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3. Numbering Affiliations: 
o Use superscript numbers to associate each author with their corresponding 

affiliation(s). 
o Place the superscript number immediately after each author’s name. 
o If an author has multiple affiliations, separate the numbers with commas. 

4. Listing Authors and Affiliations: 
o List authors' names in the order they will appear in the final abstract 

publication. 
o Include the first name, middle initial (if applicable), and last name for each 

author. 
o Example: 

▪ María Rivera¹, Juan López², Carlos Pérez³, Ana Díaz¹² 
5. Affiliation Section: 

o Group all affiliations immediately after the list of authors, ordered numerically 
and separated by semicolons if necessary. 

o Example: 
▪ Authors: María Rivera¹, Juan López², Carlos Pérez³, Ana Díaz¹² 
▪ Affiliations: ¹University of Puerto Rico, Medical Sciences Campus, 

School of Medicine, Department of Pediatrics, San Juan, Puerto Rico; 
²University of Puerto Rico, Medical Sciences Campus, School of 
Pharmacy, Department of Pharmaceutical Sciences, San Juan, 
Puerto Rico; ³University of Puerto Rico, Mayagüez Campus, Faculty 
of Arts and Sciences, Department of Psychology, Mayagüez, Puerto 
Rico 

6. Consistency: 
o Ensure consistency in the style and structure of affiliations. Abbreviations 

should only be used if they are standard and widely recognized (e.g., "UPR" 
for "University of Puerto Rico"). 

7. Accuracy: 
o Double-check the spelling of authors' names and institutions. Ensure that the 

affiliations accurately reflect the current academic or research appointment 
of the authors. 
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Categories of Eligible Work 
 

• Research Projects: Quantitative, qualitative, or mixed-method evaluations 

describing the application of scientific methodology in fields such as basic and 

applied sciences, epidemiology, or translational research. 

• Educational or Community Projects: Initiatives examining the effectiveness or 

contributions of educational or community programs, practices, and policies, 

including the use of technology for instruction and evaluation. These may also 

include educational, or community demonstration projects focused on promoting 

health through innovative techniques or strategies. 

• Case Studies: A research approach focusing on the characteristics, circumstances, 

and complexities of a single case, often using multiple methods. The value lies in the 

case itself, and while findings may raise awareness of broader issues, the goal is not 

to generalize conclusions to other cases. 

• Public Policy Analysis: Research generating relevant information to support, 

modify, or reject a course of action aimed at solving a public problem related to health 

and health sciences. Policy analysis can be framed through disciplines such as 

economics, political economy, history, sociology, geography, and ethics. 

• Evidence-Based Practice (EBP) Projects: Projects that use the best available 

evidence, clinical expertise, and patient (or participant) values and preferences to 

improve outcomes for individuals, groups, communities, and organizations (Melnyk 

& Fineout-Overholt, 2015). 

• Quality Improvement (QI) Projects: QI projects involve systematic, data-driven 

initiatives or processes designed to improve clinical care, patient safety, operations, 

services, and healthcare programs. 

 
Abstracts must follow the specific format required for the selected category, as 
outlined below. 

 

• The abstract of a Research or Educational/Community Project should include: 

o Background and Objectives: A brief description of the importance of the work 
presented. 

o Include the objective/goal of the study, the research question, and the 
hypothesis, if applicable. 

o Method: A brief description of the study design, procedures, strategies, and/or 
activities. 

o Results: Preliminary summary of the final results obtained. It is NOT 
satisfactory to state: "Results will be presented." 

o Conclusion: A statement about the conclusions reached and future directions. 
o Acknowledgments: Funding sources, disclosures of conflicts, etc. 

• Abstracts for Case Studies must include: 

o Purpose: A justification for presenting the case. 
o Case Description: Clinical characteristics of the case, including medical 
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history, physical exam findings, clinical evaluation, treatment plan, follow-up, 

and discussion of outcomes. 

o Conclusion: Emphasize key learning points, implications for clinical practice, 
or directions for future research. 

o Acknowledgments: Include sources of funding, disclosures of conflicts of 
interest, etc. 

• Abstracts for Public Policy Analysis must include: 

o Policy Under Analysis: Identify the public policy being analyzed. 

o Theoretical Framework and Academic Discipline: Specify the discipline 
informing the analysis and the theoretical framework, if applicable. 

o Sources of Information: Present the sources of information used in the 
analysis. 

o Research Methods: Describe the research methods according to the 
standards of the identified discipline. 

o Findings or Results: Present the findings of the analysis. It is not acceptable 
to state: "Results will be presented." 

o Policy Implications: Explain the relevance of the findings to support, modify, 
or reject the analyzed policy. 

o Acknowledgments: Include sources of funding, disclosures of conflicts of 
interest, etc. 

 

• Abstracts for Evidence-Based Practice (EBP) Projects must include: 

o Clinical Question: Include the EBP question using the PICOT format 
(Patient/Population, Intervention, Comparison, Outcome, Time). 

o Scope: Identify the problem, current practice, and the relevance of the project. 
o Literature Review: Summarize the evidence found in the literature that 

supports the proposed practice change. 

o Project Implementation: Describe the process used to implement the EBP 
project. 

o Results: Present the results of the EBP project. Projects without results, or 
stating that "Results will be presented," will not be considered. 

o Implications for Practice: Explain the implications and provide 
recommendations for practice based on the project’s results. 

o Acknowledgments: Include sources of funding, disclosures of conflicts of 
interest, etc. 

• Abstracts for Quality Improvement (QI) Projects must include: 

o Background: Several sentences outlining the problem addressed by the 

project. The first sentence should frame the issue. Provide a concise overview 

of what is known and unknown about the problem and how the project 

addresses a gap. The final sentence should describe the purpose of the 

initiative and include a clear objective statement specifying the desired 

improvement. 

o Methods: Describe the QI measures used (outcome, process, or balancing 

measures; see Figure 1). Identify the changes implemented and provide a 
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rationale for how they are expected to address the QI problem. Provide a 

detailed description of the iterative change cycles used to implement the 

intervention(s). Explain the analytical approach used to assess the impact of 

the intervention. 

 

 

 
o Results: Provide a summary of the results. 
o Conclusion: Summarize what can be concluded based on the data or 

information presented in the abstract. Explain the implications of the findings 

and the next steps or future actions. Identify key limitations and 

recommendations for future improvements. 

o Acknowledgments: Acknowledge individuals who contributed to the project 
and disclose any sources of funding or conflicts of interest. 

 
Sources: https://blog.lifeqisystem.com/types-of-improvement-measures; 
https://blog.lifeqisystem.com/define-aim-statement-quality-improvement 

https://blog.lifeqisystem.com/types-of-improvement-measures
https://blog.lifeqisystem.com/define-aim-statement-quality-improvement
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Examples of Abstracts 

 
Example of Abstract: Research Project 
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Example of Abstract: Educational or Community Project 
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Example of Abstract: Health Policy Analysis Project 

 



12  

Example of Abstract: Evidence-Based Practice Project 
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Abstract Example: Quality Improvement Project 

 

Improving Human Papilloma Virus Vaccination Rates: Quality Improvement 
 

Michelle Bowden, MD1,2, Jason Yaun, MD1,2, Bindiya Bagga, MD1,2 
1Le Bonheur Children’s Hospital, 2University of Tennessee Health Sciences 
Center, Department of Pediatrics, Memphis, Tenn. 

 
Background: Human papilloma virus (HPV) is a sexually transmitted infection 
with a national prevalence of greater than 70 million. Most infections are among 
persons 15–24 years of age. The HPV vaccine has nearly 100% efficacy when 
administered before natural exposure. However, national vaccination rates 
remain less than 50%. Our objective was to improve the rate of initiation of the 
HPV vaccination series in a resident teaching practice. Methods: We used the 
Plan Do Study Act methodology for quality improvement. Eligible patients 
included children 9 through 13 years of age who presented to a general 
pediatric clinic. We established baseline data by reviewing HPV immunization 
rates taken from a convenience sample of ≤20 patients per month over 7 
months. A key driver diagram guided interventions including resident 
communication, nursing staff education, family knowledge, and an electronic 
medical record prompt beginning at age 9. Using standard run chart rules, we 
plotted monthly postintervention vaccination rates over 7 months of data 
collection. Results: Baseline data included 136 patients age 9–13. Run chart 
monitoring revealed an increase in our HPV vaccination rate from 53% at 
baseline to 62% by October 2015. Additionally, we observed a statistically 
significant increase in mean vaccination rates from 50% to 69% (odds ratio 
2.071; P = 0.0042). We noted an increase in vaccination rates after resident 
education initiatives and after implementation of an electronic medical record 
prompt. Conclusions: Simple and practical interventions involving residents led 
to a marked increase in HPV vaccination in our patient population. 
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Scoring Rubric 

Reviewers will score each submission using the following criteria/instructions. 
 
 

Title and Content Alignment 
 

Does the title accurately reflect the main focus and findings of the work, without exceeding 
character limits or using unnecessary abbreviations? 

 
1 Unacceptable: The title does not reflect the main focus or findings of the work. It may be 
misleading, confusing, or unrelated to the content. The title exceeds character limits and/or 
uses excessive abbreviations that obscure clarity. 

 
2 Poor: The title reflects the general topic but does not accurately capture the main focus 
or findings. It may contain some unnecessary abbreviations or slight inaccuracies. Minor 
adjustments in wording would be needed to improve clarity and alignment with the content. 

 
3 Acceptable: The title somewhat aligns with the main focus and findings, though it may 
lack precision or specificity. It stays within character limits and uses abbreviations sparingly, 
without compromising clarity. Overall, the title is adequate but could be improved to better 
reflect the work’s focus. 

 
4 Good: The title clearly reflects the main focus and findings, aligning well with the content. 
It is within character limits and uses only necessary abbreviations. The title is well- 
structured, making the work’s purpose easy to understand. 

 
5 Excellent: The title precisely and effectively captures the main focus and findings of the 
work. It is concise, within character limits, and free from unnecessary abbreviations. The 
title is highly informative, making the work’s purpose and significance immediately clear to 
the reader. 

 
 

Background and Objectives 
 

Does the abstract provide a clear, concise description of the importance and context of the 
work, including a well-defined research objective or goal, research question, and hypothesis 
(if applicable)? 

 
1 Unacceptable: The abstract lacks a clear description of the work's importance and 
context. Background information is either missing or insufficient, and the research objective, 
question, or hypothesis (if applicable) is unclear or entirely absent. The relevance of the 
work is not conveyed. 
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2 Poor: The abstract provides minimal background information but fails to fully explain the 
importance or context of the work. The research objective, question, or hypothesis is present 
but poorly defined or incomplete, requiring significant clarification to understand the project’s 
purpose. 

 
3 Acceptable: The abstract gives a basic overview of the work's importance and context, 
with an adequately defined research objective, question, and hypothesis (if applicable). 
While the background and objectives are understandable, they may lack depth or specificity, 
providing only a general sense of the project’s purpose. 

 
4 Good: The abstract offers a clear and concise description of the work’s importance and 
context. The research objective, question, and hypothesis (if applicable) are well-defined 
and relevant, allowing the reader to understand the purpose and significance of the work. 

 
5 Excellent: The abstract provides an exceptionally clear and compelling description of the 
work’s importance and context, with a well-defined research objective, question, and 
hypothesis (if applicable). The background and objectives are highly informative, offering a 
thorough understanding of the project’s purpose, significance, and relevance. 

 
 

Technical Merit 
 

How solid is the presented work? Is the methodology appropriate? Does the data seem 
accurate? Are there any fatal flaws in the underlying assumptions? 

 
1 Unacceptable: Submission has serious errors in approach that invalidate the results, or 
clearly erroneous data. 

 
2 Poor: Methodology is unclear, data may have major errors (but unclear), questionable 
assumptions. 

 
3 Acceptable: Only minor flaws in method/data. 

 
4 Good: Seems technically sound. 

 
5 Excellent: Exceptionally thorough/accurate in methodology and results. 
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Readability 

 
How easy is it to understand the submission? Factors that can affect readability include 
writing style, grammar, spelling, over-use (or under-use in some cases) of equations, 
inappropriate submission length, or improper font sizes. 

1 Unacceptable: Grammar, spelling, or organizational errors prevent the reader from 
understanding the submission, to the point where the content cannot be evaluated. 

2 Poor: Submission can be understood with difficulty either due to writing quality or 
denseness of material but is not of sufficient quality for publication. 

 
3 Acceptable: Minor grammatical/spelling errors, organization could be improved slightly, 
length not quite appropriate to content, and/or figures too small to read. 

 
4 Good: Few grammatical/spelling errors; organization also good. Length appropriate to 
content. Font size in figures acceptable. 

 
5 Excellent: The manuscript is artfully written and easily understood. 

 
Relevance and Innovation 

 
Is the project relevant to the forum category under which it was submitted (e.g., Research, 
Educational/Community Projects, Case Studies, Public Policy Analysis, Evidence-Based 
Practice (EBP) Projects, or Quality Improvement Projects)? Does it demonstrate potential 
impact or innovation within its field? 

1 Not at all Relevant: The submission is not relevant to the forum category under which it 
was submitted and does not demonstrate impact or innovation within its field. 

 
2 Low Relevance: The submission has low relevance to the forum category under which it 
was submitted and demonstrates little impact or innovation within its field. 

 
3 Borderline Relevance: The submission has limited relevance to the forum category 
under which it was submitted and demonstrates minimal impact or innovation within its field. 

 
4 Relevant: The submission is relevant to the forum category under which it was submitted 
and demonstrates potential impact or innovation within its field. 

 
5 Very Relevant: The submission presents material that aligns well with the forum category 
under which it was submitted and offers content likely to engage and benefit conference 
participants through its potential impact or innovation within its field. 
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Results and Analysis 
 

Are the findings clearly summarized, well-supported, and adequately interpreted? For 
preliminary results, is there sufficient detail to convey the significance of the findings, 
whether quantitative or qualitative? 

 
1 Unacceptable: The findings are either missing or very poorly summarized, with little to no 

support or interpretation. The results are unclear, lack relevance, or fail to demonstrate any 
significance. If results are preliminary, they provide insufficient detail, making it impossible to 
understand their relevance, whether quantitative or qualitative. 

2 Poor: The findings are presented with minimal clarity and lack adequate support or 
interpretation. Key details are missing, and the results appear incomplete or poorly 
structured. For preliminary findings, the significance is weakly conveyed, and there is limited 
insight into their relevance or potential implications. 

 
3 Acceptable: The findings are summarized adequately and have some support and 
interpretation. The results provide a general sense of the project’s outcomes, though they 
may lack depth or detail. For preliminary findings, there is enough information to understand 
the relevance, though the significance may not be fully developed. 

 
4 Good: The findings are clearly summarized, well-supported, and appropriately 
interpreted. There is sufficient detail and logical flow, making the results easy to understand 
and showing the project’s relevance. For preliminary findings, adequate information is 
provided to convey the significance and potential implications of the results, whether 
quantitative or qualitative. 

 
5 Excellent: The findings are exceptionally well-summarized, strongly supported, and 
thoroughly interpreted. The results are detailed, clear, and logically organized, offering a 
deep understanding of the project’s outcomes and significance. For preliminary findings, the 
abstract provides ample information to convey their relevance and potential impact, with 
strong insight into the quantitative or qualitative aspects of the work. 

 
Originality 

 
Will attendees learn something that they didn't already know from this submission? Has this 
research project been previously presented or published elsewhere?" 

 
1 Not at all Original: The submission lacks originality and presents information that is 
widely known or already well-documented in the field. The work appears to have been 
previously presented or published elsewhere, with little or no new insights or contributions. 

 
2 Low Originality: The submission shows minimal originality, offering only slight additions 
to existing knowledge. The content is largely familiar, with few novel insights or 
perspectives. It may closely resemble prior work without providing significant advancements 
or unique contributions. 
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3 Minor Improvement: The submission demonstrates a reasonable level of originality, with 
some new insights or approaches. While parts of the work may overlap with existing 
knowledge, it provides enough unique content or findings to justify its inclusion. The 
submission appears to be previously unpublished. 

 
4 Major Improvement: The submission is original and offers valuable new information, 
ideas, or approaches that contribute meaningfully to the field. The work is previously 
unpublished, and the findings will likely provide attendees with fresh perspectives or 
enhance their understanding of the topic. 

 
 

5 New/novel: The submission demonstrates outstanding originality, presenting highly novel 
insights, innovative methods, or groundbreaking findings. The content is entirely new, 
previously unpublished, and significantly advances the field. Attendees will gain 
considerable new knowledge from this work, which is likely to inspire further research or 
discussion. 

 
 

Conclusion and Implications 

Are the conclusions clear and insightful based on the presented data, and do they offer 
meaningful implications for practice, future research, or policy? 

1 Unacceptable: The conclusions are unclear, unsupported by the presented data, or 
absent. There is little to no insight, and no meaningful implications are provided for practice, 
future research, or policy. The conclusions fail to enhance understanding of the project’s 
value. 

 
2 Poor: The conclusions are weakly stated and lack clear connection to the data. Insights 
are minimal, and the implications for practice, research, or policy are vague or irrelevant. 
The conclusions do not effectively highlight the significance or potential impact of the work. 

 
3 Acceptable: The conclusions are reasonably clear and generally supported by the data. 
There are some insights, and implications for practice, future research, or policy are 
mentioned, though they may lack depth or specificity. The conclusions convey an adequate 
sense of the project’s relevance. 

 
4 Good: The conclusions are clear, insightful, and well-supported by the data. Meaningful 
implications for practice, future research, or policy are identified and relevant, enhancing 
understanding of the project’s impact. The conclusions effectively convey the significance 
of the work. 

 
5 Excellent: The conclusions are exceptionally clear, insightful, and strongly supported by 
the data. They provide valuable implications for practice, future research, or policy, with high 
relevance and depth. The conclusions highlight the project’s significance and potential 
impact, offering a compelling understanding of its value to the field. 
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Adherence to Guidelines 

 
Does the abstract adhere to formatting and submission guidelines, including word count, 
structure, required elements (e.g., IRB/IACUC approval), and category-specific criteria? 

1 Unacceptable: The abstract does not follow the formatting and submission guidelines. It 
significantly exceeds or falls short of the word count, lacks required structure, or is missing 
essential elements (e.g., IRB/IACUC approval if applicable). The submission shows a 
disregard for category-specific criteria. 

 
2 Poor: The abstract has multiple issues with formatting, structure, or word count. Some 
required elements are missing or incorrectly presented, and there is limited adherence to 
category-specific criteria. Considerable revision would be needed to meet the guidelines. 

 
3 Acceptable: The abstract generally adheres to the formatting and submission guidelines, 
with minor deviations in word count, structure, or elements. Most required elements are 
included, and category-specific criteria are met, though improvements could be made to 
fully comply with guidelines. 

 
4 Good: The abstract follows the formatting and submission guidelines well, with only minor 
errors or deviations. All required elements are present, and the structure is clear and 
organized. The submission meets category-specific criteria effectively, showing attention to 
detail. 

 
5 Excellent: The abstract adheres strictly to all formatting and submission guidelines, 
including precise word count, structure, and required elements. It fully complies with 
category-specific criteria, demonstrating exceptional attention to detail and thorough 
preparation. 

 
Format 

 
While uploading a submission, authors indicated a preference for either an oral or poster 
presentation (shown above). If accepted, which presentation format do you believe is most 
appropriate for this submission? (You are not required to agree with the author's 
preference.) 

 

• Oral 

• Poster 

• None 


