REVIEWER EVALUATION – JOURNAL OF CRITICAL INCIDENTS
ROUND 1 AND 2

Case Title: To Yelp or Not to Yelp: Defamation in Cyberspace

	[bookmark: _GoBack]CRITICAL INCIDENT

	Criteria
	Yes
	No
	NA
	Comments

	Memorandum addressing feedback from MBAA Conference or Summer Workshop or Round 1 is provided (mark NA if not applicable)
	X
	
	
	

	Figures and tables are relevant
	
	
	X
	

	Figures and tables are clearly referenced in the body of the case.
	
	
	X
	

	Free of grammar, punctuation, & spelling errors.
	
	X
	
	Only very minor points that I listed under the heading “Errata” in the “Additional Comments” section below.

	Written in past tense
	
	X
	
	Please check for this throughout. For example, the final sentence under the heading “The Challenge” is not written in past tense.

	CI follows author guidelines (http://sfcr.org/docs/SCR_Manuscript_Guidelines_for_Authors.pdf)
	
	X
	
	

	SCORED ASSESSMENT

	Rate the following characteristic as 
1 = low 2, 3, 4, 5 = high. 
Include helpful comments
	Mark by the left side of the number to indicate your selection of
1 = low 2, 3, 4, 5 = high

	The CI will generate interesting discussion for the class
Comments:

	_____1  	______2  ____3  	_X____4 ____5  


	The CI is relevant and appropriate to the discipline
Comments:

	_____1  	______2  ____3  	_____4  	_X___5  

	The CI information accurately reflects a real situation
Comments:

	_____1  	______2  ____3  	_____4  	_X___5  

	The CI flows well--it is easy to read/follow story
Comments:

	_____1  	______2  ____3  	_X____4  ____5  

	Appropriate literature/research is referenced
Comments:

	_____1  	______2  ____3  	_X____4  ____5  


	The CI is timely – focuses on a current issue.  
Comments:

	_____1  	______2  ____3  	__X___4 ____5  


	Hook is effective for catching the reader’s interest.
Comments:

	_____1  	__X____2  ____3  _____4  ____5  


	The CI describes a provocative/interesting situation
Comments:

	_____1  	______2  ____3  	_X____4  ____5  


	The CI fosters student’s use of their knowledge and skill.
Comments:
	_____1  	______2  ____3  	_X____4  ____5  


	The CI or teaching note (in general discussion or additional pedagogical materials) contains information students need to make an informed decision or analysis. 
Comments
	
_____1  	______2  _X___3  _____4  ____5  

	OVERALL ASSESSMENT

	For each item, place a check mark in the appropriate column.  For both ‘minor’ and ‘major’ revisions, provide specific recommendations that must be met in order for you to recommend publication.
	No additional revisions are needed. Recommend publication.
	Minor revisions are needed 
	Major revisions are needed 

	CI:

	
	
	X

	Additional Comments: 

Strengths:
· This CI is very well written
· The topic is intriguing and timely
· The decisions point provides an excellent prompt for classroom discussion

Recommendations:
· I believe the hook could be improved. An undergrad student might fail to buy in if they simply dismiss Dawn Hassell and Ava Bird as people they don’t know and therefore have no reason to care about. Furthermore, this case going to the California supreme court might not impress students, especially if they aren’t from California. I would recommend taking the angle of potential censorship of online reviews, the risk of having a defamation lawsuit brought upon a review giver or something like that as students likely use and give reviews themselves.
· There needs to be a bit more clarification regarding who is the defendant and who is the plaintiff. At some point, I think these is switch in parties between Ava Bird and YELP, but I’m not sure when that change happens.
· Can any more details be provided regarding the Hassell Law Group? I didn’t get a sense of how large the firm was, how long it has been in business, what kind of cases it specialized in, what its average YELP review score was at the time, etc. it wouldn’t have to be those details specifically, but I would like a little more insight into the company.
· How was it determined that the one-start review posted by “J.D.” was attributed to Ava Bird? I thought Hassell Law Group ended its professional relationship with Ava bird such that it never officially represented her. If so, how could this “J.D.” who is supposedly Ava Bird, have won a settlement under the Hassell Law Group? Please clarify these points.
· It is unclear to me why web site hosts and Internet Service Providers are introduced at the end of the CI. It seems that the questions under consideration is whether or not YELP needs to remove the posts. I would say that of the three provided, YELP is best described as a content aggregator.
· What is the key decision being asked of students? Is it whether or not YELP should allow such posts? If YELP should comply with taking the posts down? If Ava Bird had grounds to bring this case in the first place? If the Hassell Law Group handled things correctly? If the court(s) made the right decisions? Please clarify what it is students should focus on. 
· I’d be curious to know more about YELPS user agreement. I know this is mentioned in the TN, but I think this is missing from the case write up. At a minimum I would like to know what it expects of its community in terms of ethical use.
· It might be effective to present the key dates in a table or timeline.
· What is a “A ‘prove up’ evidentiary hearing?

Errata:
· Always use an Oxford comma to separate the penultimate item in a series of three or more items from the conjunction that appears before the last item in the series.


	CI should be considered for best case award. 
	yes
	No X





1
JCI Review
	TEACHING NOTE

	Criteria
	Yes
	No
	Comments

	CI Overview identifies courses in which the CI could be used.
	X
	
	

	Research Methods states whether the CI is decision or descriptive.
	X
	
	

	Research Methods informs whether the CI is field researched or solely from secondary sources.
	X
	
	

	Research Methods includes statement on whether or not the CI is disguised.  If the latter, states how.
	X
	
	

	List of learning outcomes [what the student will be able to do] NOT teaching objectives included.
	X
	
	

	List of questions for students to answer?
	X
	
	

	Restatement of each question with answer?
	X
	
	

	Follows author guidelines for teaching note (http://sfcr.org/docs/SCR_Manuscript_Guidelines_for_Authors.pdf)
	X
	
	

	SCORED ASSESSMENT

		Rate the following characteristic as 
1 = low 2, 3, 4, 5 = high. 
Provide comments as appropriate
	Mark by the left side of the number to indicate your selection of
1 = low 2, 3, 4, 5 = high



		Mark by the left side of the number to indicate your selection of 1 = low 2, 3, 4, 5 = high
	Mark by the left side of the number to indicate your selection of
1 = low 2, 3, 4, 5 = high




	CI Overview identifies the salient points of the case.
Comments:

	_____1  	______2  ____3  	_X____4  ____5  


	Learning outcomes are appropriate for the focus of the case (e.g. are there higher order Bloom’s Taxonomy verbs?).
Comments:

	_____1  	______2  ____3  	_X____4  ____5  

	Questions are appropriately rigorous for the stated learning outcomes?
Comments:

	_____1  	______2  ____3  	_X____4  ____5  

	There are an adequate number of questions to provide sufficient breadth of coverage for the instructor
Comments:

	_____1  	______2  ____3  	_____4  	_X___5  

	Answers indicate a substantial response expected from an “A” student, including use of applicable theories, formulas, laws, etc. [A non-expert could use the answers to assess the students’ response]
Comments:

	
_____1  	______2  ____3  	_____4  	X____5  

	Developing responses to the questions will help students understand and/or apply concepts, theories, and techniques appropriate to the courses identified.
Comments:
	_____1  	______2  ____3  	_____4  	_X___5  

	Appropriate literature/research is referenced.
Comments:

	_____1  	______2  ____3  	_____4  	_X___5  

	Should this CI  with its Teaching Note be considered for the Best Case Award?  

	
___X__1  _____2  ____3  	_____4  	____5  

	OVERALL ASSESSMENT

	For each item, place a check mark in the appropriate column.  For both ‘minor’ and ‘major’ revisions, provide specific recommendations that must be met in order for you to recommend publication.
	No additional revisions are needed. TN is ready.
	Minor revisions are needed 
	Major revisions are needed 

	Teaching Note:

	
	X
	

	Additional Comments:

Strengths:
· This TN is easy to follow
· The questions answers are well supported by outside research
· The TN provides lots of options for how to incorporate the critical incident in the classroom

Recommendations:
· The Case Overview indicates that “This decision-based critical incident could be used in an Introduction to Business Law, Business Ethics, Marketing (Social Media) or Introduction to Information Systems course at the undergraduate level.” However, I don’t think undergraduate students in Marketing or Introduction to Information Systems would have enough prerequisite Business Law knowledge to be able to analyze the case as presented. I recommend that the author either remove these applications or prove additional explanation of the necessary Business Law terminology within the body of CI.
· I find LO 4 to be a bit too specific. like the way the LOs 1, 2, and 3 could be easily ported over to another CI or classroom activity, but the fourth one is only concerned with the case at hand. As such, I would recommend restating this LO in more general terms.
· Perhaps “injunctive relief” could be added to the list of terms in DQ1.
· For DQ 2, I would clarify in the body of the questions that these are real, non-fabricated reviewers.
· As mentioned in my comments about the CI, I think parts of DQ 3 should be integrated into the body of the CI.
· Similar to my comment above about DQ3, perhaps part of DQ4 could be introduced into the CI to help clarify why web site hosts and Internet Service Providers are mentioned under the heading “The Challenge” in the main body of the case.

Errata:
· None




