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Section One: Summary

The intended outputs of the PEER project are a review of the educational literature on student peer review, the production of case exemplars of good practice in peer review, some pilot implementations and the evaluation of software to support peer review. Overall it is hoped to provide a complete package for those interested in implementing student peer review in HE courses and programmes and, during the timeline of the project, to carry out some dissemination activities. In this reporting period, an educational review has been conducted, a desirable list of features for effective peer software has been identified and key software systems evaluated. In addition, three pilot implementations are being progressed at the University of Strathclyde and some dissemination activities have been planned. 

All the developing outputs of PEER are being posted on the REAP website. Importantly, the REAP website at www.reap.ac.uk has been updated to include the PEER project as well as a wider set of resources for any HE institution wishing to rethink their assessment and feedback practices. This positioning of PEER outputs within an updated REAP website should enable the PEER project to benefit from the reputation that has been built up through REAP. Indeed, this integrated website should provide a forum beyond the life of PEER for the continued dissemination of good practice in peer review. 

Section Two: Activities and Progress

The specific objectives of the PEER project were to:

1. Review the literature on and identify the educational features of effective peer review. 

2. Identify available software systems to support peer review and evaluate them in relation to the desired educational features

3. Pilot and evaluate peer review using software in two academic departments at the University of Strathclyde.

4. Produce guidelines for practitioners for the effective implementation of peer review.

5. Disseminate the project findings nationally and internationally.
The overall aim is to provide evidence-based information for others wishing to implement peer review.
Review the literature [WP 2: August 2010 – Feb 2011]
A research review has been carried out. A set of principles of good practice in peer review has been produced. A short paper is currently being written on this, which will be published by the QAA Scotland and presented at the Scottish Enhancement Themes Conference, 2-3rd March 2011. A longer review paper is being produced for a refereed academic journal. Other papers will be produced from with academics in departments from the pilot implementations (see below).
The original plan was to review the literature and to write-up some published examples of peer review using software. However there were insufficient good examples of peer review supported by software and hence the review focuses on a wider base of educational literature. The REAP website will exhibit case examples of student peer review from this literature. Although this is a deviation from the original plan this will to some extent be compensated for by additional examples of peer review using Aropa that will be drawn from the University of Glasgow (see below).

Identify software systems and map to educational features [WP 3: September 2010 – Feb 2011]
A list of educational features for effective peer review has been identified and a number of software systems (13) have been considered in the light of these features. Given that the software is constantly being developed the feature list is likely to prove to be the most useful output here. See the website at http://www.reap.ac.uk/PEER/Software.aspx). Only some minor work is required to complete this package.  One change here is that the proposal to interview those developing peer review software will receive a lighter touch. The software identified is of variable quality and the educational features with which peer review software might be evaluated will actually provided a more useful long-term output. As part of the PEER project, some further work will be done to unpack the system integration and administrative overheads associated with different software packages for peer review.

Pilot and Evaluate [WP 4: Nov 2010 – June 2011]
At the University of Strathclyde three departments have agreed to pilot student peer review with software support, Design Manufacturing and Engineering Management (DMEM), Sociology and the Law School.  The Centre for Academic Practice and Learning Enhancement (CAPLE) which includes the Learning Technology Enhancement Team are currently supporting these academic, both educationally and technically. PeerMark part of the Turnitin Suite and Aropa developed by John Hamer at Auckland, New Zealand are being piloted to provide a contrasting and rich comparison. The PEER project is also drawing on some pilots being carried out at Glasgow University using Aropa. These were not part of the original plan but will add to the case outputs and experience of the project. In sum, this package has gone beyond the original two pilots proposed at Strathclyde and also includes a number of pilots to be drawn from Glasgow University.

2010 Dissemination [WP 5: August – June 2011]
The intention is that this PEER project will provide a complete set of guidance for those wishing to implement student peer review using software including a rationale for its use, guidelines for implementation, what to look for in software, potential implementation issues and their resolution and case examples of practice. 

Website

The PEER website at www.reap.ac.uk/peer.aspx will be a locus for all materials to support peer review. This web resource goes well beyond the original project plan. The website is already rich in materials although some that have been produced have been held back temporarily for copyright reasons (e.g. the principles of good practice derived from the research analysis).  

Seminars, 28, 29 September, 2010. 

Two seminars were held in Scotland on ‘Assessment for the 21st Century: Enhancing Graduate Attributes’. The first was held at the University of Strathclyde, 28 September 2010 in Glasgow and the second at Queen Margaret University, Edinburgh 29th September. These seminars attracted 110 senior participants from Scottish Higher Education. The keynote speakers were Professor Royce Sadler from Griffith Institute of Higher Education and Professor David Nicol from the University of Strathclyde. Both these presentations were about ways in which peer feedback and self-assessment could support the development of Graduate Attributes. The PEER project was highlighted in these presentations. A paper is available on the PEER website and at http://www.enhancementthemes.ac.uk/documents/G21C/Assessment_150910.pdf and information about the event can be found at http://www.enhancementthemes.ac.uk/newsletter/Dec2010/News.asp 

Planned Dissemination

· QAA Annual Enhancement Themes Conference, Heriot Watt University (2-3rd March 2011). Presentation by Professor Nicol on peer review at workshop with feedback sought from participants on a draft paper on PEER review and feedback [see http://www.enhancementthemes.ac.uk/conference/programme.asp  

· HE Academy sponsored event in April 2011 on the PEER Project at University of Strathclyde open to the sector. 

· EvalTrends Conference, University of Cadiz, Spain, 9-11th March 2011. Keynote presentation by Professor Nicol on Peer Review and project outcomes. http://evaltrends.uca.es/index.php/homes.html 

· David Nicol presenting the PEER project at JISC RSCtv event using Elluminate on 29th March. This event will be advertised by the JISC RSC and participants will be drawn from HE and FE.

· Planning further dissemination events in Scotland with Grainne Hamilton, eAdvisor, eAssessment, JISC RSC, Scotland South and West, grainne.hamilton@glasgow.ac.uk. Grainne is able to follow up on technical support for those from HE/FE attending these events.

Provide Guidelines for practitioners

This is an overarching goal of the project as indicated in the last section. Initially it was envisaged that this would be a paper document but it might well comprise a set of packaged web resources in addition to or instead of a paper resource.

Project Team

The project team remains as per project plan but it should be noted that David Nicol, the project Director has officially retired from the University of Strathclyde but is still engaged in a productive relationship through his new role as Emeritus Professor of Higher Education. He will continue with the PEER project and his details and email address will not change. In light of this however, Catherine Milligan and David will now both be Co-Directors of the PEER project.  
Section Three: Outputs and Deliverables

Outputs expected from the project and their implementation status:

· A review of the literature with a rationale for peer review plus examples of good practice using software [short paper and journal article]  

[Status: short paper available February 15th] 

· A list of educational features of effective peer review to enable staff to evaluate available software 

[Status: features produced but require peer review]

· A short account of current software systems and information about integration of those piloted with MOODLE. 

[Status: partly produced but integration information and some accounts still to be addresssed]

· Two pilot implementations at the University of Strathclyde with an evaluation of the benefits and issues, practical, software and support. Write ups for publication. 

[Status: on track and deliverables now exceeding original proposal with three pilots and two software systems]

· Write-ups of a number of pilots carried out at the University of Glasgow using Aropa  

[Status: unanticipated additional output of value)

· An extensive website resource for academics and policymakers interested in implementing student peer review. 

[Status: beyond usual JISC requirements now but still much to be unloaded and developed]

· Dissemination of developing outputs at conferences, seminars and workshops, nationally and internationally.

[Status: on track and exceeding expectations]

All current work can be found at www.reap.ac.uk/peer.aspx 

Section Four: Evaluation

The literature review will be evaluated informally by academic peers at the various dissemination events and formally through peer reviewed publications. The educational features list for peer software might be evaluated through a JISC CETIS event. This will be discussed with Rowin Young who manages the e-assessment SIG and events on e-assessment. 

The main evaluation will be of the pilots both those at the University of Strathclyde and those from University of Glasgow. Implementation of these has just begun but this will provide rich information about issues, lessons and perceptions. Each pilot will be evaluated through the documentation produced, students’ participation data, focus groups and questionnaire data etc. The evaluation questions centre on such topics as how best to implement peer review, what aspects or processes are most beneficial (e.g. giving or receiving feedback), how software support can address workload issues, the nature of peer review tasks and peer interactions etc.

So far web 2 tools have not been used in this project but the project will consider using blogs during the current phase of pilot implementations.

Section Five: Outcomes and Lessons Learned

One lesson learned through an analysis of published and informal literature is that peer review is not widely used in HE even though this should be a core activity if the goal is to develop in students the ability to monitor and evaluate their own and others work. Learning to self-regulate and evaluate work is important for life beyond university and in employment settings. Another lesson comes from the research which shows that peer assessment and peer review are often confounded with the former weakening the developmental potential of the latter. Also, clear advice on how to actively engage students in productive peer review is generally lacking. A third issue raised by this study is that a while a number of peer software systems are available there is little published research on their value or effectiveness. 

Internally, the PEER project is a good example of collaborative working between the faculty-facing Learning Technology Enhancement team and academic practitioners in departments, supported by CAPLE’s (Centre for Academic Practice and Learning Enhancement) educational expertise. This approach supports the strategic ambitions of the university to promote and spread partnership working across the institution.

Section Six: Communication and Dissemination Activities

David Nicol, the project Co-Director is involved in a number of collaborations that will help spread the PEER project outcomes including work with the QAA Scotland Enhancement Themes. David is a facilitator for Assessment and Feedback for the Scottish HE sector. David is producing web pages for the QAA website, organising Scottish events and writing papers. These activities will ensure that the PEER findings are widely discussed and disseminated. David is also working with some Universities on their Assessment and Feedback policies and practices such as UCD, Dublin and Liverpool John Moores in the UK. This will also provide an outlet for collaboration and implementation but perhaps beyond the official lifespan of the funded PEER project. 

The PEER project has received significant publicity externally (see dissemination above). Internal dissemination at the University of Strathclyde will take place as the project work unfolds through learning enhancement events.

Section Seven: Issues, Challenges and Opportunities

	Risk
	Probability

(1-5)
	Severity

(1-5)
	Score

(P x S)
	Action to Prevent/Manage Risk

	Staffing: 

Departure of project team members
	2
	3
	6
	Most staff are replaceable except the Project Director but he is not leaving

	Organisational:

Internal departmental partners do not deliver/pilot peer review
	3
	5
	15
	Find alternative partners or use published literature as a proxy.

	Not able to evaluate 10 software systems in project budget
	3
	3
	9
	Select and evaluate a smaller number that have real potential for the HE/FE sector

	Difficult to bring together those with expertise in peer software
	3
	2
	6
	Hold telephone interviews with consultants to get feedback or carry out site visits


Original Risk Analysis

There have been some changes in the focus of the project that influence the original risk analysis reproduced above. Detailed evaluations of 10 software systems has been shown to be less important than identifying the educational processes that software systems might support. This also influences the original plan that the project team bring together to review peer software systems those with software expertise. This now seems less important than envisaged. 

As the funding for consultants to review software has been reduced the released funds are being used to enhance the collection of case studies of peer implementation and to build a better set of resources for academics seeking advice on implementation of peer review with software. We are now drawing on case studies from the University of Glasgow. We will have also redirected some of the original consultancy funding to internal staff at Strathclyde as the number of pilots has increased from two to three and we are now piloting, supporting and evaluating two software systems instead of one. This has increased the workload of the Learning Technology Enhancement Team and that of academic practitioners. 

Section Eight: Collaboration and Support

The PEER project team have not interacted with other projects and would welcome opportunities to do so.

Checklist:

Before you return this report:

· Ensure that your project webpage on the JISC site is up to date and contains the correct information. Attach details of any required amendments to this report.

The JISC PEER project page still stands but there is no link to the web resources at www.reap.ac.uk/peer.aspx 

· If there have been any changes to the original project plan and/or work packages, ensure that amended copies of the relevant sections of your project plan are attached to this report.

The project plan still stands even though there are some minor changes in activities.

· Identify and name any areas within this report that you’d like removed before the report is made public (*see below)

Only the budget information to be removed

